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Abstract

Even in environments offering ample opportunities to interact with people from diverse backgrounds,
people differ in their tendency to form intergroup friendships. Whereas some develop intergroup
friendships, others prefer befriending ingroup members, contributing to prejudice and polarization.
We identify open-mindedness—an inclination to engage with and understand different perspectives—
as an individual difference predicting the racial, political, and socioeconomic diversity of real-world
friendship networks. In a longitudinal study of 1,423 eighth—ninth graders, more open-minded
adolescents developed more racially diverse friendship networks over 2 years. Two additional studies
(total N = 1,585 adults) replicated and extended this finding: Open-mindedness predicted greater
racial, political, and socioeconomic diversity of friends, and was more consistently associated with
friendship diversity than Big Five openness to experience. The associations between open-mindedness
and friendship diversity were partly explained by open-minded individuals’ lower avoidance of
interaction with outgroup members. Building open-mindedness may be one individual-level approach
to promote friendships across divides.

Keywords
diversity, homophily, intergroup friendship, open-mindedness, social networks

Paper received 29 November 2023; revised version accepted 7 February 2025.

Princeton University, USA

ZBarnard College, Columbia University, USA
SUniversity of Pennsylvania, USA
4University of Hawaii-West O’ahu, USA

Corresponding authors:
Yeji Park, Department of Psychology, Princeton University, 526 Peretsman Scully Hall, Princeton, NJ 08540, USA.
Email: yejp@princeton.edu

Kate M. Turetsky, Department of Psychology, Barnard College, Columbia University, 415 Milbank Hall, 3009 Broadway, New
York, NY 10027, USA.
Email: kturetsk@barnard.edu


https://uk.sagepub.com/en-gb/journals-permissions
https://journals.sagepub.com/home/gpi
mailto:yejp@princeton.edu
mailto:kturetsk@barnard.edu
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F13684302251324887&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2025-04-03

1146

Group Processes & Intergronp Relations 28(6)

Forming friendships across social divides bene-
fits both individuals and society. For example,
having friendships across racial divides is linked
to more positive attitudes toward racial outgroups
and, among advantaged groups, increased aware-
ness of racial injustice (Carter et al., 2019; Davies
et al., 2011). Friendships across political divides
are associated with reduced partisan animosity
and increased political engagement (Mutz, 2002;
Sumaktoyo, 2021). Friendships across socioeco-
nomic divides predict reduced socioeconomic
disparities and greater class mobility (Carey et al.,
2022; Chetty et al., 2022).

Unfortunately, however, friendships across
these various group divides are relatively rare.
This is partially a matter of opportunity; oppor-
tunities to form intergroup friendships are often
constrained by structural battiers, such as racial,
political, and socioeconomic segregation (Shelton
et al.,, 2024). Yet, even when these barriers are
removed—for example, in schools with a diverse
student body—individuals still do not always
form intergroup relationships (Carey et al., 2022;
Joyner & Kao, 2000). Whereas some people
develop diverse friendship networks, others show
homophily, a preference to affiliate with those
with similar identities to themselves (McPherson
et al.,, 2001). In other words, even after account-
ing for opportunities afforded by the environ-
ment, people’s tendency to seize opportunities to
form intergroup friendships appears to be an
individual difference.

Despite evidence of individual variability in
intergroup friendship formation, little is known
about individual-level psychological factors that
drive people’s choices to develop such friend-
ships. Prior research shows that specific inter-
group attitudes, such as prejudice and perceptions
of outgroups, predict likelihood of befriending
outgroup members (Fischer, 2008; Schofield et
al., 2010). However, whether there is a broader
psychological orientation toward difference that
makes people more likely to build relationships
across social divides in general remains an open
question. This is an important question concep-
tually, to advance understanding of the factors
that shape intergroup friendship, as well as

practically, given that such an orientation could be
a potentially high-impact target for individual-
level intervention.

The present research examines whether gpen-
mindedness broadly predicts developing intergroup
friendships across various dimensions of differ-
ence (such as race, politics, and socioeconomic
status). Open-mindedness is a willingness or
desire to expose oneself to a variety of perspec-
tives, even those incongruent with one’s current
beliefs (Baron, 1993). Intrapersonally, open-
mindedness is characterized by receptiveness to
and interest in a variety of ideas (Christensen et
al., 2019), and is associated with seeking out and
considering varied information before reaching a
conclusion (Haran et al., 2013; Stanovich & West,
1997). Interpersonally, open-mindedness serves
as a form of epistemic empathy—a desire and
ability to understand others’ perspectives, partic-
ularly those different from one’s own (Metz et al.,
2020). Importantly, this entails not only under-
standing what others think (e.g, cognitive per-
spective-taking), but also why they see the world
as they do. For example, an open-minded indi-
vidual would recognize that each individual’s val-
ues and perspectives are, in part, consequences
of their upbringing and experiences (e.g, norms
in the community they grew up in; Metz et al.,
2020). This leads them not to shy away or be dis-
missive when they encounter someone who has a
different perspective (whether a different culture,
political stance, value, belief, and so on), but
rather to be particularly motivated and able to
understand how the other’s backgrounds and
experiences may have shaped their perspective.
Ultimately, this epistemic empathy, along with the
motivation to gain exposure to varied ideas, may
lead open-minded individuals to engage more
deeply across different backgrounds and beliefs.
As such, we hypothesized that more open-
minded individuals would be more likely to
develop friendships across various dimensions of
difference.

Open-mindedness has some conceptual over-
lap with the Big Five personality factor gpenness to
experience, and indeed, some researchers have
examined whether openness to experience may
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be a broad characteristic that predicts greater
interracial interaction. This work theorizes that
people high in openness to experience seek out
novel experiences, are open to learning about
new ideas that challenge conventional wisdom
(McCrae, 1987), and are less subject to stereotypi-
cal thinking (Flynn, 2005), all possibly leading to
greater willingness to form relationships with
individuals from different groups. Consistent
with this thinking, openness to experience has
been found to be associated with greater interra-
cial contact (Jackson & Poulsen, 2005) and
more positive perceptions of interethnic contact
(Vezzali et al., 2018). However, openness to expe-
rience has not predicted interracial relationships
reliably; for example, some studies have found no
associations between openness to experience and
interethnic contact (Vezzali et al., 2018) or inter-
racial friendships (Turner et al., 2014).

These inconsistencies may occur because open-
ness to experience is a complex, multifaceted trait
with multiple lower order aspects that range in
social relevance. Research examining the taxonomic
structure of openness to experience has identified
three major aspects (Christensen et al., 2019): intel-
lect (including intellectual interests, curiosity, and
self-assessed intelligence), experience (including
aesthetic appreciation, emotional sensitivity, imagi-
nativeness, and fantasizing), and—importantly-

open-mindedness (including receptiveness to new
ideas, cultures, and perspectives; willingness to
explore a variety of environments and try new ways
of doing things; and embracing a variety of atti-
tudes, beliefs, and lifestyles). If, consistent with our
hypothesis, open-mindedness is a “key ingredient”
driving intergroup friendship formation, openness
to experience may be too broad to reliably predict
forming friendships across group lines; the other
aspects of openness to experience may add noise,
contributing to mixed results. Recent efforts to
isolate the components of openness to expeti-
ence most relevant to interracial friendships have
been promising, finding that asking specifically
about openness to different cultures and ethnic
backgrounds more reliably predicts likelihood of
having interracial friends than openness to expe-
rience (Antonoplis & John, 2022). Focusing more

precisely on open-mindedness may similarly pro-
vide a stronger signal of people’s tendency to
develop intergroup friendships than openness to
experience, while remaining broad enough to cap-
ture not just openness to racial outgroup members,
but people’s orientation toward difference more
generally.

In addition to introducing open-mindedness as
a novel individual-level contributor to intergroup
friendship formation, we aimed to advance theory
on intergroup friendship by addressing two limita-
tions of prior research. First, prior work has
typically focused on one form of intergroup
friendship at a time, usually interracial friendship.
Although this approach is important to identify
unique factors contributing to specific types of
intergroup friendship, it makes it difficult to deter-
mine whether there is a common psychological
orientation underlying forming friendships across
group lines in general. In addition to advancing
understanding of the underpinnings of inter-
group friendship, identifying a general orientation
toward difference could spark novel interventions
promoting intergroup friendship (particularly
helpful given that intervening on established con-
tributors to intergroup friendship has proven dif-
ficult, e.g,, prejudice reduction; Paluck et al., 2021).
As such, we examined whether open-mindedness
predicts racial, political, and socioeconomic diver-
sity of friendship networks, rather than focusing
on a single dimension.

Second, prior research has largely conceptual-
ized intergroup friendship solely in terms of
homophily—the proportion of friends belonging
to the ingroup. In this conceptualization, friends
are categorized as either ingroup or outgroup,
with all outgroups grouped together (e.g., a White
person with three Asian friends and a White per-
son with one Asian, one Black, and one Latinx
friend have equally homophilic networks because
they both have three outgroup friends, regardless
of those friends’ specific identities). Indeed,
forming homophilic networks is one way people
fail to form friendships across divides; a nation-
ally representative survey found that same-race
friends made up 64 to 91% of Americans’ core
social networks (Cox et al., 2016).
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However, another dimension of friendship
composition has received less attention in the
intergroup literature: the diversity, or heterogene-
ity, of a person’s social network. This dimension
captures the extent to which one’s friends have a
variety of backgrounds (e.g, a network with one
Asian, one Black, and one Latinx friend is more
diverse than a network with three Asian friends
because of the greater variety of racial backgrounds
represented). The aforementioned national sur-
vey reflected this dimension as well: 45 to 75% of
Americans had completely racially homogenous
networks, with all friends belonging to a single
racial group (Cox et al., 2016).

In this investigation, we examined both aspects
of friendship network composition: homophily
(proportion of friends belonging to the ingroup)
and diversity (variety of identities represented
among friends). These dimensions are often nega-
tively correlated, but only moderately (IKmetty &
Tardos, 2022), and their conceptual distinctions
are theoretically important both specifically for
open-mindedness and more generally for inter-
group benefits. First, in the context of open-mind-
edness, if open-minded individuals are especially
interested in learning about various perspectives,
open-mindedness may not only predict befriend-
ing people from backgrounds dissimilar to one-
self’s (lower homophily), but also greater diversity
among friends. For example, a White person with
three Asian friends and a White person with one
Asian, one Black, and one Latinx friend both have
opportunities for exposure to perspectives differ-
ent from their own. Yet, the latter person may be
exposed to more varied perspectives and experi-
ences due to the racial diversity of their friends.
Similarly, greater political and socioeconomic
diversity among friends may present more oppot-
tunities to learn about different perspectives. We
thus hypothesized that more open-minded indi-
viduals would have both less homophilic and more
diverse friendship networks.

Second, examining diversity in addition to
homophily is valuable generally for intergroup
research given the benefits of forming friendships
across multiple outgroups. Although intergroup
friendships can improve attitudes toward the

specific group to which the friend belongs, the
generalization of these attitudes to other out-
groups (secondary transfer effects) is limited and
context-dependent. Emerging research suggests
that friendship with someone from one outgroup
may improve attitudes toward other outgroups
only if the groups are perceived as similar and the
outgroup friend has positive attitudes toward the
other outgroups (Boin et al.,, 2021). Friendship
with a member of one outgroup can even worsen
attitudes toward other outgroups (Van Laar et al.,
2005), particularly if there is perceived conflict
between the groups (Boin et al., 2021). Perceived
or actual racial, political, and class conflict may
thus limit the benefits of reduced homophily
alone. In contrast, a diverse group of friends can
improve attitudes toward multiple outgroups
without depending on secondary transfer effects.
For example, individuals with more racially diverse
friends (Antonio, 2001) or roommates (Van Laar
et al., 2005) had more positive attitudes toward
multiple racial outgroups, greater cultural aware-
ness, and heightened commitment to racial under-
standing, Thus, diversity among friends may be
especially beneficial for intergroup attitudes and is
important to measure alongside homophily.

The present research investigates the hypoth-
esis that open-mindedness predicts developing
less homophilic and more diverse friendships
across three studies of real-world social net-
works. In Study 1, a longitudinal study of nearly
1,500 adolescents, we examined the relationship
between open-mindedness and the racial homo-
phily and diversity of friendship networks over 2
years. Study 1 aimed to provide a rigorous initial
test of our hypothesis with an emphasis on
robust measurement, including using teachers’
assessments of open-mindedness and peers’
reported friendships to corroborate adolescents’
self-reports. Additionally, Study 1 probed the
directionality of the association between open-
mindedness and racial composition of networks,
examining the extent to which open-minded
adolescents develop more racially diverse friend-
ship networks over time, as hypothesized, or
racially diverse networks make adolescents more
open-minded.
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In Study 2, we aimed to replicate and extend
the core results of Study 1 among adults. In an
online sample of over 600 Americans, Study 2
again tested whether open-mindedness predicted
the homophily and diversity of friendship net-
works, this time examining both racial and politi-
cal composition to determine whether the
hypothesized relationship extends to another
identity dimension. Additionally, Study 2 explic-
itly examined whether open-mindedness more
reliably predicts intergroup friendship than the
broader Big Five openness to experience.

Finally, Study 3 further expanded the identity
dimensions tested by assessing whether open-
mindedness predicts racial, political, and socio-
economic homophily and diversity of friends
among approximately 1,000 college students.
Study 3 also examined mechanisms for this asso-
ciation, testing three different hypotheses for why
open-mindedness predicts friendship diversity:
that more open-minded individuals are (1) more
proactive in approaching outgroup members,
given their motivation to gain exposure to various
perspectives (Paolini et al., 20106); (2) less likely to
avoid interactions with outgroup members when
opportunities arise, due to their openness to
learning about diverse perspectives (Paolini et al.,
2016); and (3) more willing to discuss and engage
with opposing views (Yeomans et al., 2020),
which could help maintain their intergroup
friendships.

Data, code, and materials for all studies, and
preregistration for Studies 2 and 3, are available at
the Open Science Framework (OSF; https://osf.
io/c2xm3/).

Study 1

We examined the relationship between open-
mindedness and racial composition of friendship
networks in a 2-year longitudinal study of adoles-
cents—an important age group given that inter-
group friendships in adolescence robustly predict
diversity of friends later in life (Fischer, 2008).
We hypothesized that greater open-mindedness
(reported by both adolescents themselves and

their teachers) would predict the racial homophily and
diversity of their friendship networks. Additionally,
we examined whether open-mindedness more
strongly predicted racial homophily and diversity
over time or vice versa.

Method

Participants. A total of 1,777 eighth graders and
161 teachers in eight schools in Pennsylvania,
California, Idaho, and Texas completed at least
one of four administered surveys over 2 years.
Two schools were dropped from the analyses
because all but one student belonged to the same
racial group, presenting minimal opportunities to
develop interracial friendships (results were con-
sistent when including these schools; Tables S13
and S14 in the Supplemental Material [SM]).
Individual students were excluded if their race
32) or
they did not have at least one friend at school at

was missing from school records (# =

any point over the 2 years (# = 70). Multiracial
students (7 = 29) were also dropped from the
analyses given ambiguity in defining their racial
ingroups and outgroups (results were consistent
when including “multiracial” as a discrete racial
group; Tables S15 and S16, SM). After exclu-
sions, the final sample included 1,423 students
(80.1% of all participating students; 689 gitls,
734 boys; 652 Black, 355 White, 239 Latinx, 173
Asian, four American Indian; see Table S1, SM,
for racial breakdown by school) and 142 teachers
across six schools.

Procedure. Four online surveys were administered
at the schools, once each semester for 2 years.
These surveys tracked students from eighth
through ninth grade (fall 2014 to spring 2016).
Students’ English, math, science, and social stud-
ies teachers also completed surveys about each
student during each of the 2 semesters they
taught the cohort. The surveys included various
measures as part of a larger project on individual
differences over time; only relevant measures are
discussed below. Schools provided official records
for participating students, including their race.
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Measures
Open-mindedness. We
mindedness as students’ engagement in actively
open-minded thinking (AOT). AOT reflects the
extent to which individuals are willing and able

operationalized open-

to consider a wide range of perspectives, includ-
ing those inconsistent with their own, and under-
stand the basis of disagreement (Baron, 1993;
Metz et al., 2020). Although prior work primarily
examined AOT in judgment and decision-making
contexts (Haran et al., 2013; Stanovich & West,
1997), recent work suggests that AOT also has
interpersonal implications, such as greater toler-
ance and less judgment of others for their opin-
ions (Svedholm-Hikkinen & Lindeman, 2018).
Students” AOT was reported each semester by
students themselves and their teachers; these rat-
ings were averaged to create composite AOT
scores, following best practices for reducing
measurement error (Neyer, 2000). Specifically,
students completed eight items (e.g, “I can learn
things by listening to people I disagree with,” “I
enjoy conversations with people with different
beliefs about the way the wotld works”; Metz
et al., 2020) using a 6-point Likert scale. The
between-person reliability of the scale was
acceptable (0 = .89), and items were averaged to
create a single self-reported AOT score for each
semester. Teachers read a four-item version of
the AOT scale (e.g, “[Student name] listened to
people who disagree with them”) and provided
one rating of AOT for each student (1 =
true, 5 = always true). The interrater reliability of

never

the teachers within each semester was acceptable
(ICC = .61-.73), and teachers’ ratings were aver-
aged to create a single teacher-reported AOT
score for each student for each semester. Because
they used different scales, we standardized self-
and teacher-reported AOT before averaging the
two ratings to create a composite AOT score for
each semester. The correlations between self-
reported and teacher-reported AOT ranged from
.20 to .29 each semester, comparable to meta-
analytically derived correlations between chil-
dren’s self-reported and informant ratings (r =
.22; Achenbach et al., 1987).

Racial composition of friendship network. We used
a social network approach to assess students’
friendships. Each semester, participants selected
up to two students whom they “spent time with in
school, out of school, or online in the last month”
from a roster of students in their grade. Self-
nominations and duplicate nominations within a
single time point were dropped. Figure 1 shows
the complete networks for each school at Time 1.

We defined each participant’s friends as stu-
dents whom the participant nominated (“outgo-
ing ties”) and/or who nominated the participant
(“incoming ties”). (We also examined incoming
and outgoing ties separately, as subsequently
described.) We then linked the nominations with
school race records and calculated racial homo-
phily and diversity for each semester for students
who had at least one friend.

Racial homophily. We calculated racial homoph-
ily as the proportion of same-race friends in par-
ticipants’ networks, adjusted for the underlying
racial composition of students’ schools (see SM
for all formulas; Coleman, 1958). This adjusted
index captures the extent to which an individual
engages in same-group (vs. cross-group) friend-
ships over and above the opportunities afforded
by the environment. The index ranges from —1
to 1, with positive values indicating racial homo-
phily (more same-race friends than expected by
chance based on the school’s racial composition),
zero indicating no racial preference (proportions
of same-race and cross-race friends match the
proportions expected by chance), and negative
values indicating racial heterophily (more cross-
race friends than expected by chance).

Racial diversity. We calculated the racial diver-
sity of students’ networks using Simpson’s D
(Simpson, 1949), which reflects the probability
that two randomly selected friends from a stu-
dent’s network belong to different groups. Simp-
son’s D thus captures not only the number of
racial groups represented in each participant’s
friendship network, but also the distribution of
friends across groups (see SM for results for just
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Figure 1. Friendship networks of each school at Time 1 (eight grade, fall semester).
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number of racial groups, which are similar). A
Simpson’s D of zero reflects the least diverse
network, with every friend belonging to a single
racial group, whereas the maximally diverse net-
work includes friends evenly distributed across
all racial groups (e.g., one Asian, one Black, one
Hispanic, one White, and one American Indian
friend). We adjusted this raw measure to account
for underlying differences in schools’ racial com-
positions (Mcdonald & Dimmick, 2003).

Results

Does open-mindedness predict network homophily and
diversity?

Abnalytic strategy. We used multilevel models
to account for the nested structure of the data
(repeated observations within students within

schools). Models included between-person and
within-person centered AOT as fixed effects
(Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013). We included ran-
dom intercepts for schools and participants, as
well as time (centered on the study midpoint)
as a fixed and random effect to allow the slopes
of homophily and diversity over time to vary by
participant and school. We additionally controlled
for students’ total number of friends at each time
point as a fixed effect, given that greater diver-
sity is possible in larger networks (e.g., more
racial groups may be represented among cight
friends than two). Results were consistent when
using alternative model specifications and when
computing p values through nonparametric node
permutation tests accounting for the interdepend-
ence of network data (see SM). For interpretabil-
ity, predictor (between- and within-person AOT)
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Figure 2. AOT predicting racial homophily (A) and diversity (B) of friendship network.
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Note. Each point represents each participant’s between-person centered actively open-minded thinking (AOT) and average
homophily or diversity. Homophily and diversity scores were base-rate adjusted to account for the different racial composi-
tions of schools. The regression line and the confidence intervals were obtained from the predicted values from the multilevel

models reported in the main manuscript.

and outcome variables (homophily and diversity)
were standardized by grand-mean centering each
variable and dividing by its standard deviation.
We hypothesized significant between-person
effects of AOT on racial homophily and diversity,
such that students higher in AOT on average
would have less homophilic networks (a higher
proportion of cross-race friends) and more
diverse networks (friends from a greater variety
of racial groups). Given that we conceptualized
AOT as an individual difference, we did not have
predictions about the within-person effects of
AOT. As such, we report only between-person
effects in the main text (see SM for full results).

Racial  homophily. AOT significantly predicted
lower racial homophily of friendship net-
works (fixed effect: B = —.09, SE = 0.02,
p < .001, 95% CI [-0.14, —0.05]; Figure 2A),
such that students higher in AOT on average had
a higher proportion of cross-race friends. As
an intuitive indication of effect size (calculated
using unadjusted homophily for interpretabil-
ity), students high in AOT (i.c., students with an
AOT score 1 SD above the mean, subsequently
designated “high-AOT participants”) had 8.2

percentage points more cross-race friends than
those low in AOT (i.e., students with an AOT
score 1 SD below the mean; “low-AOT partici-
pants”).

Racial diversity. AOT significantly predicted
greater racial diversity of friendship networks
B = .14, SE = 0.02, p < .001, 95% CI [0.10,
0.17]; Figure 2B), indicating that students higher
in AOT on average had friends from a greater
variety of racial groups. Based on unadjusted
diversity scores, two randomly selected friends
of high-AOT participants were 6.6 percentage
points more likely to belong to different racial
groups than those of low-AOT participants.

Outgoing versus incoming ties. One explanation
for the association between AOT and racial com-
position of friends is that those who see them-
selves as open-minded merely perceive that they
have racially diverse friends (e.g., claiming cross-
race acquaintances as friends). Including teachers’
ratings in our open-mindedness measure miti-
gates this possibility by reducing the role of self-
perception. However, we further examined this
possibility through models limiting participants’
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friendship networks to only outgoing ties (stu-
dents the participant nominated as friends) or
incoming ties (students who nominated the par-
ticipant). AOT significantly predicted lower racial
homophily and greater diversity of both outgoing
and incoming ties: More open-minded students
nominated more cross-race and racially diverse
friends, and were also nominated as friends by
more cross-race and racially diverse peers (Tables
S9 and S11, SM). These findings suggest that
open-minded students actually had—not just
perceived that they had—Iess homophilic and
more diverse networks.

Does open-mindedness predict friendship network racial
composition, or vice-versa? That AOT predicted both
racial homophily and diversity of students’ friend-
ship networks is consistent with the hypothesis
that more open-mindedness increases the likeli-
hood of developing a more diverse group of
friends. However, having diverse friends could also
promote open-mindedness; perhaps adolescents
with diverse friends learned about new perspec-
tives and subsequently developed greater open-
mindedness. Although causal inference is not
possible in this correlational study, we leveraged
the longitudinal study design to better understand
how open-mindedness and friendship network
racial composition unfold over time using autore-
gressive cross-lagged (ARCL) models.

Analytic strategy. We estimated ARCL models
for each network measure (homophily, diversity),
modeling autoregressive and cross-lagged paths
between AOT and friendship network composi-
tion across time. Constructs within the same time
point (e.g., AOT and homophily at Time 1) were
allowed to covary, and school was included as a
covariate. All continuous vatiables were standard-
ized before estimation. Because we conceptual-
ized AOT as an individual difference and there
were no significant within-person effects of
AOT, we used standard cross-lagged panel mod-
els (Orth et al., 2021). We used full information
maximum likelihood estimation to account for
missing data and constrained cross-lagged (but
not autoregressive) effects to be time-invariant.

See SM for further details about model specifi-
cation and additional context regarding ongoing
debates about ARCL models.

Cross-lagged paths between AOT and racial homo-
phily. AOT significantly and negatively predicted
next-semester racial homophily (B = —.03, SE =
0.01, p = .018, 95% CI [-0.06, —0.01]), whereas
racial homophily did not significantly predict
next-semester AOT (B = —.02, SE = 0.01,p =
.065, 95% CI [-0.05, 0.001]; Figure 3A). This may
suggest that AOT predicted the development of
cross-race friendships more strongly over time
than vice versa. However, this finding should be
interpreted with caution, as a Wald test suggested
that the difference between two estimates was not
significant (py,q = .017).

Cross-lagged paths between AOT and racial diversity.
AOT predicted next-semester racial diversity of
friendship networks more strongly than racial
diversity predicted next-semester AOT. Specifi-
cally, both paths were significant (AOT predict-
ing next-semester diversity: B = .09, SE = 0.02,
p < .001, 95% CI [0.06, 0.12]; diversity predict-
ing next-semester AOT: B = .04, SE = 0.01,p =
.002, 95% CI [0.01, 0.07]; Figure 3B), but AOT
explained more than twice the variance in next-
semester racial diversity than racial diversity did for
next-semester AOT. The difference in path esti-
mates was significant (py,q = .014). In other words,
students’” open-mindedness predicted befriending
diverse peers more strongly over time than the
other way around.

Discussion

Study 1 revealed that open-mindedness predicted
lower racial homophily and greater diversity of
friendship networks, consistent with hypotheses.
More open-minded adolescents had both a higher
proportion of cross-race friends and a more
racially diverse group of friends. These findings
were corroborated by peers’ friendship nomina-
tions; more open-minded adolescents were nomi-
nated as friends by more cross-race and racially
diverse peers. Lastly, ARCL models suggested
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Figure 3. Autoregressive cross-lagged panel models on the relationship between AOT and racial homophily (A),

and between AOT and racial diversity (B).
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that the associations between open-mindedness
and friendship racial composition were bidirec-
tional, but open-mindedness predicted racial
diversity of friendship networks more strongly
over time than vice versa.

Study 2

Study 2 had three goals. First, we aimed to con-
duct a preregistered replication of Study 1 in a
new population, American adults, to examine the
robustness of the association between open-
mindedness and racial composition of friend-
ships. Second, we sought to determine whether
this association was specific to the racial compo-
sition of friendship networks or generalizable to
other identity dimensions. We thus examined
whether open-mindedness predicted developing
more politically diverse friendship networks in
addition to more racially diverse networks. Third,
given our theorizing that open-mindedness may

be a more precise signal of the tendency to form
intergroup friendships than the Big Five open-
ness to experience, we tested whether open-
mindedness was more reliably associated with
friendship homophily and diversity than open-
ness to experience was.

Method

Participants. We recruited 700 adults born and
residing in the US (aged 18-79, M = 33.49 years;
365 women, 319 men, 15 nonbinary; 350 White,
350 Black) from Prolific. This sample size was
determined through an a priori power calculation
indicating that 700 participants would provide
85% power to detect the same-sized effect of
self-reported AOT on friends’ racial diversity
observed in Study 1. We purposefully recruited
White and Black participants to examine whether
the relationship between open-mindedness and
friendship diversity differed by race. We did not
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find differences in patterns between White and
Black participants in this study, and across stud-
ies, the pattern of subgroup effects was not con-
sistent (see SM for all subgroup analyses and
discussion).

One person’s data were not logged due to a
glitch, and eight people were excluded because
they did not nominate any friends. Additionally,
for the racial analyses, participants were dropped
if the race they reported in our survey did not
match the race they reported in Prolific’s pre-
screening questionnaire or if they nominated
only friends with “other,” unknown, or multi-
ple races, leaving a final sample of 649 partici-
pants (321 White, 328 Black). For the political
analyses, participants were dropped if they
identified their political orientation as “other”
or friends’ political orientations as only “other”
or unknown, leaving a final sample of 624 par-
ticipants (126 extremely liberal, 173 liberal, 78
slightly liberal, 108 neutral, 59 slightly conserva-
tive, 59 conservative, 21 extremely conserva-
tive). Post hoc power calculations indicated that,
after exclusions, both samples provided at least
84% power to detect the effect size observed in
Study 1.

Procedure. Participants completed an online sur-
vey with two parts. First, participants nominated
up to eight friends with whom they interacted
most frequently over the last 6 months. After
submitting their nominations, participants pro-
vided additional information about each friend,
including race and political orientation. This
approach ensured that race and politics were not
introduced as a focus of the research until after
participants had named their friends, reducing
opportunities for social desirability bias (vs. other
common approaches to assessing intergroup
friendships, such as asking participants to report
their proportion of outgroup friends, which par-
ticipants tend to inflate to appear egalitarian;
Smith, 2002). Next, participants completed items
assessing their open-mindedness and openness to
experience. Lastly, participants reported their
own demographics, including race and political
orientation.

Measures

Open-mindedness. As in Study 1, we operation-
alized open-mindedness as engagement in AOT.
Participants reported the extent to which they
strongly
disagree, T = strongly agree) using six items from the
AOT scale used in Study 1 (o0 = .77; Metz et al,,
2020).!

engaged in open-minded thinking (1 =

Openness to experience. We additionally meas-
ured openness to experience from the Big Five
Inventory to determine whether open-minded-
ness was more reliably associated with friendship
diversity than openness to experience. Partici-
pants completed the 10 openness to experience
items (e.g, “I see myself as someone who is
original and comes up with new things”; o0 = .82;
John & Srivastava, 1999). Openness to experience
was weakly to moderately correlated with open-
mindedness (» = .306).

Racial composition of friendship network. We calcu-
lated the same measures of racial homophily and
diversity as in Study 1. Unlike in Study 1, where
we adjusted both measures to account for the
underlying racial composition of the school, we
used unadjusted measures in this study because
participants could name any friends (not just
friends at school), and thus friends were not
contained to a particular population with a clear
underlying racial composition. This decision was
preregistered.

Political composition of friendship network. Partici-
pants selected their and their friends’ political ofi-
entations from nine options: “extremely liberal,”
“liberal,” “slightly liberal,” “neutral,” “slightly con-
servative,” “conservative,” “extremely conserva-
tive,” “other,” “I don’t know.” We treated political
otientation as a continuous variable (1 = exzremely
liberal, T = extremely conservative) to calculate the
political homophily and diversity of participants’
networks (see SM for analyses treating political
orientation as a categorical variable; results were
largely consistent). Again, as preregistered, these
measures were unadjusted given that the underlying
population political distributions were unknown.
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Political - homophily. Political homophily was
operationalized as the similarity of participants’
friends’ political orientations to their own. This
measure accounts for political distance from the
participant; for example, an extremely conserva-
tive participant with an extremely liberal friend
would have lower homophily than if they had
a politically neutral friend. We calculated aver-
age political distance between the participant
and their friends by taking the mean Euclidean
distance (Harrison & Klein, 2007) and reversing
it such that higher values indicate more political
similarity between participants and their friends,
that is, greater political homophily.

Political diversity. Next, we calculated politi-
cal diversity, or the extent to which participants’
friends varied across the political spectrum. Spe-
cifically, we calculated average political distance
between friends using the mean Euclidean dis-
tance across all possible dyads within the partici-
pant’s friend network (Harrison & Klein, 2007).
Again, this measure is sensitive to distance along
the political continuum and recognizes a network
with two liberal and two conservative friends as
more diverse than a network with two liberal and
two politically neutral friends.

Apnalytic approach. We ran separate linear regres-
sion models with each predictor (open-minded-
ness, openness to experience) predicting each
friendship network composition variable (see
Table S20, SM, for correlations between varia-
bles). As preregistered, we included total number
of friends as a covariate in the racial analyses, but
not in the political analyses, as the Euclidean dis-
tance measures already account for network size.

Results

See Table 1 for all statistics (beta coefficients,
95% confidence intervals, and p values).

Racial composition of friendship network. In this sam-
ple, AOT did not significantly predict racial
homophily of participants’ friendship networks,
although the

relationship was directionally

consistent with our hypothesis (greater AOT
associated with lower racial homophily). AOT
significantly predicted greater racial diversity of
friendship networks; individuals higher in AOT
had a more racially diverse group of friends, as in
Study 1. Using the same intuitive effect size meas-
ure as in Study 1, we found that high-AOT (>1
SD) participants were 4.0 percentage points more
likely to have two randomly selected friends
belonging to different racial groups than low-
AOT (<1 §D) participants.

Openness to experience, in contrast, predicted
neither racial homophily nor diversity, consistent
with the idea that it is a less reliable predictor of
intergroup friendships than open-mindedness.

Political composition of friendship nenwork. The relation-
ship between open-mindedness and intergroup
friendships extended to the political composition
of friendship networks. AOT significantly pre-
dicted lower political homophily, suggesting that
individuals higher in AOT had friends whose
political views were less similar to their own, on
average. Compared to low-AOT participants,
high-AOT participants were on average 0.24
points farther away from their friends on the
7-point liberal-conservative scale. AOT also sig-
nificantly predicted greater political diversity, such
that more open-minded individuals had friends
whose political views were more varied across the
political spectrum. The average distance between
friends of high-AOT individuals was 0.23 points
greater than that of low-AOT individuals. In con-
trast, openness to experience predicted neither
political homophily nor diversity.

Discussion

Study 2 replicated the findings from Study 1,
showing that open-mindedness predicted greater
racial diversity of friendship networks among
adults living throughout the US (although not
entirely, given that open-mindedness did not sig-
nificantly predict racial homophily in this sample).
It also extended Study 1 in two ways. First, we
found that the hypothesized relationship between
open-mindedness and intergroup friendships
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Table 1. Standardized regression coefficients of open-mindedness and openness to experience predicting racial

and political composition of friendship network: Study 2.

AOT predicts. . . Openness to experience predicts. . .

Racial homophily B =-.04 B=-.04
95% CI [-0.12, 0.04] 95% CI [-0.12, 0.04]

p =355 p = .308

Racial diversity B = .08* B =.06
95% CI [0.005, 0.15] 95% CI [-0.02, 0.13]

p=.037 p=.142

Political homophily B = —.12%* B=-.01
95% CI [-0.21, —0.4] 95% CI [-0.09, 0.07]

» =.006 p = .808

Political diversity B = .12%* B=.02
95% CI [0.04, 0.21] 95% CI [-0.7, 0.10]

» =.006 P = .686

Note. Main predictor (actively open-minded thinking [AOT], openness to experience) and outcome variables were standard-

ized.
*p <.050. **p < .010.

generalized to friendships across a different type
of social divide (political orientation). Furthermore,
across race and politics, open-mindedness more
reliably predicted friendship network composition
than openness to experience—consistent with the
idea that open-mindedness provides a stronger
signal of people’s likelihood of developing inter-
group friendships than openness to experience
does.

Study 3

Study 3 built on the prior studies in two ways.
First, we sought additional evidence for the pat-
terns observed in Studies 1-2. Specifically, we
further tested our hypothesis that open-minded-
ness is associated with forming friendships across
various social divides by examining whether
open-mindedness predicted racial, political, and
socioeconomic composition of friendship net-
works. We again compared open-mindedness to
openness to experience to confirm that open-
mindedness was a more reliable predictor of
intergroup friendship, and also tested an alternate
We
tested these questions in a new population, col-

operationalization of open-mindedness.

lege students, to ensure that the baseline level of
opportunity to form intergroup friendships on

campus was held constant across participants
(unlike in Study 2). Second, we aimed to identify
mechanisms of the association between open-
mindedness and diversity. Specifically, we exam-
ined whether open-minded individuals were
more likely to seek out cross-group interactions,
less likely to avoid cross-group interactions, or
more willing to discuss racial and political
disagreements.

Method

Participants. We collected data from 1,255 college
undergraduates (936 women, 296 men, 23 nonbi-
nary) from psychology research pools across
three academic terms (Wave 1: spring 2021,
Princeton University; Wave 2: summer—fall 2021,
Princeton University and University of Califor-
nia, Davis).

We used the same exclusion criteria as in Study
2 (see Figure S4, SM). Additionally, following pre-
registered criteria, we excluded participants who
had never been on campus at the time of the sur-
vey due to the COVID-19 pandemic, given their
limited opportunities to make friends at their uni-
versity. After exclusions, we retained 936 partici-
pants in the racial analyses (471 Asian, 260 White,
158 Latinx, 41 Black, five Native American, one
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Pacific Islander), 808 in the political analyses (110
extremely liberal, 357 liberal, 114 slightly liberal,
128 neutral, 59 slightly conservative, 33 conserva-
tive, seven extremely consetrvative), and 876 in the
socioeconomic analyses (143 working or lower
class, 136 lower middle class, 270 middle class, 255
upper middle class, 72 upper class). After exclu-
sions, all samples provided at least 90% power to
detect the effect size observed in Study 1.

Procedures. All procedures were identical to Study
2, except that participants could nominate up to
10 friends at their university (separately, partici-
pants also nominated high school friends; see SM
for these analyses) and provided information on
social class in addition to race and political
orientation.

Measures

Open-mindedness. As before, we operational-
ized open-mindedness as engagement in AOT,
using the same six-item scale used in Study 2
(oo = .75; Metz et al.,, 2020). We also administered
the Close-Mindedness Subscale from the Need
for Closure Scale (NFC; Roets & van Hiel, 2011)
to examine whether an alternate operationaliza-
tion of open-mindedness was also associated with
friendship homophily and diversity. This subscale
captures an individual’s unwillingness to have their
knowledge challenged by alternative opinions or
inconsistent evidence (Roets & van Hiel, 2011).
Participants completed eight items (e.g,, “Even
after I’'ve made up my mind about something, I
am always eager to consider a different opinion™;
o = .67). For consistency with the AOT scale, we
recoded the items such that higher scores indicate
more open-mindedness, and subsequently refer to
this recoded subscale as NFC open-mindedness.
AOT and NFC open-mindedness were moder-
ately correlated (» = .50), suggesting that although
they overlap, they may capture different aspects
of open-mindedness (i.e., NFC open-mindedness
focusing more narrowly on differences in opin-
ions, and AOT more generally on differences in
backgrounds, beliefs, and perspectives).

Openness to experience. We also collected par-
ticipants’ openness to experience, using the same
10-item scale from Study 2 (o0 = .82; John & Sriv-
astava, 1999). Openness to experience was weakly
to moderately correlated with open-mindedness,
whether operationalized as AOT (r = .28) or
NFC open-mindedness (r = .38; see Table S28,
SM, for correlations between all variables).

Racial composition of friendship network. We calcu-
lated racial homophily and diversity of networks
following the same procedures as in Studies 1-2.
Both measures were adjusted to account for the
underlying racial compositions of the universities
(as preregistered).

Political composition of friendship network. We cal-
culated political homophily and diversity of net-
works following the same procedures as in Study
2. Both measures were unadjusted (as preregis-
tered), as the underlying political distributions of
the universities were unknown.

Socioeconomic composition of friendship network. Par-
ticipants additionally selected their friends” and
their own socioeconomic backgrounds from
seven options: “working or lower class,” “lower

<« EERNTS

middle class,” “middle class,” “upper middle

2 <

class,” “upper class,” “other,” “I don’t know.” We
treated class as a continuous vatiable (1 = working
or lower class, 5 = upper class) and used the same
procedures for calculating political homophily
and diversity to calculate socioeconomic homo-
phily and diversity. The socioeconomic analyses
were exploratory, although we followed the same
procedures preregistered for the political analyses
given that both measures were continuous.

Mediators (Wave 2 only). To better understand
the mechanisms through which open-minded-
ness is associated with friendship homophily and
diversity, we measured three potential mediators.
These measures focused on the dimensions of
our confirmatory analyses, that is, race and poli-
tics (not class).
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Cross-gronp interaction interest. Participants com-
pleted one item assessing their interest in inter-
acting with racial outgroup members, and one
item assessing interest in interacting with political
outgroup members (adapted from Paolini et al.,
2016; “If you were free to choose, would you like
to interact more with people [from racial groups
other than your own/with political views diffet-
ent than yours]?”), on a 7-point scale (1 = not at
all, T = very much).

Cross-gronp
completed one item assessing how much they

interaction  avoidance. Participants

avoid interacting with racial outgroup members,
and one item assessing how much they avoid
interacting with political outgroup members
(adapted from Paolini et al., 2016; “To what
extent do you feel you try to avoid interacting
with people [from racial groups other than your
own/with political views different than yours]?”),
on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much).?

Willingness to discuss race or politics with a disagreeing friend
Participants completed one item assessing how
often they try to discuss race, and one item assess-
ing how often they try to discuss politics with a
friend who generally disagrees with them on
these issues, on a 7-point scale (1 = never, 7 = very
often). These items were created for this study.

Apnalytic approach. For the main analyses address-
ing whether open-mindedness (AOT, NFC open-
mindedness) or openness to experience predicts
friendship homophily and diversity, we followed
the same approach used in Study 2. For the medi-
ation analyses, given that cross-group interaction
desire, cross-group interaction avoidance, and
willingness to discuss disagreements were only
moderately correlated (see Table S28, SM), we
tested these mediators simultaneously to com-
pare their explanatory value (see Tables S32 and
S33, SM, for separate mediation analyses).

Results

See Table 2 for all statistics (beta coefficients,
95% confidence intervals, and p values).

Racial composition of friendship network. AOT sig-
nificantly predicted lower racial homophily and
greater racial diversity of participants’ friendship
networks, consistent with prior findings. The
effect sizes corresponded to high-AOT partici-
pants having 4.8 percentage points more cross-
race friends, and 4.1 percentage points greater
likelihood of having two randomly selected
friends belong to different racial groups, com-
pared to low-AOT participants.

The patterns for NFC open-mindedness, the
alternative measure of open-mindedness, were
directionally consistent, such that it was associated
with lower homophily and greater diversity, albeit
not significantly. Openness to experience signifi-
cantly predicted lower racial homophily and higher
racial diversity (unlike in Study 2, where it predicted
neither racial homophily nor diversity—consistent
with mixed findings in the prior literature).

Political composition of friendship network. AOT also
significantly predicted lower political homophily
and greater political diversity of friendship net-
works, replicating prior findings. On average, high-
AOT (vs. low-AOT) individuals were 0.13 points
farther away from their friends on the 7-point lib-
eral—conservative scale, and the average distance
between their friends was 0.14 points greater.

NFC open-mindedness showed a similar pat-
tern of results as AOT, predicting significantly
lower political homophily and marginally higher
political diversity. In contrast, openness to expeti-
ence did not significantly predict political homo-
phily nor diversity (as in Study 2).

Socioeconomic composition of friendship network. We
found patterns consistent with the racial and
political analyses, with AOT predicting marginally
lower socioeconomic homophily and significantly
greater socioeconomic diversity. On average,
high-AOT (vs. low-AOT) individuals were 0.10
points farther away from their friends on the
5-point class scale, and the average distance
between their friends was 0.10 points greater.
The results for NFC open-mindedness were
similar: NFC open-mindedness predicted sig-
nificantly lower socioeconomic homophily and
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Table 2. Standardized regression coefficients of open-mindedness (AOT, NFC open-mindedness) and
openness to experience predicting racial, political, and socioeconomic composition of friendship network:

Study 3.
AOT predicts. . . NFC open-mindedness ~ Openness to expetience
predicts. . . predicts. . .
Racial homophily p=-.07* B=-.06 B = —10%
95% CI [-0.14, —0.01] 95% CI [—0.12, 0.01] 95% CI [-0.17, —0.03]
p=.034 p=.124 p=.005
Racial diversity B =.08* B=.03 B = .10%*
95% CI [0.02, 0.14] 95% CI [—0.03, 0.01] 95% CI [0.04, 0.16]
=012 =319 »=.002
Political homophily B =—.08* B =—.09* B =.01
95% CI [—0.15, —0.0004]  95% CI [-0.16, —0.02] 95% CI [—0.06, 0.08]
p =049 =011 p=.750
Political diversity B = .09* B = .08t B=.01
95% CI[0.01, 0.16] 95% CI [-0.002, 0.16] 95% CI [—0.07, 0.08]
=033 p=.057 =868
Socioeconomic homophily p=-.07t B =-.07* B =-.05
95% CI [—0.14, 0.002] 95% CI [—0.14, —0.005] 95% CI [—0.12, 0.02]
p=.057 p=.034 p=.136
Socioeconomic diversity B =.08* B =.07t B =.05
95% CI [0.005, 0.15] 95% CI [—0.001, 0.14] 95% CI [—0.02, 0.12]
p=.035 p=.053 p =.160

Note. Main predictor (actively open-minded thinking [AOT], need for closure [NFC] open-mindedness, openness to expeti-

ence) and outcome variables were standardized.

19 <100, *p < 050. %p < 010,

marginally greater socioeconomic diversity.
Openness to experience did not significantly
predict socioeconomic homophily nor diversity.

Mediation analyses. Lastly, we examined potential
mechanisms for the association between open-
mindedness and the racial and political composi-
tion of friendships.

Racial composition of friendship network. Across all
models in which there was a significant or mar-
ginal total effect in the full sample (see Tables S30
and S31, SM, for full results, including all statis-
tics and models with nonsignificant total effects),
cross-racial interaction avoidance significantly
mediated the relationship between open-mind-
edness and racial composition of friendships,
over and above cross-racial interaction desire
and willingness to discuss disagreements about
racial issues. For example, cross-racial interac-
tion avoidance significantly mediated the relationship

between AOT and racial diversity of friends,
explaining 44.3% of the variance (compared to
9.3% explained by cross-racial interaction desire,
and 8.3% explained by willingness to discuss
racial disagreements; Figure 4). These analyses,
although cross-sectional, may suggest that open-
minded individuals have more racially diverse
friendship networks in part because they are less
likely to avoid cross-racial interactions. The indi-
rect effects of cross-racial interaction desire and
willingness to discuss racial disagreements were
not significant (although, in some cases, both a
and b paths for willingness to discuss racial disa-
greements were significant, which may indicate
mediation; MacKinnon et al., 2002).

Political composition of friendship network. The
political composition mediation models yielded
similar results. Across all models in which there
was a significant or marginal total effect in the full
sample, only cross-political interaction avoidance
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Figure 4. Path diagram with standardized regression coefficients and standard errors from the mediation

analysis.
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5 < 050 #%p < 010. #Fkp < 001,

significantly mediated the relationship between
open-mindedness and political composition of
friendships. For example, cross-political interac-
tion avoidance significantly mediated the rela-
tionship between AOT and political diversity,
explaining 73.8% of the variance (compated to
18.6 and 4.7% explained by cross-political inter-
action desire and willingness to discuss political
disagreements, respectively). Open-minded indi-
viduals may have a more politically diverse group
of friends in part because they are less likely to
avoid cross-political interactions.

Discussion

Open-mindedness was associated with the homo-
phily and diversity of participants’ friendship
networks across multiple identity dimensions.
Specifically, AOT significantly predicted greater
racial, political, and socioeconomic diversity
of friendship networks and, for the most part,
more cross-racial, cross-political, and cross-class
friends.

We found tentative evidence that other opera-
tionalizations of open-mindedness may also corre-
latewith friendship diversity. NFCopen-mindedness
(from the Need for Closure Scale) was similatly
related to the political and socioeconomic com-
position of friendship networks, although the
associations with racial composition were direc-
tionally consistent but not significant. This less
consistent pattern may have emerged because
NFC open-mindedness specifically assesses open-
mindedness to different opinions, whereas AOT
assesses open-mindedness to different perspec-
tives and backgrounds more generally.

Similar to Study 2, open-mindedness (espe-
cially when operationalized as AOT) was more
reliably associated with friendship composition
than openness to experience. This finding aligns
with the idea that open-mindedness may be the
active ingredient predicting the development of
diverse friendships.

Finally, mediation analyses suggested that open-
minded individuals’ lower avoidance of cross-group
interactions explained the associations between
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open-mindedness and friendship network composi-
tion, over and above desire for cross-group interac-
tion and willingness to discuss racial or political
disagreements. These analyses were cross-sectional,
limiting causal inference, but at minimum, they sug-
gest that avoidance of cross-group interaction was
more strongly correlated with open-mindedness
and friendship network composition than desire for
cross-group interaction or willingness to discuss
disagreement.

General Discussion

Despite the well-documented benefits of inter-
group friendship, little is known about the individ-
ual-level factors that lead people to develop these
friendships. The present research introduces open-
mindedness—the inclination to engage with and
understand perspectives different from one’s
own—as an individual difference predicting the
extent to which people form friendships across
social divides. Across three studies, more open-
minded individuals had more racially diverse
friendship networks. In Studies 1 and 3, open-
minded individuals also had a greater proportion
of cross-race friends. Specifically, going from 1 SD
below to 1 §D above the mean in open-minded-
ness was associated with a 4.0-0.6 percentage
point increase in the likelihood of two randomly
selected friends belonging to different racial
groups, and a 4.8-8.2 percentage point increase in
cross-race friends. These associations were not
unique to the racial composition of individuals’
friendship networks but rather extended to politi-
cal and socioeconomic composition as well: Open-
minded individuals’ friends were more politically
and socioeconomically varied and less similar to
themselves. We also found initial evidence that
these associations were partially mediated by
reduced avoidance of outgroup members.

Our work has several unique strengths. First,
the longitudinal design of Study 1 enabled exami-
nation of the interplay between open-minded-
ness and friendship diversity over time, revealing
a bidirectional relationship, with open-minded-
ness more strongly predicting later friendship
diversity. Although experiments manipulating

open-mindedness are needed to establish causal-
ity, this finding raises the possibility that increas-
ing open-mindedness may have recursive effects,
with subsequent increases in friendship diversity
leading to further gains in open-mindedness, and
so on. Such self-reinforcing effects could make
interventions increasing open-mindedness par-
ticularly impactful over time.

Study 1 also provided evidence against an
alternative explanation that people who view
themselves as open-minded overestimate the
extent to which they have diverse friendships,
providing greater confidence that more open-
minded individuals actually have more diverse
friendships. Open-mindedness was reported not
only by adolescents themselves, but also by their
teachers, reducing the chances that results were
driven solely by self-perception. Moreover, more
open-minded adolescents not only nominated
more racially diverse friends, but were also nomi-
nated as friends by a more racially diverse group
of peers. This suggests that open-minded indi-
viduals engage in behaviors that facilitate inter-
group friendships—such as lower avoidance of
interactions with outgroup members, as sug-
gested by Study 3—rather than simply having a
rosier perception of their intergroup friendships.

More generally, across three studies, we exam-
ined the racial, political, and socioeconomic com-
position of friendship networks, building on
earlier studies that typically focus on a single iden-
tity dimension (most often race). We found that
open-mindedness was broadly associated with
friendship diversity across various dimensions.
This is an important development, suggesting that
forming relationships across different types of
divides may, at least in part, share a common
mechanism of open-mindedness to difference.

Finally, we extended prior work by examining
both homophily and diversity of friendship net-
works. Open-mindedness was generally related to
lower homophily and greater diversity, indicating
that open-minded individuals befriend a diverse
group of peers, not limited to a specific outgroup.
Although friendships with any outgroup mem-
bers can improve intergroup attitudes as a whole,
these effects are limited and context-dependent
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(Boin et al., 2021). Directly measuring the extent
to which individuals befriend members of multi-
ple groups—and identifying antecedents of these
diverse networks—is thus particularly important
to improve intergroup relations in today’s increas-
ingly diverse world.

Being open-minded to various perspectives
and cultivating diverse friendships can mean dif-
ferent things for different people, particularly
given the power dynamics among social groups.
For example, when a Black and a White person
engage in race-related conversations, being open-
minded to the Black partner’s perspective may
allow White individuals to better understand sys-
tematic injustice. However, in cases where the
White partner holds racist beliefs, any suggestion
that the Black partner should be receptive to
these beliefs under the guise of “being open-
minded” is harmful; not engaging with people
who do not believe in the full humanity of one’s
group is a sign of self-preservation, not close-
mindedness. We did not observe a consistent pat-
tern of subgroup effects across studies (where,
for example, the relationship between open-
mindedness and friendship diversity was consist-
ently limited to White participants only), but this
does not necessarily mean that more open-
minded people of color are more likely to
befriend White people in particular or “look
past” racism. Open-mindedness may also predict
a greater likelihood of befriending members of
other minority groups, which could have impor-
tant implications for intraminority coalition-
building (Rastogi & Juvonen, 2019). Indeed,
intraminority friendships accounted for 40—66%
of non-White participants’ cross-race friendships
across our studies. Future research would benefit
from clarifying when and how group member-
ship shapes the association between open-mind-
edness and intergroup friendships.

We aimed to increase the generalizability of
our findings by including diverse samples from
different populations, from adolescents to adults.
However, constraints on generalizability remain.
Given that lower avoidance of outgroup mem-
bers (rather than actively seeking out intergroup
contact) mediated the relationship between open-
mindedness and diverse friendships, the effects

of open-mindedness should be structurally lim-
ited by diversity in the environment. No matter
how open-minded an individual is, they are unlikely
to develop intergroup friendships if their environ-
ments are homogenous. This could explain why
open-mindedness was less reliably associated
with having cross-race friends in Study 2 than in
Studies 1 and 3. Study 2 included adults living
throughout the US, where persistent residential
segregation could limit opportunities to develop
cross-race friendships—unlike in the more
racially diverse schools examined in Studies 1 and
3. Future research should directly assess the inter-
action between open-mindedness and structural
diversity. Future research should also address
limitations on internal validity by testing for lon-
gitudinal mediation and experimentally manipu-
lating open-mindedness to measure causal effects
on friendship diversity.

The association between open-mindedness and
intergroup friendships has important societal impli-
cations. Although emphasizing similarity between
groups is a common strategy to fostering inter-
group friendship, this approach can reduce percep-
tions of social inequality and desire for social
change among both dominant and marginalized
groups (Ufkes et al., 2016). Conversely, focusing
on group differences can increase motivation for
social change (Ruck et al., 2020). Stimulating inter-
est in engaging with differences—in other words,
increasing open-mindedness—may help foster
friendships across social divides while also sup-
porting efforts to create a more equal society.

Acknowledgements

The authors thank Stacey Sinclair, J. Nicole Shelton,
Adriana Germano, and members of the Princeton
Stigma and Social Perception Lab for their valuable
feedback on this manuscript. We also thank Stephanie
Martinez-Lopez for her assistance formatting tables.

Author Contributions

YP: conceptualization, methodology, formal analysis,
investigation, data curation, writing—original draft,
writing—review and editing, visualization. KMT: con-
ceptualization, methodology, investigation, writing—
original draft, writing—review and editing, supervision.
ALD: resoutces, writing—review and editing, funding



1164

Group Processes & Intergronp Relations 28(6)

acquisition. ET: methodology, validation, writing—
review and editing.

Data Availability

Data, code, and materials for all studies, and preregis-
trations for Studies 2 and 3, are available at the OSF
(https://osf.io/c2xm3/).

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest
with respect to the research, authorship, and/or publi-
cation of this article.

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following finan-
cial support for the research, authorship, and/or publi-
cation of this atticle: The original research project that
generated the data included in Study 1 was funded by
the John Templeton Foundation (Grant No. 2014-
45636). Data collection for Study 2 was funded by
Princeton University.

ORCID iD

Yeji Park https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7206-5055

Supplemental Material

Supplemental material for this article is available online.

Notes

1. Since Study 1 was conducted, a new version of
the AOT scale was introduced to capture beliefs
about how people should think, rather than
assessments of one’s own thinking style (Baron,
2019). We additionally included this new ver-
sion—Ilabeled AOT-belief, given its focus on
beliefs about how much people should engage in
open-minded thinking—in both Studies 2 and 3.
Following our preregistration, we also excluded
two items from the original eight-item AOT scale
used in Study 1 (“People should pay attention to
new possibilities,” “Changing your mind is a sign
of weakness”), as they did not assess participants’
own engagement in open-minded thinking and
similar items were retained in the AOT-Belief
Scale. Original (six-item) AOT and AOT-belief
scotes were moderately correlated (Study 2: »
= .53; Study 3: » = .50), and the fit for a two-
factor model was significantly better than the fit

for a one-factor model (Study 2: Ay* = 213.47,
Adf =1, p < .001; Study 3: Ay* = 355.60, Adf =
1, p < .001); therefore, we treated the two scales
separately. Results for AOT-belief predicting
network composition are reported in the SM. In
short, AOT-belief significantly predicted political
homophily in Study 2, and racial homophily and
diversity as well as socioeconomic homophily and
diversity in Study 3. Results wete thus similar to
the pattern observed for the original AOT scale
but less consistent, perhaps because one’s beliefs
about how people should think do not necessarily
represent how one themself thinks.

2. We preregistered averaging the interaction inter-
est and avoidance items as a composite meas-
ure of interaction involvement. However, the
Spearman—Brown p for these items was low (p =
.56), so we kept interaction interest and avoidance
separate.
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