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Pilot  Study Validating the Videos as Masculine-Presenting and Feminine-Presenting

To validate the videos as being masculine versus feminine, a method by Fasoli et al. (2017) was adapted. Fasoli et al. used pre-ratings from an independent participant pool to validate images of straight- versus gay-looking faces for use in a subsequent study. Similarly, for the current study, a separate participant pool rated the masculinity of the videos to validate them before use in the main ad campaign study. Paired t-tests assessed whether there was significant difference in the perceived masculinity between the masculine and feminine videos. In addition, each actor’s two videos were required to satisfy at least two of the following cut-off scores: (1) a maximum average score of 2.8 (out of 5) for their feminine video, (2) a minimum average score of 3.8 (out of 5) for their masculine video and (3) a minimum average difference score of at least 1 between their masculine and feminine videos.
The perceived masculinity of the actors’ voice and body language (as opposed to their appearance) was the chief variable of interest. This was because past studies on gay men have shown voice and body language to be more important in evaluating the masculinity of others (Sanchez & Vilain, 2012). However, average scores on the perceived masculinity of appearance and VBL were still measured separately to diminish participants conflating the two constructs. 
Actors were also rated for physical attractiveness. This measure was adopted (1) because attractiveness has been shown to be positively associated with status attainment for men (Anderson et al., 2001) and (2) to address the hypothesis that masculine videos would be perceived as more attractive than feminine videos. This question was investigated only in the validation study because of the concern that making actor attractiveness explicitly salient to participants in the main study might exacerbate its influence on voting decisions.
The overall aim of this initial study was to validate that the actors in the feminine videos were perceived as feminine-presenting and that in the masculine videos the actors were perceived as masculine-presenting for use in the main study. It was hypothesised that, on average, feminine videos would rate as significantly less masculine than masculine videos on a measure of voice and body language. In line with Sanchez and Vilain (2012), it was also expected that, on average, masculine videos would be rated as more attractive than feminine videos.
Method
[bookmark: _Toc65059070]Participants
In total, 40 gay males from around Australia were recruited via Qualtrics online market panels in return for a retail voucher worth approximately $15 from Qualtrics. They were aged between 19 and 57 years (M = 34.9 years, SD = 10.31). After excluding incomplete surveys (due to subjects failing an imbedded audio test), 29 valid responses (14 for Group 1 ratings and 15 for Group 2 ratings) were yielded for analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc65059071]Materials
[bookmark: _Toc65059072]Six Masculine and Six Feminine ‘Audition’ Videos
Each actor’s video was presented to participants with a letter and number label (e.g., ‘Actor C2’, ‘Actor J1’). 
[bookmark: _Toc65059073]Masculinity/Femininity Rating
A unidimensional measure was used to determine perceived masculinity of the videos (Lippa & Connelly, 1990). Using a 5-point Likert scale, participants were asked the following items after each video presentation, always in the same order:
On a scale of 1–5 (where 1 is ‘extremely feminine’ and 5 is ‘extremely masculine’) please rate the masculinity of the actor’s appearance.
On a scale of 1–5 (where 1 is ‘extremely feminine’ and 5 is ‘extremely masculine’) please rate the masculinity of the actor’s voice and body language.
[bookmark: _Toc65059074]Attractiveness Rating
Actors were also rated for how objectively good-looking they are using the following item:
Where 1 star is ‘not at all attractive’ and 5 stars is ‘extremely attractive’ please rate how objectively good-looking the actor is.
[bookmark: _Toc65059075]Procedure
Participants completed the survey via a Qualtrics link that could be completed on a computer or a smartphone. Following a Participant Information Statement, and after obtaining Participant Consent and basic demographics (age and home state), participants rated a series of six short videos on their masculinity/femininity and attractiveness. Participants were then told that the videos were to be used as masculine/feminine stimuli in a subsequent study before the survey concluded.
[bookmark: _Toc65059076]Results
In total, 14 participants completed valid responses for Combination 1 of the videos and 15 participants completed valid responses for Combination 2. For the primary variable of interest (perceived masculinity of VBL), all six actors yielded difference scores greater than 1 between their masculine versus feminine videos (ranging from 1.7 to 2.2). Further, four out of six actors yielded average scores above 3.8 and below 2.8 for their masculine and feminine videos, respectively. The remaining two actors still satisfied two out of three criterion, with average feminine scores below 2.8 and average difference scores greater than 1 (their average masculine scores just fell short of 3.8, being 3.73 and 3.71).
Overall, average VBL was 2.19 (SD = 0.83) for the six feminine videos and 3.90 (SD = 0.72) for the masculine videos. As predicted, a paired-sample t-test found the mean difference between these two groups of 1.7 (SD = 1.1) to be significant (t(28) = 8.25, p < .001). See Table 1 below for the mean VBL masculinity ratings for each video.
<Insert Table 1>
The mean masculinity score for the appearance of the actors was 3.98 (SD = 0.52) for the six masculine videos and 2.98 (SD = 0.61) for the six feminine videos. A paired-sample t-test found the mean difference of 1 (SD = 0.69) to be significant (t(28) = 7.74, p < .001). See Table 2 below for the mean masculinity ratings (actor’s appearance) for each video.
<Insert Table 2>
Mean attractiveness (out of 5 stars) was 3.75 (SD = 0.64) for the six masculine videos and 3.10 (SD = 0.93) for the six feminine videos. All six masculine videos yielded higher attractiveness ratings compared with their feminine counterparts. As predicted, a paired-sample t-test found the mean difference across videos of 0.65 (SD = 0.67) to be significant (t(28) = 5.224, p < .001). See Table 3 below for mean attractiveness ratings for each video.
[bookmark: _Toc65059077]<Insert Table 3>
Discussion
As predicted, masculine videos were perceived overall as more masculine than feminine videos. Further, as expected, masculine videos were rated, overall, as more attractive than feminine videos—expanding on the findings from analogue studies (Johnson & Tassinary, 2007; Sanchez & Vilain, 2012; Tigue et al., 2012) where written descriptions of masculine gay men tend to be rated as more attractive than written descriptions of feminine gay men. This constitutes the first known empirical study to corroborate gay male attraction to masculinity (observed in analogue designs) with a social vision/hearing perspective. That such a preference was observed using audio-visual stimuli strengthens the ecological validity of the view that gay men find other gay men more attractive if they present as heteronormative.
In addition, given that previous research has found attractiveness in men to be a status characteristic (Anderson et al., 2001), there is an added reason to believe that masculine actors will receive more votes in the main study in part because the masculine videos will be viewed as more attractive. However, to minimise the influence/salience of attractiveness on voting in the main study, it was decided not to ask participants to rate actors on this dimension. By doing this, it was thought that any attractiveness effect on voting would more likely remain unconscious and not be exacerbated unnecessarily.
Most importantly, all 12 videos satisfied predetermined parameters for masculine and feminine ratings (specifically, regarding voice and body language)—the primary purpose of the validation study. All six actors successfully performed an identical vox pop script twice in such a way that viewers perceived one version to be masculine and the other to be feminine. In light of this, all 12 videos were kept for use in the construction of two video sets to be used as audio-visual stimuli in the main study.
Finally, despite not being the chief focus of the validation study, the observed influence of masculinity on the attractiveness of gay men to other gay men remains a compelling contribution to relevant literature as it highlights the importance of attractiveness when attempting to understand why masculinity might lead to greater status attainment for gay men.
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	Mean Voice/Body Language (VBL) Masculinity Ratings (out of 5) for the 12 Vox Pop ‘Audition Videos (N = 29)

	Video type
	Actor J
	Actor F
	Actor E
	Actor C
	Actor D
	Actor G
	Overall

	Masculine
	3.80 (0.94)
	3.73 (0.88)
	4.07 (0.92)
	3.86 (0.95)
	4.20 (1.01)
	3.71 (0.99)
	3.90 (0.72)

	Feminine
	2.07 (0.99)
	1.86 (0.77)
	1.87 (0.83)
	2.73 (1.03)
	2.50 (1.22)
	2.13 (1.06)
	2.19 (0.83)

	Note. Data are shown as the mean and standard deviation, M (SD).




	Table 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean Masculinity Ratings (out of 5) for Each Actor’s ‘Appearance’ (N = 29)

	Video type
	Actor J
	Actor F
	Actor E
	Actor C
	Actor D
	Actor G
	Overall

	Masculine
	4.00 (0.65)
	3.80 (0.75)
	3.93 (1.07)
	4.00 (0.88)
	4.27 (0.70)
	3.86 (0.77)
	3.98 (0.52)

	Feminine
	3.21 (0.80)
	2.64 (1.15)
	2.73 (0.96)
	3.47 (0.91)
	2.93 (1.14)
	2.87 (0.99)
	2.98 (0.61)

	Note. Data are shown as the mean and standard deviation, M (SD).
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	Mean ‘Attractiveness’ Ratings (out of 5) for Each Video (N = 29)

	Video type
	Actor J
	Actor F
	Actor E
	Actor C
	Actor D
	Actor G
	Overall

	Masculine
	3.87 (0.95)
	3.27 (1.1)
	3.86 (0.66)
	4.00 (1.04)
	3.73 (1.03)
	3.86 (0.66)
	3.75 (0.64)

	Feminine
	3.43 (1.02)
	3.00 (1.12)
	2.47 (0.99)
	3.13 (1.46)
	3.43 (1.22)
	3.20 (1.32)
	3.10 (0.93)


Note. Data are shown as mean and standard deviation, M (SD).









[bookmark: _GoBack]
