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Abstract

Implicit bias change was initially assumed to reflect changes in associations, but subsequent
research demonstrated that implicit bias change can also reflect changes in control-oriented
processes that constrain the expression of associations. The present research examines the
process-level effects of 17 different implicit bias-reduction interventions and one sham
intervention by analyzing data from over 20,000 participants who completed an intervention
condition or a baseline control condition followed by a race Implicit Association Test (IAT). To
identify the processes influenced by each intervention, we applied the Quadruple process model
to participants’ IAT responses, then meta-analyzed parameter estimates according to a taxonomy
of interventions based on shared features. Interventions that relied on evaluative conditioning
influenced control-oriented processes, whereas interventions that relied on counterstereotypic
exemplars or strategies to override biases influenced both associations and control-oriented
processes. In contrast, interventions that focused on egalitarian values, perspective taking, or
emotion had no reliable influence on any of the processes examined. When interventions did
change associations, they were much more likely to reduce positive White associations than
negative Black associations. The present research extends upon traditional dual-process
perspectives by identifying robust intervention effects on response biases. These findings

connect features of interventions with changes in the processes underlying implicit bias.

KEYWORDS: Attitudes & Attitude Change, Prejudice & Stereotyping, Cognitive Control,

Evaluative Conditioning, Self-Regulation
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Reducing Implicit Racial Preferences: I11.
A Process-Level Examination of Changes in Implicit Preferences

In what is generally regarded as the first demonstration of implicit bias, pairings between
words that were stereotype-consistent were more quickly identified than pairings that were
stereotype-inconsistent (e.g., Black-lazy versus Black-ambitious; Gaertner & McLaughlin,
1983). Subsequent research showed that stereotype-related cues could bias judgments, even
when those cues were presented subliminally (Devine, 1989). Based on this and other evidence
that stereotype-relevant information does not require deliberate intent or conscious awareness to
influence thoughts and behaviors, initial theorizing in the emerging field of implicit social
cognition assumed that implicit biases operate automatically and invariantly and, thus, are
largely impervious to control or change (e.g., Bargh, 1994; Devine, 1989; Dunton & Fazio, 1997,
Fiske, 1998).1

Implicit Bias Change

Despite early assumptions about the immutability of implicit biases, subsequent research
demonstrated a wide variety of conditions under which implicit biases could be changed (for
reviews, see Dasgupta, 2013; Gawronski & Sritharan, 2010; Lai, Hoffman, & Nosek, 2013). For
example, implicit bias can be reduced by exposure to counter-stereotypical people (Dasgupta &
Greenwald, 2001): implicit preference for White relative to Black people is reduced on an

Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998) after exposure to

1We use the terms ‘implicit bias’ and ‘implicit preference’ synonymously to refer to behavioral
responses on implicit measures, and the term “associations’ to refer to the underlying mental
construct assessed by implicit measures. We make no strong assumptions or claims about the
representational nature of the constructs assessed by implicit measures. For alternative
perspectives on object-attribute relationship structures as constructed on-the-spot or as
propositions, see Schwarz, (2007); Smith, Calanchini, Hughes, Van Dessel, & De Houwer,
(2019); Van Dessel, Hughes, & De Houwer, (2018).
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pictures of disliked White people and admired Black people (e.g., White serial killer Jeffrey
Dahmer; Black actor Denzel Washington). Similarly, implicit bias is affected by contextual
factors (Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park, 2001): implicit preference for White people relative to Black
people is reduced on an evaluative priming task (Fazio, Jackson, Dunton, & Williams, 1995)
after exposure to Black people in a positive context compared to a negative context (e.g., church
versus graffiti-covered street corner). Implicit bias can also be changed through training
(Kawakami, Dovidio, Moll, Hermsen, & Russin, 2000): implicit preference for White relative to
Black people is reduced on a sequential priming task after a training task in which participants
repeatedly respond to pictures of Black and White people that were paired with
counterstereotypic versus stereotypic traits (e.g., Black-smart & White-violent, versus Black-
violent & White-smart).

Though many paradigms demonstrate changes in implicit bias, relatively little attention
has focused on the specific mental processes that are changing. Because early theories suggested
that implicit measures primarily or solely reflect associations stored in memory (e.g., Fazio &
Towles-Schwen, 1999), changes in responses on implicit measures were assumed to reflect
changes in associations (e.g., Blair, 2002; Wilson, Lindsey, & Schooler, 2000). However,
subsequent research has identified control-oriented processes that constrain the expression of
associations, such as inhibition and accuracy-orientation (e.g., Conrey, Sherman, Gawronski,
Hugenberg, & Groom, 2005; Meissner & Rothermund, 2013; Payne, 2001). For example, older
people express larger implicit preferences for White compared to Black people than do younger
people (Nosek et al., 2007). However, age-related differences in implicit racial bias do not
correspond to differences in race-based associations; instead, older people are less able to inhibit

the expression of associations than are younger people (Gonsalkorale, Sherman, & Klauer,
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2009). The discovery that responses on implicit measures reflect control-oriented processes
raises the question: To what extent do implicit bias-reduction interventions influence mental

associations, control-oriented processes, or both?

Implicit Bias Change Reflecting Changes in Associations

As responses on implicit measures were generally assumed to primarily reflect
associations stored in memory (e.g., Fazio & Towles-Schwen, 1999), association-focused
proposals suggest that implicit bias change could happen through a variety of routes. One
possibility is that pre-existing associations are strengthened (Kawakami et al., 2000): exposure to
a positive Black exemplar increases the strength of positive Black-good associations relative to
negative Black-bad associations (e.g., Dasgupta & Greenwald, 2001). A second possibility is that
new associations are created that compete with older associations (Wilson et al., 2000): if a
White person primarily associates Black people with negative attributes, information about a
positive Black exemplar might be encoded as a subtype rather than be integrated into the
existing, negative associations (e.g., Devine & Baker, 1991). A third possibility is that the
appearance of implicit bias change may reflect the temporary activation of context-specific
associations (Smith & Zarate, 1992): for example, a White person speaking with a Black person
might selectively rely on positive Black associations in order to “tune” to the racial attitudes of
their conversation partner (e.g., Sinclair, Lowery, Hardin, & Colangelo, 2005).

Which associations are changing? Though a variety of perspectives propose
association-based mechanisms by which implicit bias can be changed, the specific associations
that change from interventions has remained a topic of debate due to the relative nature of most
implicit measures. In the context of intergroup bias, reduced implicit biases may reflect

reductions in favorable associations with one group (e.g., White + good), changes in unfavorable
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associations with another group (e.g., Black + bad), or both. Several theoretical perspectives
posit that intergroup biases are driven primarily by favoritism towards one group rather than
derogation of another group (e.g., ingroup favoritism versus outgroup derogation; Brewer, 1999;
Greenwald & Pettigrew, 2014). Consequently, interventions should be expected to be more
effective in reducing implicit bias when they attempt to reduce positive group associations rather
than negative group associations. However, existing research has not cleanly distinguished these
possible mechanisms. Many interventions to reduce implicit racial bias are explicitly framed in
terms of reducing anti-Black animus, yet often employ procedures that focus on simultaneously
changing both positive and negative associations (e.g., Kawakami et al., 2000; Olson & Fazio,
2006). This disconnect between theory and method has largely remained a moot point because
implicit measures are traditionally scored in terms of relative differences in responses to one
group compared to another (e.g., Black versus White). These relative difference scores make it
impossible to examine whether changes reflect shifts in group favoritism or derogation. Other
methods are needed to distinguish the two.
Implicit Bias Change Reflecting Control-oriented Processes

Though the dominant interpretation of implicit bias change in the early 2000s focused on
associations, other perspectives were emerging that focused on the role of control-oriented
processes such as motivation and regulation. For example, as an alternative to the associations
account, Kawakami et al. (2000) proposed that counter-stereotypic training may create
egalitarian goals that activate automatically in response to relevant stimuli. This account is
congruent with the auto-motive model (e.g., Bargh, 1990; Bargh & Gollwitzer, 1994; see also
Monteith, 1993; Moskowitz, Gollwitzer, Wasel, & Schaal, 1999), which posits that goals can

become routinized through repeated practice or chronic salience to the point that they are
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activated automatically by relevant stimuli. Consequently, goals or other control-oriented
processes (e.g., inhibition) may change implicit biases by constraining the expression of biased
associations without necessarily changing those associations. These control-oriented perspectives
suggest that procedures often employed by implicit measures, such as obscuring what is being
measured (e.g., subliminal presentation) or making responses difficult to deliberately manipulate
(e.g., response deadline), do not eliminate the influence of control. Instead, participants can still
exert influence on their responses to implicit measures.

Of course, association- and control-oriented explanations for implicit bias change are not
mutually exclusive. An intervention could reduce implicit bias by simultaneously changing
associations and influencing control-oriented processes. However, the extent to which implicit
bias change reflected changes in associations versus control-oriented processes, as well as which
associations specifically are changing, remained an open question.

Contributions of Multiple Processes to Implicit Bias

A key innovation for distinguishing associations and control-oriented processes in
implicit bias change are multinomial processing trees (MPTs: Riefer & Batchelder, 1988). MPTs
are used across the cognitive and social sciences to quantify the influence of multiple processes
to responses on a single behavioral measure (for reviews, see Erdfelder, Auer, Hilbig, ARfalg,
Moshagen, & Nadarevic, 2009; Hitter & Klauer, 2016). An MPT is comprised of parameters
that are hypothesized to represent the mental processes that influence categorical responses on a
given task (e.g., correct/incorrect, old/new, low/mid/high confidence), and these parameters are
articulated in a series of equations that specify how these processes contribute to responses to
different stimuli or conditions in the task. Entering participants’ actual responses as outcomes to

the equations yields estimates of the influence of the processes hypothesized to produce those
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outcomes. Model-fit statistics such as Pearson’s chi-squared statistic can then quantify the degree
to which MPT estimates correspond to the observed responses.

MPTs have been validated on many implicit measures, such as the IAT (Meissner &
Rothermund, 2013), weapons identification task (Payne, 2001), affect misattribution procedure
(Payne, Hall, Cameron, & Bishara, 2010), stereotype misperception task (Krieglmeyer &
Sherman, 2012), go/no-go association task (Nadarevic & Erdfelder, 2011) and extrinsic affective
simon task (Stahl & Degner, 2007). For the present research, we focus on applying an MPT
called the quadruple process model (Quad model: Conrey et al., 2005) to the IAT.

The Quad Model

According to the Quad model, four distinct processes influence performance on implicit
measures. The Activation of Associations (AC) parameter refers to the degree to which mental
associations (e.g., between White people and “good”) are activated when responding to a
stimulus. All else equal, the stronger the association between the attitude object (e.g., White
people) and the attribute (e.g., good), the more likely the association is to be activated and to
drive behavior in an association-consistent direction. In the Race IAT, two AC parameters are
estimated: one for associations between “White” and “good” (WAC), and another for
associations between “Black” and “bad” (BAC). The Detection of correct responses (D)
parameter is conceptualized as an accuracy-oriented process, and reflects the likelihood that the
respondent can discriminate between correct and incorrect responses. Sometimes, activated
associations conflict with the detected correct response. For example, on an IAT trial in which
the categories “Black” and “good” share a response key (i.e., a so-called “incompatible” trial),
activated associations (e.g., between Black and “bad”) would conflict with the detected correct

response (i.e., to press the same button for Black and “good” stimuli). The Quad model proposes
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that the Overcoming Bias (OB) process resolves this conflict. As such, the OB parameter refers
to an inhibitory process that prevents activated associations from influencing behavior when they
conflict with detected correct responses. Finally, the Guessing (G) parameter does not represent a
specific process, per se, but instead reflects a bias towards making pleasant versus unpleasant
responses in the absence of influence from D, OB, or either of the AC parameters. The construct
validity of the Quad model has been extensively demonstrated in previous research (for reviews,
see Calanchini & Sherman, 2013; Sherman et al., 2008).
Process-level Effects of Bias-reduction Interventions

Because the Quad model separately estimates the contributions of multiple cognitive
processes to responses on implicit measures, it is well-suited to clarify the process-level effects
of implicit bias-reduction interventions. Moreover, because it estimates evaluative associations
for each of the two target groups in an implicit measure, the Quad model can help to illuminate
the extent to which implicit bias change is manifest on positive versus negative associations.

Past research using the Quad model has uncovered the process-level effects of the three
bias-reduction interventions described previously in the review of implicit bias change. Relative
to traditional stimuli, exposure to counter-stereotypic (i.e., positive Black and negative White)
exemplars reduces the influence of both White-good (WAC) and Black-bad (BAC) associations
but not other processes on an IAT (Gonsalkorale, Allen, Sherman, & Klauer, 2010). In contrast,
depicting Black people in positive versus negative contexts (e.g., church versus graffiti-covered
street corner) increases the influence of inhibition (OB) but not other processes on an evaluative
priming task (Allen, Sherman, & Klauer, 2010). Finally, counter-stereotypic training to affirm
Black-good and White-bad stimulus pairings decreases the influence of both White-good (WAC)

and Black-bad (BAC) associations and increases the influence of accuracy-orientation (D) on an
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IAT relative to both stereotype-consistent training (i.e., to affirm Black-bad and White-good
stimulus pairings) and a no-training control condition (Calanchini, Gonsalkorale, Sherman, &
Klauer, 2013).

These modeling examples reveal three different patterns of results at the process level for
three qualitatively distinct implicit bias-reduction interventions. Such disparate effects are
perhaps unsurprising, given the heterogeneity of these interventions: one paradigm relied on
exemplars (Dasgupta & Greenwald, 2001), another paradigm focused on contexts (Wittenbrink
et al., 2001), and yet another paradigm depended on counterstereotypic training (Kawakami et
al., 2000). However, these three paradigms represent a thin slice of the hundreds of implicit-bias
reduction interventions that have been tested to date (Lai et al., 2013). Consequently, the purpose
of the present research is to apply the Quad model to a much broader selection of implicit racial
bias-reduction interventions in a very large sample as a step towards identifying broad patterns in
process-level change.

A Research Contest to Reduce Implicit Racial Biases

The dominant approach in research on implicit bias interventions is to focus on one
mechanism for change at a time. This approach is very effective for demonstrating proof-of-
concept for an intervention, but comes with an opportunity cost: little direct comparison between
paradigms to identify the features of interventions that are most effective at changing implicit
biases. To shore up this limitation in the extant literature, a research contest directly compared 17
interventions and one sham intervention within the same studies (Lai et al., 2014). The goal of
this approach was to identify differences in intervention efficacy that would be difficult to
uncover when testing interventions in isolation. In the first of these studies, research teams were

invited to submit interventions to reduce implicit preferences for White over Black people. Then,
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all of these interventions were tested within the same study and compared against a baseline
control condition. Interventions were brief, at five minutes or less. After completing one
intervention, participants took an IAT to examine the interventions’ immediate impact on
implicit biases. Over the course of the three additional studies, teams revised their interventions
to be more effective, retained them as-is, submitted new interventions, or dropped out of the
contest. In total, 18 interventions were tested 68 times at an average of 3.78 times each with a
total of 17,021 participants. Of these 18 interventions, 9 were effective at reducing implicit
biases as assessed by the D-score, a summary index of IAT performance based primarily on

reaction times (Greenwald, Nosek, & Banaji, 2003).

A second phase of the research contest conducted two additional large-scale studies to
examine the durability of implicit-bias reduction effects (Lai et al., 2016). Focusing on the 9
interventions that effectively reduced bias when measured immediately post-intervention (Lai et
al., 2014), these additional studies measured the biases of 6,321 participants over a period of
several days post-intervention. Replicating Lai et al. (2014), all of these interventions
successfully reduced implicit bias immediately. However, none of these effects persisted for

even a few days.

Process Modeling Provides Insight into How Implicit Biases Change

The results of this research contest suggest that implicit bias as indexed by the summary
D-score is malleable. Process-level analyses build upon these findings, providing deeper insight
into implicit bias change. Specifically, Quad model analyses can reveal which intervention
effects reflected changes in associations versus control-oriented processes. Additionally, to the
extent that an intervention influenced associations, Quad model analyses can identify whether

White-good and/or Black-bad associations were changed.
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The research contest also demonstrated that short-term implicit bias malleability does not
necessarily translate into long-term change. Process-level analyses may provide insight into why
effects on D-scores did not persist. For example, some theory suggests that associations are
formed and changed through repeated learning and reinforcement (e.g., Baron & Banaji, 2006;
Wilson et al., 2000). If an intervention primarily influenced associations and that change in
associations did not persist, then the intervention’s effects may have been undone by the same
cultural and interpersonal forces that created the associations in the first place. Another
possibility is that bias-reduction intervention effects persist at the process level, but not in a way
that is captured in summary D-scores. For example, relative to baseline, an intervention might
immediately reduce associations and increase control, which would manifest as decreased
implicit bias in terms of D-scores. If associations were to return to baseline (e.g., through cultural
reinforcement) but control remained heightened, the bias-reduction effects observed immediately
on D-scores may be attenuated and not distinguishable from a null effect at time 2. However, the
persistent effect on control may influence other judgments and behaviors. Consequently, a
process-level investigation into bias-reduction intervention effects may be useful in revealing
mechanisms underlying implicit bias change, as well as identifying persistent changes that are

not manifest in D-scores.

The Present Research:

Examining Process-level Effects of Implicit Bias-reduction Interventions

To better understand the process-level effects of implicit bias interventions, the present
research applied the Quad model to IAT data collected by Lai et al. (2014; 2016) and meta-
analyzed the intervention effects across all six studies. Based on these meta-analyzed data, we

report two sets of complementary follow-up analyses. The first set of analyses is based on a



Process-Level Changes in Implicit Preferences p. 13

theory-derived taxonomy proposed by Lai et al. (2014), which organized interventions according
to shared features. This taxonomy consisted of six categories: Exposure to Counterstereotypical
Exemplars, Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases, Evaluative Conditioning, Appeals to
Egalitarian Values, Engaging with Others’ Perspectives, and Inducing Emotion. These analyses
aim to identify correspondence between features of categories of interventions and their effects
at the process level. To complement the theory-derived taxonomy analyses, we also report a
data-driven cluster analysis based on each intervention’s averaged effects. Whereas the Lai et al.
(2014) taxonomy organizes interventions to reflect similarities in procedural and conceptual
features, a cluster analysis reflects similarities in profiles of effects across interventions.
Together, these theory- and data-driven analyses provide complementary perspectives on
process-level intervention effects, and also shed light on similarities and differences between

interventions.
Method

Participants. The total sample across all studies used in our analysis was 20,475 (Ns =
3591, 4009, 1999, 5022, 1015, 4839). Participants from Studies 1-4 of Lai et al. (2014) were
non-Black U.S. citizens or residents who registered at the Project Implicit research website

(https://implicit.harvard.edu) and completed the study. Participants from Study 1 of Lai et al.

(2016) were non-Black undergraduates from Brock University and the University of Virginia.
Participants from Study 2 of Lai et al. (2016) were non-Black undergraduates from 17 American
universities. For ease of presentation, in the remainder of this manuscript Lai et al. (2014) and

Lai et al. (2016) are referred to as L2014 and L2016, respectively.

A small percentage of participants in each study were excluded for responding too

quickly (i.e. faster than 300ms on more than 10% of critical trials or 25% within a single block)
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or making too many errors (i.e., error rates higher than 30% across critical trials or 50% within in
a single block). There is no agreed-upon procedure for calculating a priori statistical power for
the process modeling analyses we report in this paper. However, in the present research the
average sample size is 1,078 participants per condition, which is more than an order of
magnitude larger than previous studies examining experimentally induced change in Quad model

parameters.

Procedure. All studies are available for self-administration at https://osf.io/lw9e8/
(L2014) and https://osf.io/lumdye/ (L2016). Materials for L2014 are available at
https://osf.io/lw9e8/, and materials for L2016 are available at https://osf.io/um4ye/. All data and
code for the analyses reported here, as well as all supplementary materials referenced below, are

available at https://osf.io/dbtns/?view_only = dfd7fde4a6d549e5b09610ab4c12bdca.

L2014. Participants volunteered for studies at Project Implicit’s research site after
completing a demographics registration form. Once registered, participants could visit the
research website and be randomly assigned to studies from the research pool. Participants were

assigned to these studies only if they had never completed a study in the research pool.

Participants were randomly assigned to complete one of fourteen intervention conditions
in Study 1, one of fifteen intervention conditions in Study 2, one of twelve intervention
conditions in Studies 3 and 4, or a control condition. In the control condition, participants did not
complete an intervention task. Then, participants completed the IAT. Study 4 differed from this

procedure by randomly assigning half of the participants to take a pretest IAT.

L2016. In Study 1, undergraduate participants were provided a link to the study and

completed the study online. Two-thirds of participants were randomly assigned to begin the
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study by taking a pre-test IAT and one-third were assigned to not take a pre-test IAT.
Participants were then randomly assigned to one of nine intervention conditions, or a control
condition with no intervention. Next, all participants completed the IAT. Procedurally, this
session was similar to L2014, Study 4. Between two and four days after completing the first
testing session (and with reminders after two or three days), participants were emailed a link for
the second testing session. On average, participants completed the second IAT 3.28 days (SD =
1.97 days) after the first testing session. The procedure for Study 2 was similar to Study 1 with
two exceptions. First, thirteen sites collected data for the study online as in Study 1, but four
other sites collected data for the first session in-lab and data for the second session online.

Second, all participants in Study 2 completed a pretest IAT.?
Dependent Measure

The IAT. The IAT is structured as a categorization task, in which participants responded
to stimuli related to two conceptual categories (i.e., White people, Black people) and two
evaluative attributes (i.e., good, bad). The procedure followed the recommendations of Nosek,
Greenwald, and Banaji (2005). Participants were instructed to categorize good and bad words

and images of Black and White people as quickly as possible while also being accurate.

2 Over the course of the six experiments reported in L2014 and L2016, participants also
completed self-reported measures of racial attitudes (L2014), measures assessing support for pro-
Black affirmative action, explicit racial prejudice, and effort (L2016). These other measures are
not analyzed in the present research or discussed further. Additionally, in L2014 Experiment 3,
roughly half of participants were randomly assigned to complete a Multi-Category IAT (Nosek,
Sriram, Smith, & Bar-Anan, 2013). Those participants are not reflected in the N reported above,
nor are their data included in the present analyses.
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The IAT is comprised of seven blocks, with three practice blocks (omitted from analyses)
and four critical blocks. In the first practice block (20 trials), participants categorized images of
Black faces and White faces to categories representing Black people and White people on the
upper left or right of the screen. In the second practice block (20 trials), participants categorized
good and bad words to categories representing Good and Bad. In the third (20 trials) and fourth
(40 trials) critical blocks, participants categorized images of Black and White faces and good and
bad words on alternating trials, responding to Black faces and bad words with one key, and to
White faces and good words with another key. In the fifth practice block (40 trials), participants
categorized images of White and Black faces again, except the categories had switched sides.
The face category originally on the left was now categorized with the right key, and the face
category originally on the right was now categorized with the left key. In the sixth (20 trials) and
seventh (40 trials) critical blocks, participants categorized pairings opposite to the ones in the
third and fourth blocks, responding to White faces and bad words with one key, and to Black
faces and bad words with the other key. To control for potential order effects, the two sets of
critical blocks (i.e., third and fourth; sixth and seventh) were counterbalanced between
participants (Greenwald et al., 1998), such that some participants responded to White/good and
Black/bad pairings in the first critical blocks, but other participants responded to White/bad and
Black/good pairings in the first critical blocks. Though the position of the good/bad categories
remained invariant for each participant, it was randomized between participants: half the
participants categorized good words to the left key and bad words to the right key, whereas the

other half did the reverse.

L2014 Study 4 and L2016 Studies 1 and 2 deviated from this paradigm. In these studies,

participants completed a shortened five-block IAT instead of the seven-block IAT. The five-
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block IAT was structured similarly to the seven-block IAT. Instead of four critical blocks, the
five-block IAT consisted of two critical blocks of 32 trials each, with 16, 24, and 24 trials for the

first, second, and fourth practice blocks, respectively.

Interventions

Intervention Categories. In L2014, interventions were organized post hoc into one of
six categories highlighting prominent procedural and/or conceptual features of the interventions:
Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars, Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases,
Evaluative Conditioning, Appeals to Egalitarian Values, Engaging with Others’ Perspectives,
and Inducing Emotion. These categories reflect themes that highlighted the most prominent
features of the intervention designs, but were not exhaustive descriptions. Within each category,
each individual intervention should be understood as a “package” of effects rather than as pure
exemplars of a single operative mechanism. Nonetheless, there is communication value in using

the categories to aggregate by prominent features.

In this meta-analysis, we investigate an additional set of features present in some of the
interventions that were not deeply considered in L2014: evaluative instructions (El) to think of
Black people positively and/or White people negatively. In these interventions, Els were
originally included as an additional motivator to internalize the intervention rather than as a
primary feature of the intervention. However, other research indicates that Els alone can change
implicit biases (e.g., De Houwer, 2006; Kurdi & Banaji, 2017; Van Dessel, De Houwer, Gast,
Roets, & Smith, 2020). Additionally, in this meta-analysis we investigate three other features
common to interventions that changed D scores in L2014 and L2016 but have not yet been
analyzed systematically: including procedural elements of the IAT, including emotionally vivid

content, and generating self-relevant responses.
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Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars. Exposure to individuals who defy
stereotypes was one of the first methods discovered for changing implicit biases, and continues
to be one of the most commonly used approaches in the literature (Blair, Ma, & Lenton, 2001;

Dasgupta & Greenwald, 2001, Lai et al., 2013).

Vivid Counterstereotypic Scenario (L2014; L2016). Foroni and Mayr (2005) shifted
implicit biases for flowers versus insects by presenting a fictional scenario that reversed real-
world expectations by describing how flowers were dangerous and insects were good. In this
intervention, participants read a vivid second-person story that also reverses real-world
expectations. In the story, the participant imagines walking down a street late at night after
drinking at a bar. Suddenly, a White man in his forties assaults the participant, throws him/her
into the trunk of his car, and drives away. After some time, the White man opens the trunk and
assaults the participant again. A young Black man notices the second assault and knocks out the
White assailant, saving the day. After reading the story, participants are told the next task (i.e.,
the IAT) was supposed to affirm the associations: i.e., White = bad, Black = good. Participants

were instructed to keep the story in mind during the IAT.

In L2014, the length and vividness of the story were increased between Study 1 and
Study 2 (e.g., from “With sadistic pleasure, he bashes you with his bat again and again” to “With
sadistic pleasure, he beats you again and again. First to the body, then to the head. You fight to
keep your eyes open and your hands up. The last things you remember are the faint smells of
alcohol and chewing tobacco and his wicked grin”). For L2014 Studies 3 and 4 and L2016, the
instructions to affirm positive Black associations and negative White associations were revised to
include pictures. These pictures showed the stimuli for Black people on the IAT paired with the

word good and the stimuli for White people on the IAT paired with the word bad.
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Practicing an IAT with Counterstereotypical Exemplars (L2014; L2016). Prior research
found that exposure to counterstereotypical exemplars can shift implicit biases (Dasgupta &
Greenwald, 2001; Joy-Gaba & Nosek, 2010). In a similar fashion, participants were first shown
pictures of famous positive Black (e.g., Oprah Winfrey) and infamous negative White (e.g.,
Adolf Hitler) exemplars along with one-line descriptions of what they are known for. Then,
participants completed a portion of an IAT with combined blocks consisting of the same stimuli

used in the race IAT, along with six positive Black and six negative White exemplars.

Due to a programming error in L2014 Study 1, participants learned that they were going
to perform part of a race IAT and saw the positive Black and negative White exemplars that
would accompany the standard Black and White images, but they did not actually complete the
counterstereotypic practice. Consequently, these data were not included in the present analyses.
For L2014 Study 2, the procedure was implemented as described above, with the combined
block consisting of 90 trials. L2014 Studies 3 and 4 reduced the number of trials in the combined
block to 52 trials, and L2016 further reduced it to 32 trials. All of the studies in L2014, as well as
L2016 Study 1 used the same stimuli. However, because some of the negative White exemplars
may not have been familiar to this cohort of undergraduate participants (i.e., John Gotti, Timothy
McVeigh, Charles Manson, Ted Bundy), they were replaced in L2016 Study 2 with more recent

exemplars (i.e., Bernie Madoff, Anders Breivik, Jared Loughner, Jerry Sandusky).

Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition (L2014 S2-S4; L2016). Competition
and outgroup threats lead to negative outgroup attitudes (Riek, Mania, & Gaertner, 2006). Using
this principle, this intervention aimed to reduce implicit biases by giving participants experience
cooperating with Black teammates to compete against White teammates. Participants played a

simulated dodgeball game in which their teammates were Black and their opponents were White.
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The Black teammates saved the participants from being knocked out and were good sports,
whereas the opposing all-White team engaged in unfair play and were bad sports. At the end of
the intervention, participants were instructed to make intentions to think “Black = good” and
“White = bad” and to remember how their Black teammates helped them and their White

enemies hurt them while completing the subsequent IAT.

This intervention was first tested in L2014 Study 2. To adhere with time constraints, in
L2014 Study 3 sections requiring participant input were set to automatically advance if

participants responded too slowly. L2014 Study 4 and L2016 retained this paradigm.

Shifting Group Affiliations Under Threat (L2014 S2-S4; L2016). This intervention
followed a similar theoretical outlook to Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition. In
this intervention, participants experienced simulated ingroup friendships with Black people and
outgroup threats from White people. Participants read a vivid and threatening post-nuclear war
scenario. They were then shown profiles of people described as “close friends” in their camp, all
of whom were Black and had helpful survival skills (e.g., doctor; hunter). They also viewed
profiles of “terrible enemies” that were all villainous White people who plotted to destroy their
camp. After reading the profiles, participants were told to “Please imagine and think about the

friends and enemies you just read about while you complete these tasks.”

This intervention was first tested in L2014 Study 2. L2014 Study 2 only included the
“close friends” profiles, so L2014 Study 3 added the “terrible enemies” profiles. L2014 Study 4
changed the faces of the Black individuals to be more likable and the faces of the White

individuals to be less likable, which is the same paradigm used in L2016.
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Highlighting the Value of a Subgroup in Competition (L2014 S1). The common ingroup
identity model predicts that highlighting superordinate identities will reduce biases toward
outgroup members (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). This intervention was designed to remind
participants that Black Americans have contributed to America’s international standing,
highlighting a superordinate group identity (American) that includes Black Americans.
Participants read a description of international competition in basketball that described the
United States as having one of the most successful basketball teams in the world, but is now
facing heavy competition from other countries. Participants were then presented with a list of
eight prominent basketball players’ names (i.e., Dwyane Wade, Kobe Bryant, Jason Terry, Steve
Nash, Brent Barry, Tim Duncan, Shaquille O’Neal, Kevin Garnett) and asked to mark which
ones they recognized. This questionnaire aimed to indirectly remind participants of the mostly
Black demographic composition of American basketball, though the racial identity of individual

players was not made explicit.

Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases. Performance on implicit measures can be
altered via strategies to override implicit bias. Two interventions gave participants strategies to
alter their implicit biases. The first intervention, Using Implementation Intentions provides a
strategy to alter the expression of implicit biases themselves. The second intervention, Faking the
IAT, is a sham intervention that subverts the IAT procedure and presumably does not directly
change the processes that would normally influence IAT responses. Thus, Faking the IAT serves

as a comparison condition to the other intervention conditions.

Using Implementation Intentions (L2014; L2016). Implementation intentions are if-then
plans that automatically close the gap between intentions and behavior by tying a behavioral

response to a situational cue (Gollwitzer, 1999). Before L2014, implementation intentions had
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been used by Stewart and Payne (2008) to reduce implicit racial biases. Participants first
completed a short tutorial on how to take the IAT, which informed them that people who
complete the IAT tend to exhibit an implicit preference for White relative to Black people. Next,
participants were instructed to commit themselves to an implementation intention ) by saying to
themselves silently, “I definitely want to respond to the Black face by thinking ‘good.””” (adapted

from Stewart & Payne, 2008).

In L2014 Study 1, this intervention proceeded as described above. In L2014 Study 2,
participants completed practice trials of the IAT before being given the implementation intention

instructions. This paradigm was retained in L2014 Studies 3 and 4, and in L2016.

Faking the IAT (L2014; L2016). The IAT can be faked through direct instructions on how
to do so (e.g., Fiedler & Bluemke, 2005). As a comparison “sham” condition, participants
completed an adapted version of Cvnecek et al.’s (2010) IAT faking manipulation. Participants
completed a short tutorial on how to take the IAT, which informed them that people who
complete the IAT tend to exhibit an implicit preference for White relative to Black people. Next,
participants were then told that they were participating in a study about faking the IAT, and were
instructed to slow down on blocks with “Black and Bad” paired together and to speed up on
blocks with “White and Bad” paired together. Participants were also instructed to ignore

instructions on the subsequent IAT that contradicted the faking instructions.

In L2014 Study 1, this intervention proceeded as described above. In L2014 Study 2,
participants also completed IAT practice trials before being instructed how to fake their

responses. This paradigm was retained in L2014 Studies 3 and 4, and in L2016.
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Evaluative Conditioning. Repeatedly pairing attitude objects (e.g., pictures of Black and
White people) with other valenced stimuli (e.g., positive and negative words) can influence
implicit bias (e.g., De Houwer, Thomas, & Baeyens, 2001; Olson & Fazio, 2001). Theoretically,
presenting one stimulus with another valenced stimulus could change the evaluations associated

with the first stimulus.

Evaluative Conditioning (L2014; L2016). The co-occurrence of an attitude object with a
valenced object shifts attitudes toward the attitude object in the direction of the valenced object
(De Houwer et al., 2001; Olson & Fazio, 2001, 2002, 2006). Participants saw Black people’s
faces paired with positive words and White people’s faces paired with negative words. The
stimuli were the same faces and words as were used in the subsequent IAT. Participants viewed
each picture-word pair one at a time in the center of their computer screen for 1s. After
presentation of each stimulus pair, participants categorized the face as being either Black or
White using the E or | key, and the correct key response was randomized for each trial.
Participants were also instructed to memorize the words, which they subsequently were asked to

recall at the end of the categorization task.

In L2014 Study 1, this intervention consisted of 48 trials of paired stimuli. In L2014
Study 2, participants did not complete the memorization / recall task. The memorization / recall
task returned in L2014 Study 3, and the number of trials was reduced to 40, and L2014 Study 4

and L2016 retained this paradigm.

Evaluative Conditioning with the Go/No-Go Association Task (L2014; L2016).
Participants completed a version of the go/no-go association task (GNAT; Nosek & Banaji,
2001) that used pictures of Black and White people and good and bad words. The logic

underlying this intervention was that rapid associations between stimuli on the GNAT would
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produce evaluative conditioning effects. Picture-word pairings were presented onscreen one at a
time, and participants were instructed to make a response (i.e., press the space bar) when the
stimulus pair matched two categories and to withhold a response when the stimulus pair did not
match those categories. In the first block of trials, participants were instructed to make a
response when the stimulus pair consisted of a picture of a Black person and a good word, and to
withhold a response for all other stimulus pairings. The majority of stimulus pairings in this
block consisted of pictures of Black people and good words. In the second block of trials,
participants were instructed to make a response when the stimulus pair consisted of a picture of a
White person and a good word, and to withhold a response for all other stimulus pairings. A

minority of stimulus pairings in this block consisted of pictures of White people and good words.

In L2014 Study 1, this intervention consisted of 100 trials of paired stimuli. In L2014
Study 2, the number of trials was reduced to 60; additionally, the “go” category for both blocks
was “Black and good”, and the second block of trials required a faster response than did the first.
L2014 Study 3 retained most of these features, but reduced the number of trials to 45, and
instructed participants to count the number of times pictures of Black people were paired with

good words over the course of the task. L2016 retained this paradigm.

Appeals to Egalitarian Values. Diversity education efforts often incorporate content

that affirms egalitarian values (Kulik & Roberson, 2008).

Priming Feelings of Nonobjectivity (L2014). The goal of this intervention was to make
participants aware that they have or could behave in a biased manner, thereby motivating them to
take control of their biases on the subsequent IAT. In L2014 Study 1, participants attempted to
recall nine past examples in which they behaved objectively. The logic underlying this

intervention was that lack of ease in retrieving examples would lead participants to doubt their
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ability to act objectively (Schwarz et al., 1991). In L2014 Study 2, participants reported how they
personally would act given a particular decision, as well as how they thought society believes
they should act when making the decision. For example, participants might report that there
would be times when they would make a choice without considering the facts and based solely
on their preference, but also report that social norms dictate that they should consider all the facts
when making this decision. This discrepancy between what participants would and should do
was expected to activate feelings of non-objectivity (Devine, Monteith, Zuwerink, & Elliot,
1991). In L2014 Study 3, participants read a fictitious excerpt from a popular science article
about psychological biases outside of conscious awareness that may influence behavior (adapted
from Pronin & Kugler, 2007). Educating people about the existence of unconscious bias was

intended to activate feelings of non-objectivity.

Considering Racial Injustice (L2014 S1-S2). By considering injustices perpetrated by
White people, participants could view White people less positively. Similarly, considering Black
peoples’ efforts to overcome inequality could lead participants to view Black people positively
as agents of positive social change. Participants listed examples of injustices that White people
inflicted on Black people in the past, examples of injustices that White people currently inflict on
Black people, and examples of ways in which Blacks people have overcome racial injustice. In
L2014, Study 1 participants listed two of each of these examples, but in L2014 Study 2 this was

reduced to one of each example.

Instilling a Sense of Common Humanity (L2014 S2-S4). Expanding the boundaries of the
ingroup to include outgroup members can make outgroup attitudes more positive (Gaertner,

Dovidio, Anastasio, Bachman, & Rust, 1993). To test this possibility, participants viewed a
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video of a man dancing with people in different countries all over the world

(http://www.youtube.com/watch?v = zIfKdbWwruY).

Priming an Egalitarian Mindset (L2014). Priming egalitarian values can reduce explicit
racial prejudice (Katz & Hass, 1988). In L2014 Study 1, participants completed the
Humanitarian-Egalitarianism scale (Katz & Hass, 1988). In L2014 Study 2, participants wrote a
short essay in favor of the statement, “All people and groups are equal; therefore, they should be
treated the same way.” In L2014 Studies 3 and 4, participants filled out a questionnaire that
asked them how important it was to be egalitarian, then wrote about a time they failed to live up

to egalitarian ideals.

Priming Multiculturalism (L2014 S3-S4; L2016). Multiculturalism is the ideology that
racial differences should be acknowledged and celebrated, and priming multiculturalism can
reduce implicit racial biases relative to other ideologies of interethnic relations (Richeson &
Nussbaum, 2004). In this intervention, participants read a prompt advocating multiculturalism,
summarized the prompt in their own words, and then listed two reasons why multiculturalism “is
a positive approach to interethnic relations.” (adapted from Richeson & Nussbaum, 2004).

Additionally, participants were instructed to think “Black = good” on the subsequent IAT.

Engaging with Others’ Perspectives. Perceiving a situation from the perspective of an
outgroup is a powerful approach for changing intergroup biases (Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000),
and can be effective for changing implicit racial biases as well (Todd, Bodenhausen, Richeson,

& Galinsky, 2011).

Training Empathic Responding (L2014 S1-S2). Interventions to increase empathy can

reduce explicit prejudice toward outgroup members (Finlay & Stephan, 2000). Participants
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played a game in which they observed Black people expressing different emotions (i.e., happy,
sad, angry, or afraid). Each picture was accompanied by a first-person question (i.e., “What am |
feeling?”), and participants selected an emotion from a list of response options that most clearly
described the emotion being portrayed in the picture. Additionally, participants selected the
likely reason the pictured person was feeling this way (e.g., for anger: “I got a parking ticket”).
Participants were awarded points and given positive feedback for selecting the correct emotion,
and were shown a smiling face and the phrase “Thanks for understanding.” for selecting the
correct rationale. In L2014 Study 1, participants chose among four response options for both the
emotion identification and emotion rationale questions, but in L2014 Study 2 they chose among

two options.

Perspective Taking (L2014 S1). Taking the perspective of an outgroup member can
increase associations between the self and the outgroup, leading to downstream positive
evaluations of the outgroup (Todd & Burgmer, 2013). Participants viewed five scenarios in
which pictures of Black people were accompanied by an emotional context (e.g., “This person
just found a $100 bill on the ground”). Participants were then asked to imagine that they were the

person in the situation and write about how they felt.

Imagining Interracial Contact (L2014 S1-S2). Imagining contact with outgroup members
can reduce implicit and explicit prejudice toward outgroups (Turner, Crisp, & Lambert, 2007;
Turner & Crisp, 2010). In L2014 Study 1, participants were asked to imagine interacting with a
Black stranger in a relaxed, positive, and comfortable environment, and to list as many details as
possible about the imagined interaction. In L2014 Study 2, participants were instructed not only

to imagine a positive interaction with a Black person but also to imagine a negative interaction
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with a White person. Along with the corresponding prompts, participants saw a photograph of a

smiling Black woman and a photograph of a frowning White woman.
Inducing Emotion.

Inducing Moral Elevation (L2014 S1-S2). Witnessing acts of charity, gratitude, or
generosity can induce the emotion of “elevation” (Algoe & Haidt, 2009; Haidt, 2003) which may
blur boundaries between the ingroup and the outgroup and, consequently, reduce implicit bias
(Lai, Haidt & Nosek, 2014). In L2014 Study 1, participants viewed a video about a high school
girls’ softball game in which White players showed extraordinary sportsmanship by carrying an
opposing White player around the bases after she injured herself as she hit a homerun. In L2014
Study 2, participants viewed a video in which a Black high school music teacher expresses his
gratitude toward his former music teacher (also Black), who had seen promise in the young man

when he was a teenager and saved him from a life of crime.
Parameter Estimation and Analysis

The Quad model has been implemented as a multinomial model (see Riefer &
Batchelder, 1988) designed to estimate the independent contributions of multiple processes from
responses on implicit bias measures (for reviews of this approach, see Sherman, 2006; Sherman
et al., 2008). The structure of the Quad model is depicted as a processing tree in Figure 1, with
Activation of Associations (AC), Detection (D), Overcoming Bias (OB), and Guessing (G)
jointly producing responses on the 1AT. In the tree, each path represents a likelihood. Processing
parameters with lines leading to them are conditional on all preceding parameters. For instance,
OB is conditional on both AC and D. The conditional relationships described by the model form

a system of equations that predicts the numbers of correct and incorrect responses in different
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conditions (i.e., compatible and incompatible trials). For example, there are three ways in which
an incorrect response can be returned on a trial of the IAT in which “Black” and “good” share a
response key. The first is the possibility that associations between “Black™ and “bad” are
activated (BAC), detection succeeds (D), and OB fails (1 — OB), which can be represented by the
equation BAC x D x (1 — OB). The second is the possibility that biased associations are
activated (BAC) and detection fails (1 — D), which can be represented by the equation BAC x (1
— D). The third is the possibility that biased associations are not activated (1 — BAC), detection
fails (1 — D), and a bias toward guessing “bad” (1 — G) produces an incorrect response, which
can be represented by the equation (1 — BAC) x (1 — D) x (1 — G). As such, the overall
likelihood of producing an incorrect response on this trial type is the sum of these three
conditional probabilities: [BAC x D x (1 —OB)] + [BAC x (1 = D)] +[(1 —BAC) x (1 —D) x (1
— G)]. The respective equations for each item category (i.e., White, Black, good, and bad, in both
compatible and incompatible blocks) are then used to predict the observed number of correct and

incorrect responses in a given data set.
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Figure 1. A portion of the Quad model depicting possible combinations of processes influencing
responses to a Black stimulus on the IAT. Parameters with lines leading to them are conditional
upon all preceding parameters. The table on the right side of the figure depicts correct (v) and
incorrect (X) responses as a function of process pattern and trial type. BAC = Activation of
Black-bad Associations. D = Detection. OB = Overcoming Bias. G = Guessing.

To estimate the parameters specified in the Quad model, we employed the Bayesian
approach proposed by Klauer (2010) and Matzke, Dolan, Batchelder, and Wagenmakers (2013)
to fit an extension of the model that treats participants as random factors for each model
parameter (Judd, Westfall & Kenny, 2012). Such an approach allows for participant-level
heterogeneity while providing a means to aggregate across individuals for stable estimates.

Whereas the D-scoring algorithm (Greenwald et al., 2003) that is traditionally used in IAT

research primarily relies on the latency of participants’ responses, the multinomial modeling
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analyses we employed in the present research rely on the accuracy of participants’ responses
(i.e., the numbers of correct and incorrect responses to compatible versus incompatible trials).
Based on the equations of the Quad model and the observed correct and incorrect responses, we
estimated large samples of credible combinations of parameter values using Markov Chain
Monte Carlo methods. As parameter estimates, we report the median of the parameter in this so-
called posterior distribution, along with 95% highest-density intervals (HDI), which can be
interpreted like confidence intervals. This Bayesian method provides two model checks to assess
goodness of fit (Klauer, 2010): The T statistic summarizes how well the model accounts for the
pattern of observed response frequencies aggregated across participants within each condition,
corresponding to the chi-square distributed goodness-of-fit statistic used in traditional modeling
approaches (Riefer & Batchelder, 1988). The T statistic summarizes how well the model
accounts for the variances and correlations of these frequencies computed across participants,
which thereby quantifies how well the model accounts for individual differences between

participants in the individual response frequencies.

For each participant, we calculated two parameter estimates for AC, and one estimate
each for D, OB, and G. One AC parameter (BAC) reflected the extent to which “Black-bad”
associations were activated and the other AC parameter (WAC) reflected the extent to which
“White-good” associations were activated. The G parameter was coded such that values greater
than .5 represent a bias toward responding with the “good” key, values less than .5 represent a

bias towards responding with the “bad” key, and .5 represents no response bias.

Results

Model Fit
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The overall error rate across all conditions for IAT responses was 6.40%, and model fit
was T1 =1191.98, p <.001, and T> = 230703.81, p <.001. The significant p values for both T
and T indicate that the observed outcomes differed significantly from the outcomes predicted by
the model. However, given our very large sample, the T1 and T statistics were highly powered to
detect even small amounts of misfit. Statistic T1 is Pearson’s chi-squared statistic quantifying the
discrepancy between observed versus predicted response frequencies. The effect size w (Cohen,
1992) associated with the observed value of T; provides a descriptive® index to quantify the
extent to which the model is violated while controlling sample size: w = .03, which reflects a
small amount of misfit. Statistic T> summarizes the discrepancy between observed versus
predicted variances and covariances, but is not a chi-square-analogous statistic, and there is no
analogous effect size metric to quantify the extent to which the model is violated while
controlling for sample size. Consequently, we report in the Supplementary Materials S1 graphs
of the observed versus predicted frequencies and the observed versus predicted variances and
covariances for each intervention group in each study (see Heck & Erdfelder, 2017, for a similar
approach). Visual inspection of these graphs indicates that the Quad model provides good fit to

these data.

Relation Between IAT D-scores and Quad Parameters

Whereas D-scores are summary statistics which indicate that some mental processes are
changed, Quad parameters identify specific cognitive processes (or constructs) that are changed.

By considering the results of the present research in tandem with the findings of L2014 and

3Note, that w cannot be used to make interferences about test power, for example, because Ti is
not chi-squared distributed in the Bayesian framework in which our analyses are couched.
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L2016, we can examine the extent to which interventions that changed D-scores also changed

Quad parameters.

To quantitatively assess correspondence between D-scores and Quad parameters, we
calculated Spearman’s rank correlation coefficients between the ranked (descriptive)
effectiveness of each intervention on the D-score and each of the Quad parameters (i.e., 1 = most
effective; 18 = least effective). Interventions that had the strongest effects on reducing D-scores
also had the strongest effects on reducing WAC, rs(16) = .478, p = .045, and reducing BAC,
rs(16) = .639, p = .004. Interventions that had the strongest effects on reducing D-scores had the
strongest effects on increasing OB, rs(16) = -.447, p = .063. The extent to which an intervention
influenced D-scores was unrelated to its influence on Detection, rs(16) = .377, p =.123, or

Guessing, rs(16) = .156, p = .537.

Intervention Taxonomy Analyses

The analyses reported below are based on the taxonomy of intervention categories
introduced by L2014. These analyses are organized into sections focusing on different Quad
parameters, and each section reports two sets of analyses: one reporting the effect of each
intervention relative to the control condition, and another reporting the overall effect of each
intervention category relative to the control condition. For each Quad parameter, the analyses
included fixed effects for study and intervention, and random effects for participants.
Interventions were dummy-coded such that each intervention’s effect was measured relative to
the control group within each study. For ease of interpretation, we report intervention effects on
an effect-size metric that is relative to the estimate of the standard deviation of the parameter

(e.g., Cohen’s d). Effects can be interpreted as reliable if the 95% HDI does not contain zero.
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Figure 2. Meta-analytic effectiveness of interventions on White-Good (2A) and Black-
Bad (2B) associations at Time 1. Negative values reflect reduced activation of biased
associations, and positive values reflect increased activation of biased associations,
relative to the control condition. Triangles reflect intervention-level effect sizes, and
black diamonds reflect category-level meta-analytic effects. Lines = 95% highest
density intervals.

Change in Associations. Because many perspectives assume that responses on implicit
measures primarily reflect associations stored in memory (e.g., Fazio & Towles-Schwen, 1999;
Wilson et al., 2000), implicit bias change is often also assumed to primarily reflect changes in
associations (e.g., Dasgupta & Greenwald, 2001; Kawakami et al., 2000). We report below
interventions that influenced associations, as reflected in the BAC and WAC parameters of the
Quad model. The full results of these analyses are illustrated in Figure 2.

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars. All five of the interventions that relied on
Exposure to Counterstereotypic Exemplars influenced associations. Vivid Counter-stereotypic
Scenario decreased WAC, d =-0.21, 95% HDI [-0.33, -0.08]; Practicing an IAT with
Counterstereotypical Exemplars decreased WAC, d =-0.18, 95% HDI [-0.31, -0.038]; Shifting

Group Boundaries Through Competition decreased both WAC, d = -0.36, 95% HDI [-0.50, -

0.6
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0.21] and BAC, d =-0.18, 95% HDI [-0.35, -0.02]; Shifting Group Affiliations Under Threat
decreased WAC, d = -0.22, 95% HDI [-0.35, -0.08]; and Highlighting the Value of a Subgroup in
Competition increased BAC, d = 0.34, 95% HDI [0.10, 0.58]. Overall, this category of
interventions did not have a reliable effect on BAC, d = -.02, 95% HDI [-0.14, 0.10], but reliably
decreased WAC, d =-.23, 95% HDI [-0.33, -0.13].

Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases. Both of the interventions that relied on
Intentional Strategies to Overcome Bias influenced associations. Using Implementation
Intentions decreased WAC, d =-0.17, 95% HDI [-0.29, -0.04]; and Faking the IAT increased
both WAC, d =0.17, 95% HDI [0.06, 0.29] and BAC, d = 0.37, 95% HDI [0.24, 0.51]. Overall,
this category of interventions reliably increased BAC, d = 0.14, 95% HDI [0.02, 0.27], but did
not have a reliable effect on WAC, d = 0.00, 95% HDI [-0.10, 0.10].

Evaluative Conditioning. Neither of the interventions that relied on Evaluative
Conditioning influenced associations. Overall, this category of interventions did not have a
reliable effect on BAC, d = 0.04, 95% HDI [-0.10, 0.17], or WAC, d = -0.10, 95% HDI [-0.21,
0.003].

Appeals to Egalitarian Values. Two of the five interventions that relied on Appeals to
Egalitarian Values influenced associations. Priming Feelings of Nonobjectivity increased BAC, d
=0.15, 95% HDI [0.002, 0.32]; and Considering Racial Injustice decreased WAC, d =-0.19,
95% HDI [-0.37, -0.02]. Overall, this category of interventions did not have a reliable effect on
BAC, d =0.08, 95% HDI [-0.04, 0.19], or WAC, d = -0.04, 95% HDI [-0.14, 0.05].

Engaging with Others’ Perspectives. None of the interventions that relied on Engaging

with Others’ Perspectives influenced associations. Overall, this category of interventions did not
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reliably increase BAC, d = 0.12, 95% HDI [-0.04, 0.27], or WAC, d =-0.06, 95% HDI [-0.20,
0.07].

Inducing Emotion. Inducing Moral Elevation did not have a reliable effect on BAC, d =
0.04, 95% HDI [-0.17, 0.25], or WAC, d = 0.00, 95% HDI [-0.17, 0.18].

Change in Control-oriented Processes. In contrast to perspectives that assume implicit
bias change primarily reflects changes in associations (e.g., Dasgupta & Greenwald, 2001), other
perspectives focused on the role of control-oriented processes (e.g., Kawakami et al., 2000). We
report below interventions that influenced control-oriented processes, as reflected in the
Detection and Overcoming Bias parameters of the Quad model. The full results of these analyses

are illustrated in Figure 3.



Process-Level Changes in Implicit Preferences p. 37

3A Qvercoming Bias 3B Detection

EXPOSURE TG COUNTERSTEREOTYPICAL EXEMPLARS - ——
Vivid Counterstereotypic Scenario —i
Practicing an IAT with Counterstereotypical Exemplars & .
Shifting Group Boundaries Through Compatition — O
Shifting Group Affiliations Under Threat: n
Highlighting the Value of a Subgroup in Competition 0 O
INTENTIONAL STRATEGIES TO OVERCOME BIASES | —— ——
Using Implementation Intentions | O .
Faking the IAT S i
EVALUATIVE CONDITIONING | —— —
Evaluative Conditioning i &
Evaluative Conditioning with the GNAT | O @
APPEALS TO EGALITARIAN VALUES —— ——
Priming Feelings of Nonobjectivity —- O
Considering Racial Injustice q
Instilling & Sense of Commen Humanity {r
Priming an Egalitarian Mindset O (>
Priming Multiculturalism ; O O
ENGAGING WITH OTHERS' PERSPECTIVES + +
Training Empathic Respending G ' ' &
Perspective Taking (‘; C:
Imagined Interracial Contact (") :
INDUCING EMOTION — —
)

q
Inducing Moral Elevation O

-0.6 -0.4 -0.2 0.0 0.2 04 0.6 -06 -0.4 -0.2 010 0.2 0.4
Change vs. Control (Cohen's d} Change vs. Control (Cohen's d)

3C Guessing
EXPOSURE TO COUNTERSTEREOTYPICAL EXEMPLARS —_——
Vivid Counterstereotypic Scenario L 3 |
Practicing an IAT with Counterstereotypical Exemplars
Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition O
Shifting Group Affiliations Under Threat h
Highlighting the Value of a Subgroup in Competition t :
INTENTIONAL STRATEGIES TO OVERCOME BIASES{ —;—‘—
Using Implementation Intentions{ r L 3
Faking the IAT i
EVALUATIVE CONDITIONING ——
Evaluative Conditioning o ;
Evaluative Conditioning with the GNAT It '
APPEALS TO EGALITARIAN VALUES —;—0—
Priming Feelings of Nonobjectivity O
Considering Racial Injustice | 1t
Instilling a Sense of Commaon Humanity =

Priming an Egalitarian Mindset i '

Priming Multiculturalism ' {7

ENGAGING WITH OTHERS' PERSPECTIVES —’—:—
Training Empathic Responding T +

Perspective Taking '
Imagined Interracial Contact ——
INDUCING EMOTION - +*
Inducing Moral Elevation —
-0.6 -0.4 -0.2 0.0 0.2 04 0.6
Change vs. Contral (Cohen's d)

Figure 3. Meta-analytic effectiveness of interventions on Detection (3A), Overcoming
Bias (3B), and Guessing (3C) at Time 1. For Overcoming Bias and Detection, negative
values reflect reduced activation of these processes, and positive values reflect increased
activation of these processes, relative to the control condition. For Guessing, negative
values reflect an increased tendency to respond “bad”, and positive values reflect an
increased tendency to respond “good”, relative to the control condition. Black diamonds
reflect category-level meta-analytic effects. Gray shapes reflect intervention-level effect
sizes, and black diamonds reflect category-level meta-analytic effects. Lines = 95%
highest density intervals.

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars. Three of the five interventions that relied

on Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars influenced Detection. Vivid Counter-stereotypic
Scenario decreased Detection, d = -0.12, 95% HDI [-0.20, -0.03]. Shifting Group Boundaries
Through Competition decreased Detection, d = -0.14, 95% HDI [-0.23, -0.05]. Practicing an IAT

with Counterstereotypical Exemplars decreased Detection, d = -0.16, 95% HDI [-0.25, -0.07].

0.6
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Overall, this category of interventions had a reliable effect on Detection, d = -.08, 95% HDI [-
0.14, -0.002], but did not have a reliable effect on Overcoming Bias, d = .02, 95% HDI [-0.06,
0.12].

Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases. Both of the interventions that relied on
Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases influenced one or more control-oriented process.
Using Implementation Intentions decreased Detection, d =-0.10, 95% HDI [-0.19, -0.02], and
increased Overcoming Bias, d = 0.22, 95% HDI [0.06, 0.37]; and Faking the IAT increased
Detection, d = 0.22, 95% HDI [0.13, 0.31]. Overall, this category of interventions reliably
increased Overcoming Bias, d = .16, 95% HDI [0.04, 0.27], but did not have a reliable effect on
Detection, d = .06, 95% HDI [-0.01, 0.14].

Evaluative Conditioning. Both of the interventions that relied on Evaluative
Conditioning influenced one or more control-oriented processes. Evaluative Conditioning
increased Overcoming Bias, d = 0.24, 95% HDI [0.14, 0.37]. Evaluative Conditioning with the
Go/No-Go Association Task increased Overcoming Bias, d = 0.25, 95% HDI [0.15, 0.39], and
decreased Detection, d = -0.16, 95% HDI [-0.25, -0.07]. Overall, this category of interventions
reliably increased Overcoming Bias, d = .25, 95% HDI [0.17, 0.32], but did not have a reliable
effect on Detection, d =-.05, 95% HDI [-0.13, 0.02].

Appeals to Egalitarian Values. None of the five interventions that relied on Appeals to
Egalitarian Values influenced control-oriented processes. Overall, this category of interventions
did not have reliable effects on Detection, d =.002, 95% HDI [-0.07, 0.08], or Overcoming Bias,
d = .05, 95% HDI [-0.03, 0.12].

Engaging with Others’ Perspectives. None of the three interventions that relied on

Engaging with Others’ Perspectives influenced control-oriented processes. Overall, this category
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of interventions did not have reliable effects on Detection, d = .00, 95% HDI [-0.10, 0.10], or
Overcoming Bias, d =-.03, 95% HDI [-0.14, 0.08].

Inducing Emotion. Inducing Moral Elevation did not have reliable effects on Detection,
d =.07, 95% HDI [-0.06, 0.21], or Overcoming Bias, d = -.01, 95% HDI [-0.17, 0.15].

Change in Guessing. The G parameter of Quad model accounts for the influence of
processes not otherwise reflected in AC, D, and OB on responses. Consequently, G does not fit
cleanly into either associative or control-oriented categories. Instead, G is coded as a positivity
bias, such that lower values reflect a tendency to respond “bad” and higher values reflect a
tendency to respond “good”. Conceptually, response biases have played prominent roles in other
domains of social psychology (e.g., Nisbett & Wilson, 1977), other process models (e.g., Swets,
Tanner, & Birdsall, 1961), and specifically in MPT research (e.g., Buchner, Erdfelder, &
Vaterrodt-Plunnecke, 1995; Huitter, Sweldens, Stahl, Unkelbach, & Klauer, 2012). However,
response biases have largely been overlooked in the dual-process, automaticity-versus-control
framework that has dominated theories of implicit social cognition. We report below
interventions that influenced response biases, as reflected in the Guessing parameter of the Quad
model. The full results of these analyses are illustrated in Figure 3.

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars. Two of the five interventions that relied
on Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars influenced Guessing. Vivid Counter-stereotypic
Scenario decreased Guessing, such that responses were biased to be more negative, d = -0.27,
95% HDI [-0.49, -0.06]. Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition decreased Guessing,
such that responses were biased to be more negative, d = -0.29, 95% HDI [-0.52, -0.06]. Overall,
this category of interventions reliably decreased Guessing, such that responses were biased to be

more negative, d = -.21, 95% HDI [-0.39, -0.03].
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Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases. Neither of the interventions that relied on
Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases influenced Guessing. Overall, this category of
interventions did not have a reliable effect on Guessing, d = .14, 95% HDI [-0.06, 0.34].

Evaluative Conditioning. One of the interventions that relied on Evaluative Conditioning
influenced Guessing. Evaluative Conditioning with the Go/No-Go Association Task decreased
Guessing, such that responses were biased to be more negative, d = -0.36, 95% HDI [-0.58, -
0.12]. Overall, this category of interventions reliably decreased Guessing, such that responses
were biased to be more negative, d = -.26, 95% HDI [-0.46, -0.07].

Appeals to Egalitarian Values. One of the five interventions that relied on Appeals to
Egalitarian Values influenced Guessing. Considering Racial Injustice increased Guessing, such
that responses were biased to be more positive, d = 0.33, 95% HDI [0.04, 0.64]. Overall, this
category of interventions did not have a reliable effect on Guessing, d = .06, 95% HDI [-0.12,
0.12].

Engaging with Others’ Perspectives. None of the three interventions that relied on
Engaging with Others’ Perspectives influenced Guessing. Overall, this category of interventions
did not have a reliable effect on Guessing, d =-.09, 95% HDI [-0.33, 0.15].

Inducing Emotion. Inducing Moral Elevation did not have a reliable effect on Guessing,
d = .04, 95% HDI [-0.27, 0.39].

Summary of Intervention Taxonomy Analyses. These analyses illustrate that the bias-
reduction interventions differ considerably in their effects on the processes underlying implicit
biases. Four interventions (Shifting Group Affiliations Under Threat; Highlighting the Value of a
Subgroup in Competition; Priming Feelings of Nonobjectivity; Considering Racial Injustice)

reliably influenced associations but not control-oriented processes, whereas two interventions
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(Evaluative Conditioning; Evaluative Conditioning with the Go/No-Go Association Task) and
one category of interventions (Evaluative Conditioning) reliably influenced control-oriented
processes but not associations. Five interventions (Vivid Counterstereotypic Scenario; Practicing
an IAT with Counterstereotypical Exemplars; Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition;
Using Implementation Intentions; Faking the 1AT) and two categories of interventions (Exposure
to Counterstereotypical Exemplars; Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases) had broader
effects, and reliably influenced both associations and control-oriented processes. These results
support both associative and control-oriented perspectives on implicit bias change. Moreover,
these results extend traditional dual-process perspectives by demonstrating that four
interventions (Vivid Counterstereotypic Scenario; Shifting Group Boundaries Through
Competition; Evaluative Conditioning with the Go/No-Go Association Task; Considering Racial
Injustice) and two categories of interventions (Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars;

Evaluative Conditioning) reliably influenced response biases.

These analyses also shed light on which associations are changed by the bias-reduction
interventions. Six interventions (Vivid Counterstereotypic Scenario; Practicing an IAT with
Counterstereotypical Exemplars; Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition; Shifting
Group Affiliations Under Threat; Using Implementation Intentions; Considering Racial
Injustice) and one category of interventions (Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars)
reliably decreased WAC, whereas only one intervention (Faking the IAT) and no categories of
interventions reliably increased WAC. In contrast, one intervention (Shifting Group Boundaries
Through Competition) and no categories of interventions reliably decreased BAC, whereas three
interventions (Highlighting the Value of a Subgroup in Competition; Faking the IAT; Priming

Feelings of Nonobjectivity) and one category of interventions (Intentional Strategies to
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Overcome Biases) reliably increased BAC. Taken together, these results suggest that the

interventions have more influence on White-good than Black-bad associations.

Finally, considering the effects of Faking the IAT against the other interventions sheds
light on the process-level differences between faking and actual interventions. Faking the IAT
was one of only three interventions that reliably increased BAC. Additionally, Faking the IAT
was the only intervention that increased Detection or WAC, whereas the actual intervention that
relied on Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases (Using Implementation Intentions) had the
opposite effect, decreasing Detection and WAC. Notably, Faking the IAT reliably decreased D-
scores in L2014 and L2016. Typically, D-scores are negatively related to the WAC and BAC
parameters of the Quad model (Conrey et al., 2005), so it is surprising that Faking the IAT can
simultaneously reduce D-scores and increase WAC and BAC. Such countervailing effects may
be a hallmark of faking on the IAT.

Cluster Analysis

The taxonomy of interventions reported in L2014 was created based on a combination of
shared procedural features and shared constructs assumed to be targeted by the intervention
procedures. To complement this theory-driven taxonomy, we also conducted a cluster analysis to
create a data-driven taxonomy of interventions. Cluster analysis identifies regularities in data, so
we adopted this approach to highlight similarities in intervention effects, rather than similarities
in intervention procedures.

To group bias-reduction interventions in a data-driven fashion, we calculated the average
effect of each intervention on each Quad parameter across all six studies, and entered them into a
cluster analysis to assess the extent to which each intervention’s profile of effects on the five

Quad parameters is similar to every other intervention’s profile of effects using SPSS v.25 (See
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Supplementary Materials S7 for data file and SPSS code). The resulting dendogram (Figure 4)
quantifies the similarity between interventions in terms of distance on the x-axis: Interventions
that connect at lower values on the x-axis are more similar than interventions that connect at
higher values. Five clusters emerged at a similarity value of 8, which we selected to balance
parsimony with theoretical interpretability. The analyses reported below reflect the effect of each
cluster on each Quad parameter relative to the control condition. They are coded in the same way

as the analyses based on the L2014 taxonomy.

Imagining Interracial Contact

Cluster 1: Instilling a Sense of Common Humanity ]
Transcending Inducing Moral Elevation
Group
Boundaries Priming Feelings of Nonobjectivity
Priming an Egalitarian Mindset
Cluster 2 Training Empathic Responding |
Miscellaneous |  Highlighting the Value of a Subgroupin Competition
Cluster 3: Evaluative Conditioning |
Eval. Cond. Evaluative Conditioning w/GNAT
Vivid Counterstereotypic Scenario
Cluster 4: Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition —]
Experiences p e Taki
that Defy erspective Taking ]
Stereotypes | Practicing an IAT with Counterstereotypical Exemplars
Shifting Group Affiliations Under Threat
Priming Multiculturalism
Cluster 5: |
Positive Implementationintentions
Instructions Considering Racial Injustice
Faking the IAT

0 5 10 15 20 25
Similarity Value

Figure 4. Dendogram of bias-reduction interventions based on cluster analysis.

Cluster 1: Transcending Group Boundaries. The interventions in this cluster generally
share a focus on transcending group boundaries: Imagining Interracial Contact, Instilling a Sense
of Common Humanity, Inducing Moral Elevation, Priming Feelings of Nonobjectivity, and
Priming an Egalitarian Mindset. Cluster 1 did not have a reliable effect on associations: BAC d =

.02, 95% HDI [-0.08, 0.12], WAC d = .11, 95% HDI [-0.01, 0.24]; did not have a reliable effect
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on control-oriented processes: D d = .04, 95% HDI [-0.04, 0.11], OB d = .02, 95% HDI [-0.05,
0.08]; and did not have a reliable effect on response biases: G d = -.01, 95% HDI [-0.21, 0.17].

Cluster 2: Miscellaneous The two interventions in this cluster (Training Empathic
Responding and Highlighting the Value of a Subgroup in Competition) did not share an obvious
and distinctive shared feature. Cluster 2 reliably increased BAC d = .25, 95% HDI [0.07, 0.42],
but did not influence WAC d = -.14, 95% HDI [-0.30, 0.01]. This cluster of interventions did not
have a reliable effect on control-oriented processes: D d = .08, 95% HDI [-0.03, 0.18], OB d = -
.04, 95% HDI [-0.19, 0.11]; and did not have a reliable effect on response biases: G d = -.26,
95% HDI [-0.53, 0.03].

Cluster 3: Evaluative Conditioning. Both interventions that relied on evaluative
conditioning paradigms were grouped into this cluster: Evaluative Conditioning and Evaluative
Conditioning w/GNAT. Cluster 3 did not have a reliable effect on associations: BAC d = .04,
95% HDI [-0.10, 0.17], WAC d =-.10, 95% HDI [-0.21, 0.003]. This cluster of interventions
reliably increased OB d = .25, 95% HDI [0.17, 0.32], but did not influence D d = -.05, 95% HDI
[-0.13, 0.02]. This cluster of interventions reliably decreased G, such that responses were biased
to be more negative, G d = -.26, 95% HDI [-0.46, -0.07].

Cluster 4: Experiences that Defy Stereotypes. The interventions in this cluster
generally share a focus on stereotype-inconsistent experiences: Vivid Counterstereotypic
Scenario, Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition, Perspective Taking, Practicing an
IAT with Countersteotypical Exemplars, and Shifting Group Affiliations Under Threat. Cluster 4
reliably decreased WAC d =-.21, 95% HDI [-0.31, -0.11], but did not influence BAC d = -.07,
95% HDI [-0.20, 0.05]. This cluster of interventions reliably decreased D, d = -.11, 95% HDI [-

0.18, -0.04], but did not influence OB, d = .02, 95% HDI [-0.06, 0.09]. This cluster of
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interventions did not have a reliable effect on response biases: G d = -.17, 95% HDI [-0.36,
0.01].

Cluster 5: Instructions to think of Black people positively. The interventions in this
cluster all include instructions to think of Black people positively: Priming Multiculturalism,
Implementation Intentions, and Considering Racial Injustice. Cluster 5 reliably decreased WAC
d =-.17, 95% HDI [-0.28, -0.06], but did not influence BAC d = -.03, 95% HDI [-0.17, 0.10].
This cluster of interventions reliably increased OB d = .11, 95% HDI [0.003, 0.23], but did not
influence D d = -.05, 95% HDI [-0.13, 0.02]. This cluster of interventions also reliably increased
G, such that responses were biased to be more positive, G d = .22, 95% HDI [0.03, 0.42].

Summary of Cluster Analysis. The clusters that emerged from this data-driven approach
were mostly consistent with the theoretically-driven taxonomy proposed by L2014. Cluster 1:
Transcending Group Boundaries did not influence any of the Quad parameters, and largely
corresponds to the taxonomy category Appeals to Egalitarian Values, which was also generally
ineffective at influencing Quad parameters. Cluster 3: Evaluative Conditioning increased OB and
decreased G, and maps perfectly onto the taxonomy category Evaluative Conditioning. Cluster 4:
Experiences that Defy Stereotypes decreased both WAC and D, and largely corresponds to the
taxonomy category Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars.

That said, some differences between the clusters and the L2014 taxonomy also emerged.
Cluster 2: Miscellaneous increased BAC; this cluster does not map well onto any of the
taxonomy categories, but instead consists of interventions that either backfired (i.e., increased
BAC: Highlighting the Value of a Subgroup in Competition) or were ineffective at influencing
any of the Quad parameters (Training Empathic Responding). Cluster 5: Instructions to think of

Black people positively decreased WAC, and increased OB and G, and does not map cleanly
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onto any of the intervention categories. Indeed, Cluster 5 is a puzzle: it consists of one
intervention that decreased WAC and D and increased OB (Using Implementation Intentions),
one intervention that decreased WAC and increased G (Considering Racial Injustice), and one
intervention that influenced none of the Quad parameters (Priming Multiculturalism). Moreover,
though these three interventions share a common feature of instructions to think positively about
Black people, other interventions also include such instructions (i.e., Vivid Counterstereotypic
Scenario, Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition; Faking the IAT) but are not
included in this cluster. One possible explanation of these findings is that evaluative instructions
are a relevant feature of interventions, but that other features (e.qg., stereotype-defying
experiences) are more relevant. Consequently, an intervention that includes evaluative

instructions as well as a more relevant feature will be clustered according to the latter feature.

Finally, none of the clusters identified at a similarity value of 8 included Faking the IAT.
Instead, Faking the IAT was not included in a cluster until a similarity value of 25. Whereas the
other interventions tested here intend to influence one or more processes that are assumed to
contribute to responses on the IAT, Faking the IAT explicitly provides participants with
strategies to subvert the measure itself. Thus, this cluster analysis not only highlights the
qualitative distinction between the other interventions and Faking the IAT, but also quantifies the

magnitude of this difference.

Long-term Change

Whereas L2014 demonstrated that a variety of interventions can reduce implicit bias as
operationalized by the D-score, L2016 indicated that these effects do not persist for even a few

days. The Quad model posits a collection of cognitive processes that jointly contribute to
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responses on an implicit measure. Consequently, an intervention might plausibly have a
persistent influence on one or more process, but in a way that this influence is not reflected in D-
scores. Below, we report analyses examining the effects of each intervention measured an
average of 3.28 days after intervention. We summarize only the credible effects below. Note that

some of the interventions tested at Time 1 (L2014; L2016) were not tested at Time 2 (L2016).

Model fit. The overall error rate across all conditions was 8.92%, and model fit was Ty, p
<.001, w = .03, which reflects a small amount of misfit when controlling for sample size
(Cohen, 1992), and T, = 3076.00, p <.001. In Supplementary Materials S1, we report graphs of
the observed versus predicted frequencies and the observed versus predicted variances and
covariances for each intervention group in each study. Visual inspection of these graphs indicate

that the Quad model provides good fit to these data.

Results. When implicit bias was measured several days after treatment, Quad modeling
revealed only 2 credible effects out of 45: Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition
decreased BAC, d =-0.29, 95% HDI [-0.57, -0.01], and Evaluative Conditioning with the
Go/No-Go Association Task decreased Detection, d =-0.18, 95% HDI [-0.33, -0.01]. Both of the
credible effects observed at Time 2 were also observed at Time 1, with effect sizes that are not
reliably different from one another. Taken together, these results suggest that a few specific
interventions produce persistent effects on the Quad parameters, but that none of the overarching
categories of interventions produce the consistent pattern of effects observed at Time 1.
Analyses using Alternative Intervention Categories and Contrasts

The primary focus of the present research is to examine the process-level effects of a
wide variety of implicit bias-reduction interventions, and to identify commonalities across

interventions, from the perspectives of both the theory-driven taxonomy proposed by L2014 and
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the data-driven cluster analyses. In this section we briefly summarize the results of several
additional analyses which we report in full in Supplementary Materials S2.

Alternative intervention categories. In addition to the analyses based on the original
L2014 taxonomy and the cluster analyses, we also examined intervention efficacy based on
several other post hoc distinctions: evaluative instructions, procedural elements of the IAT,
emotionally vivid content, and the self-generation of self-relevant responses. All four alternative
approaches to categorizing interventions reliably influenced Quad parameters. Interventions with
evaluative instructions to think of Black people positively and/or White people negatively
reliably decreased BAC, decreased WAC, and increased Overcoming Bias relative to
interventions that did not include evaluative instructions. Interventions that incorporated
procedural elements of the IAT reliably increased BAC relative to interventions that did not.
Interventions that were emotionally vivid reliably decreased BAC and WAC relative to non-
vivid interventions. Finally, interventions that prompted participants to generate self-relevant

responses reliably decreased BAC, WAC, and Guessing relative to interventions that did not.

Comparisons among intervention categories. We conducted additional planned
contrasts comparing the effects of the intervention categories to one another, in order to
determine the extent to which the categories differed from one another. Like in the cluster
analyses, we found that effects of the Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases category (which
includes Faking the 1AT) was reliably different from the effects of many of the other categories
on all five Quad parameters.

Procedural changes between studies. Because many of the authors in the original
contest study (L2014) modified their intervention procedures between studies with the goal of

maximizing effectiveness, we examined whether changes in intervention procedures between



Process-Level Changes in Implicit Preferences p. 49

studies in L2014 and L2016 moderated intervention efficacy. Only 14 credible differences out of
305 comparisons (i.e., 61 between-study comparisons x 5 parameters) emerged, which is in line
with a 5% false-positive rate (i.e., 4.59%). These analyses suggest that the procedural changes
made across studies in L2014 had little process-level impact in the aggregate.

General Discussion

We meta-analyzed IAT data from over 20,000 participants who completed 1 of 18
interventions or a control condition to identify the effects of these interventions at the process
level. These analyses revealed relatively consistent effects within intervention category.
Interventions that relied on evaluative conditioning influenced control-oriented processes,
whereas interventions that relied on counterstereotypic exemplars or strategies to override biases
influenced both associations and control-oriented processes. In contrast, interventions that
focused on egalitarian values, perspective taking, or emotion were largely ineffective at
influencing any of the processes examined. When interventions did change associations, they
were much more likely to reduce positive White associations than negative Black associations.
Follow-up analyses based on a data-driven intervention taxonomy largely replicated these

findings.

Changes in Associations

One of the primary findings to emerge from the present research is that 9 of 18
interventions influenced associations. Given the primacy that many prominent theoretical
perspectives assign to associations in implicit social cognition (e.g., Fazio & Towles-Schwen,
1999), the finding that half of interventions tested here do not influence associations is

noteworthy.
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Reliable effects on associations were clustered in two of the six intervention categories:
Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars and Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases.
Among the individual interventions that influenced associations, more than twice as many
influenced White-good as influenced Black-bad associations. When Black-bad associations did
change, interventions tended to increase rather than decrease them. Three interventions
(Highlighting the Value of a Subgroup in Competition, Faking the IAT, Priming Feelings of
Nonobjectivity) increased Black-bad associations and only one intervention decreased Black-bad
associations (Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition). This outcome is remarkable,
given that most of the interventions in the research contest were designed to reduce anti-Black
animus. This pattern of results suggests several theoretical implications for our understanding of
implicit bias. One potential implication may be that White-good associations are more malleable
than Black-bad associations. This would be congruent with previous findings that negative
information is more resistant to change than is positive information, especially in familiar or
well-learned contexts (e.g., Ledgerwood & Boydstun, 2014; Sparks & Ledgerwood, 2017).
Alternately, given that our samples were largely White and included no Black participants,
another interpretation of these findings may be that positive ingroup associations are more
malleable than negative outgroup associations — at least in North American Black/White race
relations. This interpretation dovetails with theoretical perspectives that posit the primacy of
ingroup favoritism over outgroup derogation (e.g., Brewer, 1999; Greenwald & Pettigrew, 2014).
To the extent that implicit bias is driven more strongly by ingroup favoritism than by outgroup
derogation, the interventions tested here appear to have affected the associations with the
strongest conceptual correspondence to implicit bias. Supporting this account, in the present

research White-good associations are descriptively larger contributors to IAT performance than
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Black-bad associations (see Supplementary Materials S3 for a full list of all parameter estimates
for each study and intervention). Greater evidence of change for White-good than Black-bad
associations may be a direct consequence of there being more White-good associations to change
in the first place. Taken together, these perspectives suggest that implicit bias-reduction
interventions may be more effective if they target reductions in favoritism for White people

rather than on reductions in negativity towards Black people.

Changes in Control

Though the dominant perspectives of implicit bias and implicit bias change have largely
focused on associations, other perspectives focus on the role of control-oriented processes (e.g.,
Kawakami et al., 2000; Monteith, 1993; Moskowitz et al., 1999). The Quad model posits the
influence of two qualitatively-distinct control-oriented processes: accuracy-oriented Detection
and inhibitory Overcoming Bias. In the present research, six interventions influenced Detection,
three influenced Overcoming Bias. Of the three interventions that influenced Overcoming Bias,

two also influenced Detection.

Reliable effects on control-oriented processes were clustered in three intervention
categories: Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars, Intentional Strategies to Overcome
Biases and Evaluative Conditioning. Five of the six individual interventions that influenced
Detection decreased it (Vivid Counterstereotypic Scenario, Practicing an IAT with
Counterstereotypic Exemplars, Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition, Using
Implementation Intentions, Evaluative Conditioning with the Go/No-Go Association Task). To
the extent that increased accuracy should result in less biased responding, the consistency with
which bias-reduction interventions decreased Detection is perhaps surprising. However, on the

IAT, participants are typically instructed to respond as accurately and quickly as possible.
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Previous research suggests that participants balance the speed versus accuracy of their responses
according to the perceived difficulty of a given block of IAT trials (Brendl, Markman, &
Messner, 2001), adopting a more conservative (i.e., slow but accurate) approach in incompatible
blocks and a more liberal (i.e., fast but imprecise) approach in compatible blocks. To the extent
that response speed influences response accuracy, and vice versa, future research into the role of
speed/accuracy trade-offs in the context of implicit measures (e.g., Klauer, Voss, Schmitz, &
Teige-Mocigemba, 2007) may help to resolve this puzzling pattern of effects on the Detection

parameter.

Every intervention that influenced Overcoming Bias increased it (Using Implementation
Intentions, Evaluative Conditioning, Evaluative Conditioning with the Go/No-Go Association
Task). This finding is consistent with the claim that individuals can spontaneously constrain the
expression of biased associations without necessarily changing those associations (e.g.,
Monteith, 1993; Moskowitz et al., 1999). Interventions that rely on Evaluative Conditioning
appear to operate in this manner, in that both of these interventions increased Overcoming Bias
without affecting associations. That said, the lack of evaluative conditioning effects on

association is, in itself, surprising.

Evaluative conditioning without changes in evaluative associations? Neither of the
evaluative conditioning interventions influenced associations. This outcome is surprising because
many theoretical perspectives on evaluative conditioning explicitly assume that the process of
repeatedly pairing a neutral stimulus with a valenced stimulus creates evaluative associations
(e.g., Baeyens, Eelen, Crombez, & Van den Bergh, 1992; Jones, Fazio, & Olson, 2009; Martin &
Levey, 1994), and the AC parameters in the Quad model as operationalized in the present

research are conceptualized to reflect evaluative associations of racial groups.
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One possible explanation for the lack of evaluative conditioning effects observed in the
present research might be the uniqueness of evaluative conditioning in the context of
Black/White race relations. Previous research has identified evaluative conditioning effects using
the Quad model in the context novel attitudes that were created ad hoc in the laboratory (Smith,
Calanchini, et al., 2019). In contrast, the present research focused on racial attitudes that were
likely formed over a lifetime of experience. Evaluative conditioning effects are more readily
observed when there are no pre-existing associations to compete with them, but are obscured (or
minimized) by existing, countervailing associations (Hofmann, De Houwer, Perugini, Baeyens,
& Crombez, 2010). From this perspective, pre-existing racial associations may be too strongly
entrenched to be susceptible to evaluative conditioning effects in the present research. In any
case, future research is necessary to better understand the role of evaluative processes in implicit

bias-reduction interventions modeled on the evaluative conditioning paradigm.

Another explanation for the lack of evaluative conditioning effects relates to
idiosyncrasies in how the evaluative conditioning tasks were conducted here. In a typical
evaluative conditioning paradigm, the conditioned and unconditioned stimuli are consistently
and repeatedly presented together, and the conditioned stimulus is not presented with any other
valenced stimuli that compete with the unconditioned stimulus. Mixed pairings may lead to the
creation of associations that conflict with each other. In the Evaluative Conditioning with the
Go/No-Go Association Task intervention, stimulus pairings were crossed such that participants
saw mostly counter-stereotypical Black-good and White-bad pairings, but also saw a few pro-
stereotypical Black-bad and White-good pairings. The conflicting information implied by the
stereotypical and counter-stereotypical pairings may have created either neutral or ambivalent

associations that caused overall null effects on the AC parameters. If so, effective conditioning of
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associations about White and Black people may depend on a high degree of contingency between
race and evaluative information. Supporting this point, previous research on novel attitudes that
relied on a typical evaluative learning paradigm with consistent pairings of conditioned and
unconditioned stimuli reliably detected effects of evaluative conditioning on the AC parameters
(Smith, Calanchini, et al., 2019). Consequently, we speculate that the lack of effects of
evaluative conditioning on the AC parameters observed here reflect idiosyncrasies of the content

domain (i.e., race) and/or the paradigms employed here.

Both evaluative conditioning paradigms affected non-associative processes: specifically,
both paradigms affected the Overcoming Bias parameter and the Evaluative Conditioning with
the Go/No-Go Association Task intervention affected the Detection parameter. These results are
congruent with research using MPT modeling that has identified the contributions of other non-
associative processes to evaluative conditioning, such as memory for the valence of the
unconditioned stimulus (e.g., Hitter et al., 2012) and memory for information about how the
conditioned and unconditioned stimuli relate to one another (e.g., Hecke & Gawronski, 2019).
Importantly, these other investigations focus on ad hoc, novel evaluations, rather than the kinds
of pre-existing evaluations examined in the present research. The Quad model has also been
applied to evaluative conditioning of novel evaluations and, in this context, evaluative
conditioning effects consistently manifest only on AC parameters (Smith, Calanchini, et al.,
2019). This pattern of results suggests that evaluative conditioning of well-learned evaluations
(e.q., towards racial groups) affects processes that constrain or facilitate the expression of
associations rather than the associations themselves. Such a conclusion is compatible with the
finding that evaluative conditioning effects are larger when the conditioned stimulus is

evaluatively neutral (Hofmann et al., 2010). Thus, evaluative conditioning may be more effective
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on novel evaluations because it can influence both associative and non-associative processes
(Hecke & Gawronski, 2019; Hutter et al., 2012) or only associative processes (Smith,
Calanchini, et al., 2019), relative to well-learned evaluations where it only influences non-

associative processes.

Changes in Both Associations and Control

Whereas some perspectives on implicit social cognition have focused on associations,
and other perspectives have focused on the role of control-oriented processes, the process-
modeling methods employed in the present research have been instrumental in highlighting the
joint contributions of both associations and control-oriented processes to implicit bias (e.g.,
Conrey et al., 2005; Krieglmeyer & Sherman, 2012; Meissner & Rothermund, 2013; Nadarevic
& Erdfelder, 2011; Payne, 2001; Payne et al., 2010; Stahl & Degner, 2007). Indeed, one of the
strengths of process modeling is that it can quantify the separate contributions of associations
and control-oriented processes.

In the present research, five interventions influenced both associations and control-
oriented processes (Vivid Counter-stereotypic Scenario, Practicing an IAT with
Counterstereotypical Exemplars, Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition, Using
Implementation Intentions, Faking the IAT). These effects were clustered in two intervention
categories: Exposure to Counterstereotypic Exemplars, and Intentional Strategies to Overcome
Biases. Among interventions that influenced both types of process, the most common pattern of
results was to decrease both White-good associations and Detection. However, one intervention
(Faking the 1AT) demonstrated the opposite pattern and increased White-good associations,
Black-bad associations, and Detection. Taken together, this pattern of results may reflect a

hydraulic relationship between associations and accuracy orientation: when associations exert
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less biasing influence on responses, less accuracy is required to compete with them. To the
extent that Detection depends on cognitive resources (Conrey et al., 2005), this observed
relationship between associations and Detection suggests the intriguing possibility that reducing
biased associations could also reduce cognitive load. That said, there does not appear to be a
perfect relationship between associations and Detection: four interventions influenced
associations without influencing Detection (Shifting Group Affiliations Under Threat,
Highlighting the Value of a Subgroup in Competition, Priming Feelings of Nonobjectivity,
Considering Racial Injustice) and one intervention influenced Detection without influencing
associations (Evaluative Conditioning with the Go/No-Go Association Task). Nevertheless, the
relationship between associations and accuracy orientation, and their joint effects on implicit
bias, merits further investigation.

Changes in Guessing

The Guessing parameter of the Quad model is operationalized to reflect a bias to respond
with the positive versus negative key, though it is more broadly conceptualized to reflect any
guides to responding other than associations, Detection, and Overcoming Bias. Associations and
control-oriented processes both play prominent roles in theories of implicit social cognition, but
response biases have received considerably less attention. We are not aware of any theoretical

perspective that articulates a role for response biases in changing implicit preferences.

Among the interventions examined here, the effects on Guessing were descriptively the
largest observed effects. That said, the direction of intervention effects on Guessing might, at
first glance, be surprising: two categories of interventions (Exposure to Counterstereotypical
Exemplars, Evaluative Conditioning) reliably decreased Guessing and no categories of

interventions reliably increased Guessing. However, as reflected in Supplementary Materials S3,
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nearly all Guessing parameters in all conditions are reliably greater than .5, and none are reliably
lower than .5. Given that Guessing values > .5 reflect a tendency to respond with the positive
rather than negative key, there appears to be a persistent positivity bias among our participants.
Thus, interventions that decrease Guessing tend to attenuate this positivity bias, which is to say,

influence responses to be more neutral.

To the extent that Guessing is a catch-all, of sorts, that reflects any processes that guide
responses other than associations, Detection, and Overcoming Bias, one interpretation of the
relatively large Guessing effects observed here is that many of these interventions influence
processes not specified in the Quad model. Faking the IAT is qualitatively distinct from the other
interventions tested here and was the most plausible candidate for influencing processes not
specified by the Quad model. However, Faking the IAT had no reliable effect on Guessing,
which speaks against (but does not rule out) the possibility that large Guessing effects primarily
reflect variance unaccounted for by the Quad model, per se. Other research has indicated that
Guessing varies across attitude domains (e.g., race, age, sexual orientation; Calanchini, Sherman,
Klauer, & Lai, 2014). This suggests that response biases may also vary within attitude domains,
such that separate Guessing parameters could be estimated for Black people and White people.
Future research should investigate this possibility and continue to examine the role of response

bias in implicit social cognitions.

Changes Over Time

Whereas L2014 examined which interventions were most effective at reducing implicit
racial bias, L2016 examined the extent to which intervention effects persisted over time. By

measuring implicit bias twice — once immediately after intervention, and again approximately a
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day later — L2016 found that none of the intervention effects on D-scores persisted over time. In
contrast, the process-level analyses reported here identified two intervention effects that persisted
over time. Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition reduced Black-bad associations at
both measurement times, and Evaluative Conditioning with the Go/No-Go Association Test
reduced Detection at both measurement times. Additionally, the sizes of both of these effects are
not reliably different between measurement times. The fact that both of the effects observed at
Time 2 were also observed at Time 1 speaks against (but does not rule out) the possibility that
they are false positives. Moreover, given that many theoretical perspectives assume that
associations are formed and changed through repeated experience (e.g., Baron & Banaji, 2006;
Wilson et al., 2000), the fact that one short, five-minute intervention (i.e., Shifting Group
Boundaries Through Competition) had lasting effects on associations is noteworthy, and
represents a potentially fruitful direction for future research aimed at long-term bias change.

Changes in IAT D-scores versus Quad Parameters

The present research’s focus on error rates complements prior implicit bias research that
has relied on response-latency-based IAT D-scores: D-scores indicate that some mental
processes are changing, and Quad parameters help to locate that change on specific cognitive
processes. We examined correspondence between D-scores and Quad parameters quantitatively,
and found that interventions that reduced D-scores also reduced BAC and WAC, but increased

Overcoming Bias, and that intervention effects were unrelated to Detection and Guessing.

We also observed that interventions that influenced D-scores generally influenced one or
more Quad parameters. However, correspondence between D-scores and Quad parameters within
each intervention is not perfect. For example, Priming Multiculturalism had a relatively strong

effect on D-scores in L2014 and L2016, with Cohen’s d ~0.25, but did not reliably influence any
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of the Quad parameters. This pattern of results suggests that the cognitive processes influenced
by the Priming Multiculturalism intervention do not affect the accuracy of responses and/or are
not captured in the Quad model.* Conversely, three interventions that influenced one or more
Quad parameters did not influence D-scores: Highlighting the Value of a Subgroup in
Competition, Priming Feelings of Nonobjectivity, and Considering Racial Injustice. Highlighting
the Value of a Subgroup in Competition and Priming Feelings of Nonobjectivity increased the
activation of Black-bad associations, which is the opposite of what would be expected from a
bias-reduction intervention. Overall, these results suggest a high (but not perfect) degree of

correspondence between Quad parameters and D-scores.
Implications and Future Directions

Developing interventions with longer-lasting effects. As the present research
demonstrates, 11 of the 18 interventions tested influenced one or more Quad parameter, with
most influencing either associations or Detection. However, only two of the intervention had any
effect that persisted over the span of a few days. Future research could examine long-term
effectiveness could be improved by adapting the current interventions to directly incorporate
procedural features shown to increase the longevity of intervention effects (e.g., habit-forming,

external reinforcement; Frey & Rogers, 2014).

The interventions tested here were inspired by the state of the implicit bias-reduction
literature as of 2014 (when the first contest paper, L2014, was published). However, L2016
indicates that the effects of these interventions on D-scores do not persist over even a few days.

The present research largely corroborates this outcome, finding few persistent process-level

* Though, interestingly, Priming Multiculturalism also did not have a reliable effect on Guessing,
which is where the influence of other processes would be expected to manifest.
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effects. Some theories of implicit attitudes conceptualizes associations to be learned early and
changed slowly (e.g., Baron & Banaji, 2006; Wilson et al., 2000), or constrained to specific
contexts (Gawronski et al., 2018). From these perspectives, perhaps it is unsurprising that five-
minute interventions like the ones tested here are not well-positioned to permanently change
associations across contexts. Interventions that are longer or more intensive may be better
positioned to affect long-term change (e.g., Shook & Fazio, 2008; Neto, da Conceigao Pinto, &

Mullet, 2016).

Alternately, Vuletich and Payne (2019) argue that the lack of long-term change observed
in L2016 could reflect stability in social environments rather than cognitive processes that resist
change. Using the L2016 data, which were collected at 17 different American universities,
Vuletich and Payne (2019) found that D-scores were more strongly linked to campus-level
means than individual attitudes. Thus, to the extent that implicit bias is a property of situations
rather than a property of individuals (Payne, Vuletich, & Lundberg, 2017), interventions aimed
at changing aspects of situations rather than minds of individuals should be expected to have

longer-lasting effects.

Generalizability of implicit bias-reduction interventions. Six of the interventions
reliably influenced Detection and three reliably influenced Overcoming Bias. Given that these
two processes operate similarly across domains (Calanchini et al., 2014), the present research
raises the intriguing possibility that the effects of a bias-reduction intervention that targets one or
both of these processes might not be limited to a specific domain but may instead reduce bias
towards a variety of attitude objects. For example, efforts to increase Overcoming Bias in Black-
White relations may also extend to increased Overcoming Bias in Hispanic-White relations or

other social attitudes. The present research cannot test this hypothesis because we assessed only
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implicit bias towards Black and White people, but future research can examine the
generalizability of bias-reduction interventions by assessing bias across multiple social

categories.

Moreover, implicit bias change that is manifest on the Detection or Overcoming Bias
parameters might not be accurately characterized as attitude-related change, per se, but still
influence attitude-related outcomes. As an analogy, a bank might implement a program to
motivate loan officers to accurately evaluate applications with cash bonuses for low default rates.
One outcome of this increased attention to accuracy might be reduced racial disparity in loan
approvals in the form of fewer approvals of underqualified White applicants (e.g., Axt & Lai,
2019; Messick, 2009; Pager, 2007). Just as Detection and Overcoming Bias are attitude-
unrelated processes (Calanchini et al., 2014), the increased accuracy motivation in this
hypothetical example is unrelated to applicant race, yet reduces racial disparity in lending. Thus,
to the extent that the processes assessed by implicit measures influence behavior (e.g., Fazio,
1990), the present research suggests that interventions that influence domain-general processes

may still influence attitude-related outcomes.

Finally, the generalizability of the interventions tested here may be limited to the IAT, in
that some interventions “taught to the test” by incorporating procedural elements of the IAT.
Directly incorporating the IAT may have led to greater changes that do not generalize to other
measurement contexts. However, interventions that relied on elements of the IAT were not more
effective than other interventions at reducing implicit bias. Instead, these interventions backfired
and increased BAC. Thus, task/measure correspondence did not appear to increase intervention

effectiveness.
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Other interventions included evaluative instructions to respond in a specific way on the
IAT (e.g., to think ‘Black = good” and “White = bad’; Shifting Group Boundaries Through
Competition) reliably decreased BAC, decreased WAC, and increased Overcoming Bias relative
to interventions that did not include evaluative instructions. On their surface, these instructions
might appear to be IAT-specific -- and, thus, not generalize to other measures -- but other studies
on evaluative instructions find that instructions like these are effective in changing performance

on other implicit measures (e.g., De Houwer, 2018; Smith, Calanchini et al., 2019).

Connecting procedural features of interventions to cognitive processes. Our meta-
analyses provide evidence of the validity of the original L2014 intervention taxonomy.
Interventions within categories largely had similar effects on Quad parameters. The cluster
analysis also supports the validity of the L2014 taxonomy: two of the most effective intervention
categories in the L2014 taxonomy (i.e., Evaluative Conditioning; Exposure to
Counterstereotypical Exemplars) and one ineffective category (Appeals to Egalitarian Values)
also emerged in the cluster analysis (i.e., Evaluative Conditioning; Experiences that Defy
Stereotypes; Transcending Group Boundaries). Taken together, this pattern of results is an
important step in connecting procedural and conceptual features of implicit bias reduction

interventions to specific cognitive processes.

The present research also extends upon the L2014 taxonomy, and identifies other
intervention features that reliably influence Quad parameters. As reported in greater detail in S2,
interventions that included evaluative instructions, were emotionally vivid, or prompted
participants to generate self-relevant responses all reliably reduced both BAC and WAC. In
contrast, interventions that incorporated procedural elements of the IAT backfired and increased

BAC. Additionally, interventions that included evaluative instructions increased Overcoming
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Bias, and interventions that prompted participants to generate self-relevant responses increased
Guessing. These findings not only merit further investigation, but also lay the foundation for
future research to continue to connect features of implicit bias reduction interventions to the

cognitive processes they influence.

Limitations

Despite the advantages offered by the Quad model to reveal the contributions of multiple
underlying processes from observed data, this analytic approach is also limited in some ways.
For example, the Quad model assumes a direction of compatibility, such that one target category
is associated with positive concepts and the other target category is associated with negative
concepts. This assumption precludes the possibility that both target categories are associated
with the same evaluation (e.g., White-good, Black-good), or that a target category is
simultaneously associated with positive and negative concepts (i.e., ambivalence). The issue of
competing evaluations is relevant to the present research because many of the interventions aim
to produce positive associations with Black people. Because positive and negative evaluations of
the same target can exist simultaneously as an ambivalent attitude, increasing positive
evaluations of a target group may not necessarily decrease negative evaluations of that group.
Consequently, the Quad model may not be well-positioned to detect the full breadth of effects of
some of the interventions tested here. That said, other process models allow for the possibility
that both target groups are associated with the same evaluation (e.g., Payne, 2001; Meissner &
Rothermund, 2013), but cannot distinguish between neutral (i.e., neither positive nor negative)
and ambivalent (i.e., simultaneously positive and negative) evaluations. Future research should
continue to investigate the extent to which changes to one dimension of an evaluation (e.g.,

positive) affect the other dimension of the evaluation (e.g., negative).
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Another limitation of the present research is that the Quad model (and MPT models more
generally) exclusively focuses on response accuracy, and the D-score primarily focuses on
response latency. Consequently, both approaches may provide limited insight into mental
contents. Other analytic methods exist that take advantage of both response latency and
accuracy, such as drift-diffusion modeling (e.qg., Ratcliff, Gomez, & McKoon, 2004; Ratcliff &
Rouder, 1998). New forms of MPT models have recently been developed that include response
times (RT-MPTs: Heck & Erdfelder, 2016; Klauer & Kellen, 2018). Both drift-diffusion and RT-
MPT modeling approaches employ all available data and potentially provide more
comprehensive insight into mental contents than do either D-scores or traditional MPTs. Future
research into the cognitive processes related to implicit bias-reduction interventions should

employ these approaches.

Finally, although the large sample sizes yielded precise estimates of intervention
effectiveness, the design was limited by the type of interventions studied. All of the interventions
were developed to be administered within a short 5-minute interval. In contrast, more intensive
interventions or experiences that are deployed over weeks or months have had greater success in
creating long-term change (e.g., McNulty et al., 2017; Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004). For instance,
White college freshmen that were randomly assigned to a Black roommate rather than a White
roommate showed reduced racial bias on an implicit measure after a semester of living with that

roommate (Shook & Fazio, 2008).

Conclusion

The present research examined the extent to which 18 interventions influenced
associations versus control-oriented processes. We found that associations and control-oriented

processes were equally susceptible to change, and that White-good associations were more
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susceptible to change than Black-bad associations. This outcome dovetails with existing theory
positing the primacy of favoritism over derogation to intergroup bias, and suggests that implicit
bias-reduction interventions that focus on reducing favoritism for White people could be more
effective than interventions that focus on reducing negativity towards Black people. Taken
together, this research can be used as a conceptual roadmap for connecting procedural features of

interventions to the processes they influence.
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Supplementary Materials S1

This supplement contains graphs of observed (red triangle) versus predicted (black box & whisker plot) frequencies,
and variances & covariances, for IAT responses, organized as follows:

-frequencies at Time 1

-frequencies at Time 2

-variances & covariances at Time 1

-variances & covariances at Time 2

The x-axis of each graph is labeled as follows:

: correct responses to White stimuli when White/good share a response key

: incorrect responses to White stimuli when White/good share a response key
: correct responses to Black stimuli when Black/bad share a response key

: incorrect responses to Black stimuli when Black/bad share a response key

: correct responses to good stimuli when White/good share a response key
:incorrect responses to good stimuli when White/good share a response key
: correct responses to bad stimuli when Black/bad share a response key
:incorrect responses to bad stimuli when Black/bad share a response key

: correct responses to White stimuli when White/bad share a response key
10: incorrect responses to White stimuli when White/bad share a response key
11: correct responses to Black stimuli when Black/good share a response key
12: incorrect responses to Black stimuli when Black/good share a response key
13: correct responses to good stimuli when White/bad share a response key
14: incorrect responses to good stimuli when White/bad share a response key
15: correct responses to bad stimuli when Black/good share a response key

16: incorrect responses to bad stimuli when Black/good share a response key
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The interventions are labeled as follows:

: Control

: Training Empathic Responding

: Perspective-Taking

: Imagining Interracial Contact

: Vivid Counterstereotypic Scenario

: Practicing an IAT with Counterstereotypical Exemplars
: Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition

: Shifting Group Affiliations Under Threat

: Highlighting the Value of a Subgroup in Competition
: Priming Feelings of Nonobjectivity

: Considering Racial Injustice

: Instilling a Sense of Common Humanity

: Priming an Egalitarian Mindset

: Priming Multiculturalism

: Evaluative Conditioning

: Evaluative Conditioning w/ GNAT

: Inducing Moral Elevation

: Implementation intentions

: Faking the IAT
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Paper 1 refers to Lai et al. (2014) and Paper 2 refers to Lai et al. (2016).



Time 1 response frequency graphs. Y-axes reflect frequency of responses:
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Time 2 response frequency graphs. Y-axes reflect frequency of responses:
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Time 1 variance / covariance graphs. Y-axes reflect variances & covariances. Even-numbered (“incorrect”) response categories are omitted from

x-axes as they are complementary to odd-numbered (“correct”) response categories and, thus, reflect identical variances & covariances:

o coneemmm - - - - - - [T oo - F5lsl
o ocommmt -~ - [@[]- -~ = FSlEl
o commp <~ [ I — P FELEL
amet [l | Sib
oo i --me B4 L
o e - 4] [} - b
comst - [J§--42 L 516
o ocomm---[[§--bxe - £16
oo [[]--40 116
oom— - [ }---- F 66
ot -+ - 5l2
ot o[- [ ELL
-]+ 12
oot} -# 62
wemt-{ [}--» Fid
o} -GS
e [}-0 |ELS
o -+ 1S
ot [[]- = |65
=l LG
o ot -[]]-- # FSs
o= [} | ciE
o[} 4= g€
ot -[few - 11E
o -{Jlee - 6E
omt-[[| - i€
- {fw SE
-~ [} - e - EE
el Lot =
ot - {t-# - EL L
=[flee -1
o[l 61
- {le -2
B (o ey
ot £
ot - [~ 4= Eb
T T T
- Ll ™~ - <
20 c— - - IE— oo - slsl
o - - - [} - - 4w FSlEl
v~ - I I FELEL
com [T -4x00 - 5111
ot [} - EL 1
- [T 4- (S
ot {[H--4 | GIE
ot [[]4-+ | £i6
o[- L6
oot - o
ot f[} 40 - SL2
ot - []-- 40 |- EL2
aIIEL._ b2
ot~ f]--0 62
ametp - - -[[]--- 4o il
ot} -4 |- G1S
ommt -} -4 - ELS
- [few LS
=aff]-= 65
om-[[]- = - 25
e [ ]- - 4= Fss
[ -4 - SLE
ot~ [[Y -0 - ELE
oust-[fre | HE
ot --[f]--= | 6E
- -+ - LE
wmd]l-+ +cE
- - [~ - 4 LEE
-} Sl
amp [} -0 ELL
ot - 1L
- f]-= 61
ot - o2y
ml= -5
[« £
o[- -4 b
T T T
- o - =

Paper 1 Study 1 Intervention 1

Paper 1 Study 1 Intervention 0

- — e CIa-—-- o - GGl
L ) - GLEL
P A e - ELEL
—-}--% -Gl
o am-—{[l-= eLil
occmemt- - - - [} --- 40 Eobbi
ccom - [[]4-®: |56
o - - [ }---bme |- ELE
ot--[J]--+ | U5
oo~ -] ]----- o 66
ot A[[]--@ G2
ot -~ [} =40 - ELL
o[l -1
ot [[l44 -6
- - - [ ]---+ i
ot {[} -4 | 515
w-{[}-= -t
ot [f-40 | lS
emta{]}-+ 65
= -l-+ |8
o - [T]--4 - S5
o comp-—[H--4  -sie
ot --[Jl4-4 - ELE
a0 |1
ot [[]--4= - 6E
o {[lew i€
camd]l-+ | GE
coo - -[[]--- FEeE
omp- {40 -G
o[-+ €LY
ot -[[lee 1L
ot -f}-4 61
o= -2
i.mu.v LGl
lé.i LEL
- [ 4= Ebb
T T T T
- Ll ™~ - <
R e g I o - 5l sl
ijwAvDH_w - = GLEL
oo o - oo - ELEL
ot - [} 44 511
narmp -~ [[lat-4m | €111
B | I Eobbbl
ooms - [[#--40 |- 5t6
oomt -~ [[]4-4 - EL6
w—t--[[]4= L8
A — e - Rl 66
omp—f[}--4= 52
omp - of[}--4m el
o~ [l | 112
ot - f{[} -0 62
o - [ ---+ Fid
ot 4} - | SHS
et -[[]--4= |- €15
omb-[[lae 1S
o -} - 65
([} |28
ot -w f8s
oom--[[l-4= | Gie
omemp - --4= - €lE
ot - [l 4o | LLE
i..mu_.le ~6E
.!lv.._HT‘.F = LE
ot -f}-+ - SE
o oot - -~ (] -- - 4 -EE
comt-{Jj-= 511
o[-0 [ ELL
-l 1L
ot {[}-= 51
oot f[}-+ 2
{4 G
a-{[]-+ el
ot} -- ¢ FbE
T T T T
~ o ] - U

Paper 1 Study 1 Intervention 3

Paper 1 Study 1 Intervention 2



é'tét* 1ttg!

g
H

i

48
Ly

R B BT

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Paper 1 Study 1 Intervention 4

Paper 1 Study 1 Intervention 8

g g
iié llgl 1iglli H B
pg 2407 EE@ EE +
B iases FaEs .
T T TTiT the Ga

=
i B
=78 B3 v
v
g

i
oy g
é T TR AL -
per b Me g Bl Lt
+1llii" 1 lE + ;i i ;E $ i $E
dedoets LTTSTT Lot BT L

0
-j—
ool

PilTal

E?::
= e
et 4

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Paper 1 Study 1 Intervention 9

mmmmmmm

mmmmmmm

ié X
Tyl Ei
gégga L =5
*tttt fia

Paper 1 Study 1 Intervention 10

T T 1 11T T 17 11T 1T 17 17 11T 1T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

mmmmmmmmm




! |
iy
B |
31 :
i 4

8 1
i -t

"7 i é i li; ég g ;lii$ii5
= TEI RN Py gt gl it
st ddal ittt we w5 ga

|| e a7t tev7s T THL TN

b sy e
i

4

A f

2 | H
a ] | . .

H. L g :

" é il 5 jl iiﬁo jijli ij‘liiii! =
INRNE ‘iﬁi RERSPEE L EPE B éEEDEE
ewiwSEn ASTES Joute C4me ®T0 TH 4

0 ‘fﬁgéﬁ_ﬁ‘_]‘ ,fi i ﬁgtfg_ LIRS L R

Paper 1 Study 1 Intervention 15

| B
2 o g a
i i ili |
Toappin® i s iii ‘EEE“ L}
*a$$$géa*ai?$ﬁ%*éaﬁé$ abE EOE e
04 ﬁ-ﬁﬁﬁﬁé_é‘ ﬁ-&é—ﬁtt éﬁﬁ.;tt ﬁﬁt* *é’ﬁ‘ tﬁ
¥
3 4 ; '
P8
y i N
| LR
i é i i, l E ;
g - . S, 1T H
& T oghags e i
: vilis L NN RSN E
BARRAS] éé?;ga*iﬁgég B $ 5 o5 4
0 et e 8T R $f$if ?tté !i b

Paper 1 Study 1 Intervention 16




oo - - - - - Il FSisl o Cme— - - - - {Is}----- = FSisl
aamm- - - - [T} -4 4 FShel oo - - - [} - - - FShel
...... ITl+--=- FElLEl o 0 oo o - - - - - I FElLEl
o[- -G comt-{[]-4= i1
o [[Je- 42 - £b b amp--[[]- 4= b
o - - [}~ -+ Eobb =4[]+ FHb
=t [[la-4e 56 {4 - GLE
oot -- {440 | ELE o oommb--f]}--4 - ELE

ot -} -0 - 116 omst #[[}- - 116

comomp——~~[ (]~~~ 40 F68 ooty -~~~ [}~ F68
L B8 | | L T o [[}-m= -5

ot d[[}--4= ELZL ot [} £

omt-[-+ 12 o=t e 12

coomt[[-4= |62 amt [} 40 62

oo - [} -+ Fee % ot [[]--+ Fid
omtffl-4 sis 2 ot [ - GLS

] Els 2 ot [} -4 | £1S

- -1 E e i

ot [ 65 % =]~ 65

{4 -5 2 R [ ]

=]+ FSs T et [} - + FSs

ot -{f-® LFoie B comt-[[le#e | sie

comp--[[-vo - £LE " ot {[} 4= | ELE

== e comp [t e - LLE

ot~ [} 44w | 6E - ff}-4 | BE

w-J-+ - 2E ot -4 | LE

=+ sE - e - 5E

o -~ [}-- 4= Lee o oomm—-{[ - Lee

oot - - 5L o[- |- GHE

o - [P e - ELL omp [} 0o - ELL

-{fe 1 ot e 1L

ot -4 61 ot e 61

it} o |21 o {20

iv*__yf Lst alﬁé Lsi

e | EL - el

wet - f} -0 Fb L | Fb

T T T T T T T T T
- o - = - - ~ - °

o - - - - | oH----- Hmo FSisl oo - - - - - [Te----+ FSisl
o - - [} - - - 4 FShEl o o - - - T} ----— FShEl
— - Ft------ + = FElLEl oo oot —————— HF------ o FElLEl
- -{l}-4 Fsin comt-{J--= sil
omb--[[} 4= -gi1l oot - [} -- 00 L1
e - ] -4 EobLbL ot - [~ EobLbL

o mmb-—[[]-4e - 5i6 =-—{[J¢-we -5i6
oot - [} 44w - EL6 o[-0 | ELE

ot {J-= | 1LE ot d[[]--w -1

ot -~ [} - o F68 oot -~} ----m F68
ot {l}-+= 5 N | | TR

womt-a[[}-4 - £12 ommt - f]--® | ELZL

=t s =df]-+ 1

- -[ler |62 ot -[J]-+ 62

womett [} -4 i E L | Fee

ot ff]-2 Sis 2 --f]-+ &S

comm ~ff} - 4= - ELS m conmbet [} -4 - £1G

ot o - 15 E omt f- |- S

omt Mo 65 % [l |65

{25 F e -:s

g - {[}-+ FSs T =--[[]--+ FSs

o -+ o B P | N

o --[[}-= - £lE - o -{f]--m - eie

w-[-¢ e --ff-e e

-l - 6E amt-f[}-= | 6E

L] | o of}-4 - LE

=+ - SE =e]-» - se

com - - {4 -- 4 Lee momst- - - (|- - 4w Lee

ot -] -G o[-+ 811

ot} - ELL - - ELL

e 1L --fe 11

il 0 61 - 61

| = -6 |21

e 51 —fle 5

]+ €L oo Jre L

ot -+ Fb ot 4[]0 Eobt

Paper 1 Study 2 Intervention 1

Paper 1 Study 2 Intervention 0



i
g |

14 liEllg
EEE EE ¥

ttt

Paper 1 Study 2 Intervention 3

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
mmmmmmmmm

i
5
111#

ililliE

i

i
=

11i+ i‘i

|
<

g o

1°9
%5'%' -

|

|

5
E

T
I,
S

Paper 1 Study 2 Intervention 4

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
mmmmmmmmm

Paper 1 Study 2 Intervention 5

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
mmmmmmmmm

t*t‘*'ﬁg t*?#gt T4 4y

i
!i?a
3 4 = é

t%i llilﬁ ii PEDppitpetydt
sdioste oF EEQ ée@éa E$é5 E

t!§

Paper 1 Study 2 Intervention 6

T T T T T T 1T 1111 1T 1T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T TT
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
mmmmmmmmm




[ T+ r ksl
coomp [ [ - Fshel
0 acoccmm— - - - - -~ [ FELEL
comt - [[]- = - 511
o mm--[[-4me -1 1L
oo nommh - f [[]--- b b
o [}-4me L 5iE
ommt - [[]-#x [ £L6
wma[[l-+ Lus
] aaglwwwwEww - - 66
oop - ([ - G2
== 2
o fl-e -2
ot - {JH-4 62
o o - FiL
ot -ff}-+ -GS
ot [} -0 - £LS
oo LS
([}t | 6G
=+ - i5
e -[[]- - += FSs
omp-{[}am - sie
omt - {Pt-m - £ig
cumt-[lam | LE
RI....E.L L6E
ot -0 | olE
= fl+ e
o - [} -- FEE
com-lfew -5t
-} - £V
- -
= ll-+ 61
ot -2
e 5
L [
- -{]- - 40 b
T T T T
o o~ - o
) S - slsl
] FSlEl
o o — - - fom FELEL
— [t S
oot - [[] 440 - €111
S - - b
o [[l¢-40 |- 516
- [} 4 - £16
EENT] | TR
0 oomem—pd - ;H_H_\lia - 66
wom o[} [ 512
ot [[]-- 4 | VL
ot f]]- 4 L2
o ot - -4 64
oo - T} - - 4oco it
ot ff} -4 | SIS
ot -+ | ELS
o mbfae L 1isS
o[+ - 6S
ot [ bo - 25
oummt - ]| -4 S5
al\EAﬁ Fsle
et - [-= [ELE
-4 | HE
{68
o {flm | E
ul...EA+ LSE
- ] --0 - EE
ot —f[}-bo - Sl
- L
| S
ot -4 6L
w4 -2y
.Iv.E.Q LSl
ot Jlbe £
o[+ Fb
T T T T
o~ o - e

Paper 1 Study 2 Intervention 9

Paper 1 Study 2 Intervention 7

Y ) I - F5lsl
o ot~ [} - 4w FSlEl
e — < - [ — jmo FELEL
-] s
oot --[[la-4= -1 1L
ool - - <[ - - - b
commb - {[} 44w - GLE
coom - []]4- = LELB
ot - {[-+ L6
oot -~ [ ]} ----+ F 66
ompt{[}-+ 512
ont—[[]--40 - E12
o - -2
o - {fp-w0 62
w4 { [} - - 2 Fid
ot f[]-+ | SIS
o [} -= - ELS
e Lls
--f-o 6G
oot ff}- 4 |- 2GS
ot o[} -+ -S8
{5
ot —-J|-w - £lE
-l e
ot - f{}-m - 6E
ot - [Pt - LE
e -sE
- [} - -4 FEE
amp-[[la+ - Sh 4
om - [l €11
vt - L
cmt-[fre -6
L T
ol.._HT.v LSl
-ffle £
- {[}4+ -
T T T T
-+ - o - o
PRSP ) S — oo - slsl
o~ ] FSlEl
comm <~ ET - o FELEL
o - [} -4 S
womp - [} -- 40 €1 1L
et - [ -4 b
onmmt - [[J-4 |- 546
RO - [ EL6
O
o—- \\‘DH_A\\L-E - 66
ot ——{}--40 | SL2
o[- ELZ
comp - {-4 |- 112
o[-+ 62
o amt- - []--- it
] I T
- [}-w €IS
o[-+ 1S
coomtJ}-42 - 65
--I-+ i5
comy - [T} -4 -GS
Dilmml? Fsle
com - [ -0 - E1E
- -flee |- b€
-—t--[f]--+ - 6€
o[- - LE
EI...E.t LSE
o commm---[{]---4 -Ee
woomp— (-4 511
oot - {fif- 4o | EVI
oot [[]0 | L1
ot - [f-e 6L
ot - 2
-+ 5}
-+ £
ot - - {]- - 42 b
T T T T
o o - e

Paper 1 Study 2 Intervention 11

Paper 1 Study 2 Intervention 10



o - - { T + Fsisl o o - - [ CRREEE mo Fsisl
oo - [} -4 FSlEl oot~ A [}~~~ mm FSlEl
— - - - - - - = -------- q FELEL o -~ — = - - | I Jom FELEL
—[P-e Sl o o [[lt-m0 511
o cmmb - {[R--mo [ £L 1L comm - [} -4 £ 1L
ot ——-[T]-4-+ EobbbL o - - A [ -4+ EobbbL
oo }--m - GLE ot - [ -1m |Gl
ot - - -] ]- - - = [ ELB commt - - - [J|---4a - £ 6
momm-[[l-= 116 commp--{]--4 116
@ -~~~ [ ] F68 o et - -4 ]----- * F68
-} G2 omp - [[Rt-4m |-G 2
o~ [} --4= - £L2 oy - f[]-- 4 - ELZ
| IR RN N L B ]
ot - {R-+ 62 comb--[J--+ - 6:
oot -4 [[]---+ Fieo E ot -4 [ []--- il
= {f}-« sis 2 =i [} - 5is
oot {40 - ELS 2 - [} - | ELS
- [fle M E -4 1S
-]+ &5 I ombe{[}-+ 65
=] 25 F o[l - 25
-zt - ] - 40 FSs T —t--1--+ Fss
comt- -+ oie B comt—-[[]-46= |51
o amm--f[]--4 £l " ocmm--[[}-44= - €1
om0 - LLE -+ - lLE
om - f}-» |- 6E wtt-{[]--+ |- 6€
- [l-+ | LE cmm-{[}-# £
w40 | 5E o m-[fes SE
oo - ] 440 FEE 4 commm---[T]-- - FEE
o - ffl-w G Lt [ T
o -f--+ FELL comp -} - ELL
ot -[[la+ - L o[l =1L
o f]]-+ -6 o[t -6
ol 21 Ll )
o mdl-+ S ot -+ -G
cu -6 - £1L L LI
o - —f[]--+ bl oo - l{]-- 4 bl
T T T T T T T T
o o - = - © ~ - o
o mm - - - - - [T ------ 4o ST — - - I oo ST
oo oot - -~ [{ ] -----poo FSlEl o ommep———f [ ]----4m FSlEl
Co— - - - - - - &E------- oo FELEL o - - - - - - + FELEL
ot - [ -0 |- 511 ot - [[l-4 511
ot [Th--40 €L 1L ot {[}4= £l
o - - FHbH awmmt -~ [} ---40 FHbH
wop - - [} - 4mo0 - 616 o[} -tme |56
oo - [ -4 - £16 ot~ [ []-4-m0 - £L6
ot 4[[]--40 | 116 o[-+ - 116
o0 et~ =~} - -~ - 4mo F68 o~~~ ] -~ 4m F68
-t} -5 ot [[]-- 4w - G12
o= {[]--4mo [ ELL ot - fi[}--90 - EL2
o[-+ 112 o=t-{f-= Fuz
comp - - - 62 - - 62
e, [ Fee ® R N | iz
ot ff} -4 -GS 2 o -] - o |GG
ot [}-4 15 2 oot 4[[]--# €15
ot -4 M5 E Lt L I
—t[[l-= 65 % ot {[lew 65
— - i F oomp-[[}-+ 25
ot - {[]-- Fes T oot ——{ -4 Fas
oot -{[l4e sle & ommp——[[l-a+ [-ule
womt-- -4 £l -] ElE
om[fee - HiE - = e
ot - [~ | 6€ -4+ L6e
oo -{le+ -6 comt- -+ | LE
= ff-e -sE - ffl- - SE
- {4 Fee o - []---+ Fee
g [l 40 - GL L ot - -G
- -~ e omp——[H{--40  FELL
o[-+ 1L comsp [l 1L
ot ff]-40 6L ot~ -0 6L
ol -2 oot []-= -2
-+ 5t ot {Ji- 4 Sl
ot 40 - E1L == el
o - ] - 4 Eob o ot - -0 Eob

Paper 1 Study 2 Intervention 16

Paper 1 Study 2 Intervention 15



i
2 ° ; ‘
! e
1 i E . 1 E ‘ iiE' E
=, ililigi!!liieliiilﬁ i iaaﬁl
B BRGNS - RMTCRY S E B & =1
B AT .= E | 3
TR ShT TTEYT T hir by
8
| i G I
) ! i Hi o
l E i E in i@ . i ¥
4 S gl TR R N -
Syppridtiliit e it dagl
SEIES. 1ig it em e BTR Y |
Choctdps o BT sEmmm B0 Ti Py
01 *?E‘éléé?f ?*ﬁtﬁi ?é—?g? tLiy VET g

Paper 1 Study 3 Intervention 0

i
2 i . B
| +
o = b
T ! i ! lglﬁé | B
& : ? RTEIEIEY T i £é$i!l
Frialar e g i Ty ide sl BSOS om e
L iHeder tevine fbderTrees T T
? .
44 -
: .
o ° i H %EH
iR AR R L
Q 44
ol iii$ I TERSTSLITIIE iiF.ii -
ii! i i1y PetEg
éEEEEEEE g%?EEE EEEEé $EEE $:+ +§ ¥
04 ‘***ﬁtﬁ &*ﬁ‘i 4 fg—#*! *4!g Egﬁ LA |

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
mmmmmmmmm

Paper 1 Study 3 Intervention 4




— o

i E 27 s s i 2
: i ; i i
! B A

| | i i 8 | é /| | AL

. B 1 i
é EEE ilEE il Eil i il @ = ii liiilE iilil E ii ilil Q
Llliil ié—i' il- E QEEE i li!!,l:: Eé i'il, E EEEE EE
R AR aéﬁﬁaé$$a = = Spethon =T 508 sodEn %E
tﬁﬁﬁ*tg #*ﬁtgt “"’I*‘értt t‘*gﬁ *g—t PR 0 R A *f ttt + *é‘:* *ﬁt-g *t* i‘i

Paper 1 Study 3 Intervention 5 Paper 1 Study 3 Intervention 6

»
m—
O
““m“‘““
o3
»

" i o i
i é i ; E ilé ii o, i | é E éi%
i Cilie g T B e | L2 inillsin B
Tlpripd il T, ‘ i i iifvl ..... |
ldmpey £77e8T dedy et H00en | ?;;;;ééé*;éegae?g%éééﬁagae s
trE L e L ¥ 4 t by 4y *t* .............

04 R R AR R T E; *igg ?E* 5%
LI

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Paper 1 Study 3 Intervention 7 Paper 1 Study 3 Intervention 9



o
8

[

ot
iiﬁ@

e f— G

g i g e !
l i i i Aﬁ
PR I = ii ij i EI] ii E El i H:
= iil+ ﬁ E i 1 |
*%ééé?gé*é?QEQ ehdce e §o e
Lok & + ¥ t*ggtﬁ - & & & ﬁﬁ-g‘t + & «aﬁ o

T T T T 1 T 1 T 1T 1T 1 T 1T T 111 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
mmmmmmmmm

Paper 1 Study 3 Intervention 11

i
i ' i
= i} ill liail

P — fu—
-
— —

-
—

DiBi iﬁgiuélﬁ g

"yl 1} S =R
S %EQEE*E$$§é EEEE e B8
R +*$*tt AR ERE) Eg* vt

Paper 1 Study 3 Intervention 13

| ?
\ o HB
1, IR
NI : . ﬁ
éilliill?igiill 11[115i i; EEEEII E
| pame FiiT E*é% $$ ig@ Fri EE
O TTYAYYS RS gt tt
4+ ;D
|
3 EA
2 - %gB

g i i i 151
IR S Nt

- ligy) g
5 iit iiilg il iii i
‘i ;;éEQ éﬁ?éaﬁﬁ éggg*é te S S

th b e tgtt + by *tgﬁ tiﬁ t

T T T T T T 1T 1111 1T 1T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T TT
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
mmmmmmmmm

Paper 1 Study 3 Intervention 14




i |
|,

D | ;
D : | i | ‘ 5
O O T R T AT IR 1
' e u ALY - - -
?;liiééjilééééiéiiéél¢;é;é*égaggé = Hipjiigil: iagil éiliiigg iE Egg?ii -
== [ G "I.l |
%%??J‘i? ?*?3t§ %?31#% sl et aq T 0 ?3?f???$§t§ ?T??L +?gf é’t* ??ﬁ

Paper 1 Study 3 Intervention 15 Paper 1 Study 3 Intervention 17

S g .
o ! i !lg s - ! ! : é i
i ! i i 1 Eiligii ‘ ; $ é i °iiii é
1 E i ’ . DED ladi_ll‘i:‘ & a i T * i i:: .i -
Fipgra i1t iil:jﬂ;ii.l‘ll‘i Ld i vy it i el iEm L
ESRRRGREY LR Nl L Eabs WEH EE SR RARRSE| il slée 275 o4
serrroy erTeIT onrer TN T TS Lottbreny ATaT Apbes Tel 1O T

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Paper 1 Study 3 Intervention 18 Paper 1 Study 4 Intervention 0



Com— - - - =11----- fm Fsisl o o — - - - - R B 4mo Fsisl
oot~ - [ ][] - -~ o0 Falel oo - - [} -4z Falel
“““ H------ o FELEL o cmmmmp ===~ [ }------umo FELEL
- - Eslb comt [} 40 - 5111
o omp--{[la-4= L1 cacomp - -[[4-4 - €111
o -4 [ }--- E bbb aoommy- - - {[}---= E bbb
ot fi[]--me - 5L6 comt—-{[l¢-+  -5i6
ccomsh - - [} - - = FELE ocomt--[J}--4& ELE
- d{J}-4 - LLE ce-{J} -4 - 116
e I R F68 awomy -~ [} o F68
wmg-{[}- 400 |- 512 o mempet {J} -4 -G 2
ot} EL2 o f[} -4 - EL 2
- L2 comt - b2
T T ot {Jlee 62
acumt -4 [}--= Fid s o ange--[]--- o Fid
cmt A} Fois £ o]} -4 - G1E
o {J}-4m -ELSF —=-{]}-= |- Eis
ocomb-[fl-¢ M3 = omt[fee LS
=-{l]-+ 85 & o[- - 6G
-+ iz & =+ |25
o amger- - {}-- o Fas g o - -] - - 40 Fas
o {f-= sl F amt-{[}4+ | SiE
o {4 FEie ot -{[H4e - £18
= - LE o[- - HE
o - {[l¢ = |- 6E ot -ff}-+ | BE
oom-[flem | iE -] -4 E
amit-[l-+ |- SE =+ - SE
o[} -- = FEE ot ——{ [ }4-- 40 FEE
compe-{[]-+ -5 w-f-+ -5t
oo} S w-{R-+ 51}
L IR T om0 -1
comt -} - 61 comt-[f] -4 61
- -2 L
omp -+ -5 ot fle G
-l el -+ el
oot - - { T} -~ 4 Fl - - [} -- 40 Fl
T T T T T T T T
b = 5 < 9 < W <
2 < = = - = = =
Tm— - [E]----- o Fsisl o oommmp -] }----- = Fsisl
oo - - - [ - = FSlEl ot~ { ] - om0 FSlEl
oo - - [ }------ s FELEL © o} - - -] <[ F------ 0 FELEL
womt [+ 5L comt - [--4 5111
oot - [[] 4= €1 1L cmmt [ | ELL
ot~ [} Fobb oot - R+ Eobb
o[l 44 - 516 comst——{JH--# - G156
omp—— [} - - £16 oot -} -0 - E£L6
ot -} | 116 ot -{J] - - 116
oot -~~~ [} ----4m Les oof g~~~ [} - - -~ oo Les
o[} -4 - 512 oot -[f§-+ 512
[ L ot t[[]--t00 [ ELL
ot {40 |- b2 == 1
| e L omt-{[}-# -6
Ao Fie 2 ottt —[[]- -4 Fis
amt-ff-4e s 2 o ot - [[l 4w |- G1S
axp-{[} -9 €15 & commpd{J}-w €15
o[l 1S E amb-{fee - 1S
ot -few 65 3 = {[lew 65
=+ 25 & oo+ iS
ot~ [} - - 4 Fas et - [} -- 40 Lss
- -+ Fae B o=t {[lew -5l
comt— -0 - ELE aet [l 4m= -£lE
ot [l - biE ol - HE
ot [l €€ dmt [} -4 - 6E
oo -4 | LE o [[laee - 2E
ot ff]-« - SE ccud]]-® - 5E
o - - [ e -- 0 Lee o0 ommid---[T]--- 4= Lee
oot o} - - ELL ot} - 5L
—ta{[}-= FELL ot T+ - ELL
oo ff]-e0 11 =t 111
ot —[lam 61 amaf]-= 61
| [ ot = -2
e 51 -+ -G
L+ £l mt-[[l-+ £
coamet - - [T} --40 bl comp 4[| - -+ bl
T T T T T T T T T T T T
o = o = - ~ = w o < o =
i = a b 2 2 b= b = 3 S =

Paper 1 Study 4 Intervention 7

Paper 1 Study 4 Intervention 6



ancammmp - - - - [@[ ]---—- fmon F5lsl
om0 FSlEl
00 Co— - I« -- o - ELEL
oot} -m -5l
=l s
o — ..Eu 4 ST
o[- 56
ot - [{}--40 £l
o [}-+ 116
g = | |- e F 66
o o} 5L
L
=dlle -2
o -{]-= 62
-] Fis
ITE..U L SLS
o f]l-w L ELS
Iv.E.... [}
ot} 42 [ 6G
e Fis
-} -+ -S8
comt-[[lew sie
ot} | ELE
Iv.E'.v ELLE
- --+  8E
o f-w e
-ffe o€
womet-—~[Ta-4 -Ee
o ® - ShE
ot -ffl-# - ELE
gl -
-+ -6
o -2
- -G
wdfle £l
o oot 4[]} -+ bl
T T T T
w ] W <
i 2 = =
ot~ JA T - - - - = - slsl
ot~ - [ 0 FSlEl
o o <= - - FELEL
| R T
o comp——f[]- - - €1 1L
SNNEY ) | H— b
o omt-[{}--4m | GLE
commp— [} b0 - ELE
comt -} -+ SN
w0 oo~ [} - m 68
g {[} - 512
g [} 4w [ EL2
- oz
ot 4J} -4 62
o ot T} S
oomp |4 |- 5LS
- {[}-+ -ELS
o]+ VLS
ot [ -6
e -:ic
e[} -+ S5
omp - [l |sle
=t o[}-= eElE
=g+ e
clru.EA..F. ~6E
ot f]-4 - LE
o fl+ - 5E
oo - - (] --4 FEE
o[-+ 8L
ot P - ELL
om Jae 111
oo 61
e 2
L2 [
el
ot {46 Fb

15

1.0 7
0.5
0.0

Paper 1 Study 4 Intervention 11

Paper 1 Study 4 Intervention 9

o oot 4~ F----- o F5lsl
o - ot L} -~ oo FSlEl
coommemp -~ oo o FELEL
o[- me 5L
ot - [[l4-m2 - €4 1L
o[ -4 b
- f[]--= 56
aomb - {[J4-4me | ELB
comb-Hl-«w L6
o oo [ o
omp [} - SL2
=t = £l
omt—[Jlae -1z
oumt - [l 62
Aowm- - - [ T]--- o -l
ix.E.f L SLS
o al[l-= LS
Lea| S
cuid-[[]-= 65
ot -+ 26
omt-4-[]- - = -S8
e [ T >
comt-[[}- 4 | ELE
oot -[[las -1
Elr.._u_w.to L6E
o[-0 -6
o e SE
come--[[]---# -Ee
o[- -G
cmp-[f}-w -£1)
amt-[ee L1
--f-+ -6
ot {4 20
-+ -5
e £
oo - of[[]--4 -l
T T T T
w ] 2 2
i 2 = =
o vm— - e - slsl
o - - [} - - 40 FSlEl
[ - Jrmco FELEL
| | e S -1
oot - -[[H--+ L1
o -]~ ST
ot - [[] 44 |- 616
[+ - EL6
comtp-[J}-# | 146
™ o — ;H_uwwwwta 66
o {f-4 5L
compat [} - ELL
om0 L2
-} -0 B2
lx\lEylﬁ [
amp-[fr-4 | G1S
amt-[f}-= - E1S
=l LS
oust-[[lee 65
omp 4o LG
— - ss
ot - {J}-40 |- 51
o - [h-+ |eie
o - | HE
wta{J}-0 - 6E
L [
ul...EAt LSE
4 {[}--4 FEe
| =
ompofl-+ | ELL
-l L
| [
mtfl+ -2
e 51
omefl» £
a4} -+ b
T T T T
@ = o =
i = 2 =4

Paper 1 Study 4 Intervention 13

Paper 1 Study 4 Intervention 12



o} - - - - M- . F5lsl
oxmet - - o ]~ FSlEl
et -4 [ ]------ - FELEL
wemt - {f-m - 511
o am-ff}-m g1
E S | 1 —, b
oot - f[]--4= L 516
oot - [[J-4 |- EL6
o4} -4 | 1B
g~ [ [ ]~ o0 F 66
| IR =)
womp {4 - L2
= -2
-] 62
oot 4[]} -- 4o il
I...E.... L SLS
e g5
ulv._“_ft [}
omt e -6S
=+ i
[} Fss
om-[[ee cig
- {[ltw -cic
[ | LE
i-E-fu L6E
- e
ot e - SE
cut--{]}--4= Hee
=-f-+ S
o -f]-w LY
={fe
am-[+ 61
e 2
o o -G
o e £V
commt 4 [ ]- - Fb
T T T T
w = w =
i 2 = =
crmomm— = Ik - - slsl
] FSlEl
oo - - I T — FELEL
am - [l 51
o - -4 L1
oo - -4 [ []---om ST
oo - -[[|d4mc |- 516
ot ——[[}-4< |- 516
--{[}-w | L6
o — — [ ] - - gm0 F 66
o of[}-e 512
-a}-+ el
-6 o112
o[-+ 62
Aomep - J}--4 S
ot ]| -0 |- G1S
ot o} -4 - ELS
oot -+ | LS
o -+ 65
o e - iG
o -~ [ - - 40 rss
ot Tl 0 |- 51
ot [l | ELE
- e
---+ - 6¢
ot -[f-+ | LE
ot 0 SE
o - - { T} 44 FEE
o {flae Gl
- ([}t ELL
omp -0 L1
-+ 61
ot -2
oo} + S
ollg.t el
coomm .E-f [

15 1

10

0.5
0.0

Paper 1 Study 4 Intervention 15

Paper 1 Study 4 Intervention 14

o o —— e C-+-—+ F5lsl
oot -~ -~ FSlEl
[ - qum FELEL
L al | ST
om0 gLl
< -[[§--- 40 b
ommt——[[¢-4= |56
o - [ --4m | LB
- {[H-= | LB
oo [} res
au - [} -0 512
comt—{[}-4 - £L2
o[+ b2
oo -f}-w 62
s - [} -- = Fis
i.E.t L SLS
e[+ el
om & L lls
o[l 65
s s
oot~ {[}-+ res
cmt-{[l4+ i€
comp - {[} 4o - £1€
ot {[lae | L1E
] oms-{]} -« - 6E
o[+ | LE
wdf+ e
oot -~ { [ }--+ rEEg
o[- [ 511
comp |- - ELL
= -
omt {61
=+ o2y
ol S
e £
ot~ [} - 42 b
T T T T
9 < 5 <
i 2 = =
s oo - - - TIE- pao - slsl
et~} - FSlEl
e - - - - [T} - - e FELEL
Lt | IR )
oot - f]--4m |- €111
ot A-[[]--- o b
oy [ -4 |- G1E
- f[}--m= | £i8
ot -f[}-+ 16
o ommp -~ [} ---- 40 66
Lt | R T
nlAwExx;! EELL
=dll-+ iz
ot - - 62
oot ———[T]--- Hm miL
oot off} -4 | GLS
bt [}-w ELS
o e LS
o[ 65
=+ -i5
o ommd--[]]--+ S5
o wp-[flew |-sie
- ele
-+ e
omt-{[}-4 |- 6€
ol | LE
ot [ae [ SE
gi--ﬁu_...iu Lee
cmtl}]-+ 5L
ompt [} -+ ELL
-fe
o[t 6L
ot e -2
{51
e £l
o ._mm_. + [
T T T T
@ = o =
i = 2 b=

Paper 1 Study 4 Intervention 18

Paper 1 Study 4 Intervention 17



201

20~

N HDiH
=

! i H; Ry
liﬁii“glllilig it T
TiopsEs 50e0N cecme ‘it 099 o8

+ ttgtﬁ.ﬁ TEv iy ﬁ!tt +§f !3 ¥

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

Paper 2 Study 1 Intervention 0

b

20 4

207

iﬁia

||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

mmmmmmm

fffffffffffffffffff @
™o om www T e e~ T e

Paper 2 Study 1 Intervention 4

g

° i

o g 1

a I

o I

i i } ‘

|

: ! : g
1 I
!

H

E%E%EEE EEEEEE EQEEE 9595 EEE EE

||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

Paper 2 Study 1 Intervention 5 Paper 2 Study 1 Intervention 6



H 257

o
°
o
o
g o
o g8 207
o
o
o
a

E i E Jin Hl :ii ’ i:

D SN L) T S R Ligiye .
ST e D lg* g
==l s=BolE sosps BoBE E?E ?E 3 IR PO T ks é;gg % = ?E }
*é*::.*ﬁ *tfﬁ!-if ﬁ;t;g gt;? R + } "'**é*gg PELELE YEtL4 thga ﬁ'gt +t

Paper 2 Study 1 Intervention 7 Paper 2 Study 1 Intervention 13

25 4

.
i 20 7 o : i
Lo

‘

i !

: !

!

I T T
" il;?,ii 7, iilgllii'ei=i’i

N
il

ilijE iliila illlgiiii i
iilgégg dioame aikbe wete 495 B

*‘”a Tt **‘*?ﬁt M T I §tg m

Bi

-- {1} - v

||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

Paper 2 Study 1 Intervention 14 Paper 2 Study 1 Intervention 15



20

[}
8

L
oy g TR

8 i qli%t
HIIL i”?ili IR ik g
Ceddmrss SRR Sprme EEEE 995 S

Povtragg caws frae Py st ¥

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Paper 2 Study 1 Intervention 17

ood—— [ - - - - eem

- {[} - prmce
o] - - mmo
amb [} o
il
-

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff

Paper 2 Study 2 Intervention 0

25 4

204

E |

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
mmmmmmmmm

Paper 2 Study 1 Intervention 18

L}t

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff
mmmmmmmmm

Paper 2 Study 2 Intervention 4

1




B s ] LIS Eosist o commmp----- Ils---s= - 5L51
ot L[} --4me - GLEL o -~ [ - w0 Falel
o0 comp = = - o FELEL - O&l------ -0 FELEL
ot [[l-4e FsLL ot {[H-m o S
o[- el ot - [[H-- 40 |V b
axmmm- - - L[4 - - 40 E bbb o ot —— ] ]--- - = E bbb
commb -] 516 comp -} -4 - 516
- el -l - ELE
comp - -z - 116 - d-[[]--= - LLE
o crmm —— 4[]~~~ 4o F68 oo -4 F68
oy -} -0 512 oamp-[H--# G2
comp - [} - EL2 combod [[]-4= 512
o[- - b2 - {f}-w L2
o} 62 g {[]--= 62
ot - ]--- 4= Fiso 2 cammtp - - - [ [}-- - 4me i
-} s 2 oo - |- 5LS
o 4[] - [ELG 2 omt- |- [ ELS
amt-{[}-4 Fus E -} S
am-ff} - 65 & o {[}-4 |- 65
-+ Fis & ompef]]-# 25
o0 et -4 []---+ Fss % o oo -~ [f]--- 4= Lss
- sie F o[+ -siE
= {[l4= st oot~ [[la4= £l
=} e o -{f-= - lLE
-} -0 - BE o= 6E
- [[law |- i€ ot {4 | LE
omt |- - SE ot ff}-= - SE
o - - [ 4 FEE o~ - - []]- ¢ 4m FEE
ot {f-+ St ot} -G
amt-[[l-4me £l oot -o[]--= £
ot [} o= 1 ot [} -4 -
ot -f}-m -6 --ff}-= 6
o ffl-e 2 ]|
uil..m_..l Lol l...E..to Lol
el.-Eis el o gl..-EAt. el
o - - [ - - 0 bl o - - - - bl
T T T T T T T T T T T T
9 < W < = o~ = ] w = | <
i b= = = = = < = = = = =
ot -t - ]----- om Falsl oot [ - pm Falsl
o~ [ - - 4o Falel -t Falel
- - - - &t----- - FELEL o commmp - - - -+ oo FELEL
ot [[] 4@ 511 com—-[--#0 S
ot {[lt-me £V 1L o[- €L 1L
=~ f [ ]~ 4 b 4 []---- o A
ot~ [} --4 - GLE ot - [[ld-4m - 516
ot~ [l -4m - £16 out—— [} 44 516
o o[-t - 116 ot -f]--@ - 116
oammp - [T }----4m Les o o o [} Les
oot -{[}-+ 82 ompd {[}-+ 512
oo~ |- - om0 - £) 2 o f[} -0 - ELL
] 12 o4 112
-+ 62 ot {40 62
aotmp—— [ []-- - 4m bieo 2 o 4[] - - 40 )
omb -} -4 |- G5 2 owt [} 4o | 515
-] LELS 2 amt4[[} -+ [ELS
amt-f}-+ b E ot -[f-# 1S
-+ 65 3 = -fl-+ 65
am ]l i3 & omt-[[-40 |25
o ot [~ - Fss ot~ L - - 0 Fes
o -} -0 |ole & ot {f}-+= sie
ot - [f] - |ELE ot R -0 - €L
ot} - HE ot {fm - HiE
- {f-= - 6c comp [l - 6E
.ITEAt LlE ul.E-f LlE
cmpt[[l-+ |- 5€ o[- - SE
- - [ []- 4 0 FEE o o[- 44 FEE
om - {f-w -G ocmp {4 - 511
ot |- 40 - VL oo {[f-4e VL
wop - Jlamo 1L omp-{flawe 111
ot [[tem 61 ot [t e 61
oot - 2 om0 -2
i.:f.t Lol i..-_u_wi.u Lol
o[+ -£L ot 4 £
-] Ebl om - - H--- o Ebi
T T T T T T T T
o = o = @ = o =
2 2 i b= 2 = 3 b=

Paper 2 Study 2 Intervention 13

Paper 2 Study 2 Intervention 7



B ) N— F5lsl
o[- - - 40 FSlEl
o - T} o FELEL
- [+ Fou
- { ]} - 4= EELH
B b
oot —-[[-4m Gl
-4 | ELB
- = s
o mmp - [ ]---- 90 66
commpa{[}-w | 5i2
amd |-+ €L
= 2
ot -{[+ 62
oot} -0 il
o[} - @z -GG
o[} -= LS
=t {ff-me 1S
- [P - 6G
o]+ - 25
E N [ Fss
ot ff}-=  cig
om-ffi-4 £l
luE.t Elle
comb- [l - 6E
wflen - iE
e SE
0w} 4+ - EE
o} - -G
o 4[]-40  EL)
=-{R-= -
ot} -6
ot fl-w 2
w-{frm -G
o[l el
oo —— JJ- - - 4o [
T T T T
w = 5. <
i 2 a =
.- - T[T} - e - slsl
B Fshel
RS - IR Jru—— FELEL
L n | [ T
comp - [[lt4 €111
SOV | [ — b
ot - -[[]- 4 | 516
=R~ s
ot {[} - 116
o -t [ }---40 F 66
ot} - 512
o af]} -+ -EL2
| R
- dll-= 62
oo - [T} - -+ it
[ GG
ot f[}-# ELS
o -[[lam LS
ot |- - - 6G
= {}e is
ot~ [} -4 LSS
o[ | 5lE
amt-[[l4= el
ot [[[ae | HE
o -[[la+ 66
== -t
oo 5E
omt——[[] - FEe
o [[lawm - 511
= {[lam EL)
o[-0 L
ot - 61
g 2
[l G
o -fe £l
- - {4 - - 40 L
T T T T
w0 = o =
i 2 = b=

Paper 2 Study 2 Intervention 15

Paper 2 Study 2 Intervention 14

cormm - - [T[0]----- poo - alsl
omp o [ ]- - 0 FSlEl
o - == ATF----- o FELEL
omt— [ -4m 5L
a4 el
ot - -~ [[[]-4- 4= EobLbL
o mmb--[]--4= | SiE
am- - ([} -4 - ELB
..Iv.ﬁ“_'.io L LLe
ot - ==~ (] - -~ mo F68
comp -0 512
omp - [[rw -EL2
- -
-] 61
ot - ]+ il
md]]-m -GG
=t [-m LS
oo - 11S
o -[fbe -6G
=+ 5
a4} - 4= -S8
comp ]} - | 5lE
omt-f} -+ - £iE
om e | LIE
=ff}-+ -6¢
]l - ie
IK.EL. LSE
com - -[[- - = FEE
== -G
= [fr+e -5t
e L
e 61
mf]le -2
ol S
L |
ot ][] - & Fb
T T T T
b < 5. <
2 = s =
o~~~ ET----- 4 Fsisl
comp [ - - 40 FSlEl
oy~ = Ikt----- L FELEL
o[- Ao - 5L
coms--[[]--4  |eL b
el Eobb
ot [—4= 56
o= ELE
comb-{[la4w 116
o comp - J] ] ----m 68
ot - 512
amp -4 €12
ot [t L2
ot - -4 62
- -[[]-- - 40 )
ot [} -m | SLS
ot} - o - ELS
om0 - LS
ot} -4 |65
- - LG
ot~} - - Fas
oot - [f-+ |sle
ot - {J- 4= | ELE
oot -[flam | HE
- [+ 8E
o[- -6
o[ -se
o oomp - —-[]- - 4= FEE
omp -4 -5
oot {40 - 1L
o[ -1
cot-[f-e 61
- -2
- ff-= G
comt-[li-w £
ot - - [} -4 S
T T T
= @ =
b= s =

Paper 2 Study 2 Intervention 18

Paper 2 Study 2 Intervention 17



Time 2 variance / covariance graphs. Y-axes reflect variances & covariances. Even-numbered (“incorrect”) response categories are omitted from
x-axes as they are complementary to odd-numbered (“correct”) response categories and, thus, reflect identical variances & covariances:
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Comparisons Between Categories

The analyses reported in the main text compare intervention effects relative to the control
condition, in order to examine which interventions influence which Quad parameters. Here we
report additional analyses that compare intervention effects to one other interventions, in order to
examine the extent to which intervention effects on Quad parameters differ from one another.
Specifically, we subtracted the posterior distribution of the effect of one intervention on one
Quad parameter from the posterior distribution of the effect of each of the other interventions’
effect on the same Quad parameter. If the resulting 95% HDI does not include zero, we can
conclude that the effects of the two interventions on the Quad parameter are different from one
another. The vast majority of reliable differences were between Intentional Strategies to
Overcome Biases, which we summarize below. The results of all analyses are reported in
Supplementary File S4.

Interventions that relied on Intentional Strategies to Overcome Bias increased BAC,
relative to Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars, 95% HDI [0.07, 0.26], and increased
WAC relative to Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars, 95% HDI [0.14, 0.32], and
Evaluative Conditioning, 95% HDI [0.01, 0.20].

Interventions that relied on Intentional Strategies to Overcome reliably increased
Detection relative to Evaluative Conditioning, 95% HDI [0.04, 0.17], and Exposure to
Counterstereotypical Exemplars, 95% HDI [0.08, 0.20], and increased Overcoming Bias relative
to Engaging with Others’ Perspectives, 95% HDI [0.05, 0.34], Exposure to Counterstereotypical
Exemplars, 95% HDI [0.03, 0.27], and Appeals to Egalitarian Values, 95% HDI [0.03, 0.25].

Interventions that relied on Intentional Strategies to Overcome Bias reliably biased

Guessing to be more positive relative to Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars, 95% HDI
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[0.20, 0.52], Engaging With Others’ Perspectives, 95% HDI [0.002, 0.45], and Evaluative
Conditioning, [0.24, 0.58].

Procedural Changes Across Studies

L2014 was organized as a contest, in which authorship was awarded according to how
effectively each interventions reduced bias: larger effects earned authors higher placement in the
authorship order. Additionally, the research was conducted in waves, and research teams had the
opportunity to modify their interventions between studies to try to maximize effectiveness.
Though the gist of the interventions remained the same across studies, some of the research
teams made changes to their procedures from study to study. In order to quantify the effects of
these procedural changes at the process level, we re-meta-analyzed the interventions, this time
including study x intervention interactions as a factor. For each intervention, we used the study
with the largest N as a reference group, which in most cases was L2016 Study 2, and dummy-
coded study-specific deviations from the reference group for each other study that implemented
the intervention. Though the choice of reference group was largely driven by statistical
considerations (i.e., the largest sample provides the most reliable estimate), the intervention
procedures implemented in L2016 Study 2 largely reflect the culmination of the procedural
improvements accrued over the course of the four studies reported in L2014. Consequently, as a

reference group L2016 Study 2 represents the optimized version of each intervention.

The full results of these analyses are reported in a table in Supplementary Materials S5.
Eight of the 14 credible differences were clustered within the Faking the IAT intervention. This
may reflect differences intervention compliance between studies. Observed effect sizes on the
IAT D score for the Faking the IAT intervention were much larger for the undergraduate student

samples taking the study for psychology research credit in L2016 than the volunteer general
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population samples in L2014. This may be because volunteer general population samples were

less willing to fake the IAT than were student samples taking the study for credit.

Eight of the 14 credible differences within interventions were manifest on the associative
parameters (i.e., WAC, BAC), which perhaps suggests that associations are more sensitive than
control-oriented processes to the procedural changes reflected across these studies. That said, we
hesitate to over-interpret any of these findings: 14 credible differences out of 305 comparisons
(i.e., 61 between-study comparisons x 5 parameters) is in line with a 5% false-positive rate

(4.59%).

Alternative Intervention Categories

The analyses included in the main text speak to the convergent and discriminant validity
of the categories proposed by L2014. In this section we summarize analyses in which the 18
interventions examined in the present research were categorized using alternate taxonomies.
Below we report only reliable differences, and report all analyses in a table in Supplementary

File S6.

Interventions that Include Direct Evaluative Instructions. Several interventions
directly instructed participants to think “Black=good” and “White=bad”. These interventions
were: Vivid Counterstereotypic Scenario, Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition,

Priming Multiculturalism, Using Implementation Intentions, and Faking the IAT.

Comparisons relative to control. Interventions that that include direct evaluative
instructions reliably decreased WAC, d=-0.14, 95% HDI [-0.23, -0.04], and reliably increased
Overcoming Bias, d=0.12, 95% HDI [0.04, 0.21]. However, interventions that do not include

direct evaluative instructions did not reliably influence any Quad parameters.
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Comparisons between categories. Interventions that include direct evaluative instructions
reliably decreased BAC relative to interventions that do not include direct evaluative

instructions, 95% HDI [-0.18, -0.02].

Interventions That Include Elements of the IAT. Several interventions directly
incorporated IAT-like training tasks or direct instructions about how to respond during the 1AT.
Incorporating elements of the IAT within an intervention increased correspondence with the IAT
and may have increased intervention efficacy as a result. These interventions were: Practicing an
IAT with Counterstereotypical Exemplars, Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition,
Evaluative Conditioning, Evaluative Conditioning with the Go/No-Go Association Task, Using
Implementation Intentions, and Faking the IAT. Participants who completed the Vivid
Counterstereotypic Scenario intervention in both studies of L2016 were randomly assigned to
one of two IAT stimulus sets: one stimulus set matched the stimuli used in the IAT, but the other
did not. Though omitting data is never desirable, omitting only some of the Vivid
Counterstereotypic Scenario data (i.e., L2016 but not L2014) would have biased the analyses
Consequently, we chose to omit all of the Vivid Counterstereotypic Scenario data from this

analysis.

Interventions that include elements of the IAT did not reliably influence any of the Quad
parameters, relative to control. However, interventions that include versus do not include
elements of the IAT increased BAC, 95% HDI [0.01, 0.24] relative to interventions that do not

include elements of the IAT.

Interventions That Are Emotionally Vivid. Some interventions included emotionally
vivid content, which may have been more effective at changing the spontaneous affective

reactions that underlie implicit biases. Interventions that include emotionally vivid content are:
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Vivid Counterstereotypic Scenario, Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition, Shifting
Group Affiliations Under Threat, Instilling a Sense of Common Humanity, and Inducing Moral
Elevation. Interventions that include ambiguously emotionally vivid content are: Training
Empathic Responding, Perspective Taking, and Imagining Interracial Contact. Interventions that
include little or no emotionally vivid content are: Practicing an IAT with Counterstereotypical
Exemplars, Highlighting the Value of a Subgroup in Competition, Priming Feelings of
Nonobijectivity, Considering Racial Injustice, Priming an Egalitarian Mindset, Priming
Multiculturalism, Evaluative Conditioning, Evaluative Conditioning with the Go/No-Go

Association Task, Using Implementation Intentions, and Faking the 1AT.

Comparisons relative to control. Interventions that that include emotionally vivid content
reliably decreased WAC, d=-0.14, 95% HDI [-0.24, -0.04]. Interventions that include little or no
emotionally vivid content also reliably decreased WAC, d=-0.09, 95% HDI [-0.18, -0.001], and

increased Overcoming Bias, d=0.11, 95% HDI [0.04, 0.17].

Comparisons among categories. Interventions that include emotionally vivid content
reliably decreased BAC relative to both interventions that include ambiguously emotionally
vivid content, 95% HDI [-0.31, -0.03], and interventions that include little or no emotionally
vivid content, 95% HDI [-0.23, -0.07]. Emotionally vivid interventions reliably decreased
Overcoming Bias relative to interventions that include little or no emotionally vivid content, 95%

HDI [-0.16, -0.0002].

Interventions That Are Self-Relevant. Persuasion appeals that involve the self tend to
be more effective (Johnson & Eagly, 1989; Marini, Rubichi, & Sartori, 2012). To examine this
phenomenon within these studies, we compared interventions that were self-relevant and

included activities which involved self-generating responses, interventions that were self-
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relevant but didn't involve self-generating responses, and non-self-relevant interventions.
Interventions that were self-relevant and included self-generated responses are: Training
Empathic Responding, Perspective Taking, and Imagining Interracial Contact. Interventions that
were self-relevant but did not include self-generated responses are: Vivid Counterstereotypic
Scenario, Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition, and Shifting Group Affiliations
Under Threat. Interventions that include no self-relevance are: Practicing an IAT with
Counterstereotypical Exemplars, Highlighting the Value of a Subgroup in Competition, Priming
Feelings of Nonobjectivity, Considering Racial Injustice, Instilling a Sense of Common
Humanity, Priming an Egalitarian Mindset, Priming Multiculturalism, Evaluative Conditioning,
Evaluative Conditioning with the Go/No-Go Association Task, Inducing Moral Elevation, Using

Implementation Intentions, and Faking the IAT.

Comparisons relative to control. I Interventions that include non-self-generated self-
relevance reliably decreased BAC, d=-0.15, 95% HDI [-0.28, -0.03], WAC, d=-0.26, 95% HDI
[-0.37,-0.17], D, d=-0.09, 95% HDI [-0.16, -0.02], and G, d=-0.21, 95% HDI [-0.39, -0.02].
Interventions that include self-generated self-relevance did not reliably influence any Quad
parameters. Interventions that include no self-relevance reliably increased OB, d=0.08, 95% HDI

[0.03, 0.15].

Comparisons among categories. Interventions that include non-self-generated self-
relevance reliably decreased BAC relative to both interventions that include self-generated self-
relevance, 95% HDI [-0.42, -0.12], and interventions that include no self-relevance, 95% HDI [-
0.33, -0.15], and also decreased WAC relative to both interventions that include self-generated
self-relevance, 95% HDI [-0.33, -0.07], and interventions that include no self-relevance, 95%

HDI [-0.27, -0.13]. Interventions that include non-self-generated self-relevance reliably
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decreased both Detection, 95% HDI [-0.13, -0.04], and Guessing, 95% HDI [-0.28, -0.05],

relative to interventions that include no self-relevance.

p.7
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Parameter estimates for each study and intervention at Time 1

Intervention Paper - Study Parameter Median 95% HDI

Control Perspective Taking

2014 -1 WAC 0.05 [0.05, 0.06] 2014 -1 WAC 0.05 [0.04, 0.06]
2014 -1 BAC 0.03 [0.02, 0.03] 2014 -1 BAC 0.03 [0.02, 0.04]
2014 -1 D 0.93 [0.92, 0.93] 2014-1 D 0.92 [0.91, 0.93]
2014 -1 G 0.57 [0.55, 0.59] 2014-1 G 0.56 [0.53, 0.59]
2014 -1 OB 1 [0.99, 1.00] 2014-1 OB 1 [0.97, 1.00]
2014 -2 WAC 0.05 [0.05, 0.06]

2014 -2 BAC 0.03 [0.02,0.03] Imagining Interracial Contact

2014 -2 D 0.93 [0.93, 0.94] 2014 -1 WAC 0.06 [0.05, 0.06]
2014 -2 G 0.57 [0.55, 0.58] 2014 -1 BAC 0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
2014 -2 OB 1 [1.00, 1.00] 2014-1 D 0.93 [0.92, 0.94]
2014 -3 WAC 0.05 [0.05, 0.06] 2014-1 G 0.58 [0.55, 0.60]
2014-3 BAC 0.03 [0.02,0.03] 2014-1 OB 1 [0.98, 1.00]
2014 -3 D 0.93 [0.93, 0.94] 2014 -2 WAC 0.05 [0.04, 0.06]
2014-3 G 0.57 [0.55, 0.59] 2014 -2 BAC 0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
2014 -3 (0]:] 1 [1.00, 1.00] 2014-2 D 0.93 [0.93, 0.94]
2014 -4 WAC 0.05 [0.05, 0.06] 2014-2 G 0.57 [0.55, 0.60]
2014 -4 BAC 0.03 [0.02, 0.03] 2014 -2 OB 1 [1.00, 1.00]
2014 -4 D 0.94 [0.94, 0.95]

2014 -4 G 0.57 [0.55, 0.59]

2014 -4 0oB 0.98 [0.93, 1.00]

2016 -1 WAC 0.06 [0.05, 0.07]

2016 -1 BAC 0.03 [0.02, 0.04]

2016 -1 D 0.91 [0.90, 0.92]

2016 -1 G 0.53 [0.51, 0.56]

2016 -1 (0]:] 0.25 [0.01, 0.71]

2016 -2 WAC 0.05 [0.04, 0.05]

2016 -2 BAC 0.03 [0.02, 0.03]

2016 -2 D 0.91 [0.91, 0.92]

2016 -2 G 0.52 [0.50, 0.54]

2016 -2 OB 0.13 [0.02, 0.48]

Training Empathic Responding

2014 -1 WAC 0.05 [0.04, 0.06]
2014 -1 BAC 0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
2014 -1 D 0.94 [0.93, 0.94]
2014 -1 G 0.55 [0.52, 0.57]
2014 -1 OB 0.99 [0.92, 1.00]
2014 -2 WAC 0.05 [0.04, 0.05]
2014 -2 BAC 0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
2014 -2 D 0.94 [0.93, 0.95]
2014 -2 G 0.54 [0.52, 0.57]

2014 -2 OB 1 [0.96, 1.00]
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Vivid Counterstereotypic Scenario

2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -4
2014-4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2016 -1
2016-1
2016 -1
2016-1
2016 -1
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2

WAC
BAC
D

G
OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB

0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.02 [0.02, 0.03]
0.92 [0.91, 0.93]
0.55 [0.53, 0.56]
1 [0.99, 1.00]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.02 [0.02, 0.03]
0.93 [0.92, 0.93]
0.54 [0.52, 0.56]
1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.02 [0.02, 0.03]
0.92 [0.92, 0.93]
0.54 [0.52, 0.56]
1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.02 [0.02, 0.03]
0.93 [0.93, 0.94]
0.54 [0.53, 0.56]
1 [0.92, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.06]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.9 [0.89, 0.91]
0.51 [0.48, 0.53]
0.45 [0.02, 0.92]
0.04 [0.03, 0.04]
0.02 [0.02, 0.03]
0.9 [0.90, 0.91]
0.5 [0.48, 0.51]
0.31 [0.01, 0.80]

Practicing an IAT with
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Counterstereotypical Exemplars

2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2

WAC
BAC
D

G
OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

WAC
BAC

OB

0.05 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.92 [0.91, 0.92]
0.55 [0.53, 0.57]
1 [0.94, 1.00]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.92 [0.92, 0.93]
0.55 [0.53, 0.57]
1 [0.99, 1.00]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.92 [0.91, 0.93]
0.55 [0.53, 0.57]
1 [0.99, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.93 [0.93, 0.94]
0.55 [0.53, 0.57]
0.95 [0.75, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.06]
0.03 [0.02, 0.04]
0.9 [0.89, 0.91]
0.52 [0.49, 0.54]
0.13 [0.00, 0.62]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.9 [0.89, 0.91]
0.5 [0.49, 0.52]
0.06 [0.00, 0.49]
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Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition

2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014-4
2014 -4
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016 -2
2016-2
2016 -2
2016-2
2016 -2

WAC
BAC
D

G

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC
D

G

OB

0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.02 [0.02, 0.03]
0.92 [0.92, 0.93]
0.54 [0.52, 0.56]
1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.02 [0.02, 0.03]
0.92 [0.92, 0.93]
0.54 [0.52, 0.56]
1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.04 [0.03, 0.04]
0.02 [0.02, 0.03]
0.93 [0.93, 0.94]
0.54 [0.52, 0.56]
1 [0.95, 1.00]
0.04 [0.03, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.9 [0.89, 0.91]
0.51 [0.48, 0.53]
0.47 [0.06, 0.96]
0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.02 [0.02, 0.03]
0.9 [0.89, 0.91]
0.49 [0.48, 0.51]
0.34 [0.04, 0.74]

Highlighting the Value of a Subgroup in Competition

2014-1
2014 -1
2014-1
2014 -1
2014-1

WAC
BAC
D

G

OB

0.05 [0.04, 0.06]
0.04 [0.03, 0.05]
0.93 [0.92, 0.94]
0.55 [0.51, 0.58]

1 [0.98, 1.00]
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Shifting Group Affiliations Under Threat

2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016 -2
2016-2
2016 -2
2016-2
2016 -2

WAC
BAC
D

G

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB

0.04 [0.03, 0.05]
0.02 [0.02, 0.03]
0.93 [0.93, 0.94]
0.56 [0.54, 0.58]

1 [0.99, 1.00]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.02 [0.02, 0.03]
0.93 [0.92, 0.94]
0.56 [0.54, 0.58]

1 [0.98, 1.00]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.94 [0.94, 0.95]
0.57 [0.55, 0.59]
0.97 [0.75, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.06]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.91 [0.90, 0.92]
0.53 [0.50, 0.55]
0.15 [0.00, 0.82]
0.04 [0.03, 0.04]
0.02 [0.02, 0.03]
0.91 [0.91, 0.92]
0.52 [0.5, 0.54]
0.09 [0.00, 0.60]
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Priming Feelings of Nonobjectivity

2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
Considering Racial Injustice
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2

WAC
BAC
D

G

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB

WAC

BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB

0.06 [0.05, 0.06]
0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.93 [0.92, 0.93]
0.56 [0.54, 0.58]

1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.05 [0.05, 0.06]
0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.93 [0.93, 0.94]
0.56 [0.54, 0.58]

1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.05 [0.05, 0.06]
0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.93 [0.92, 0.94]
0.56 [0.54, 0.58]

1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.06 [0.05, 0.06]
0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.94 [0.94, 0.95]
0.56 [0.54, 0.58]

1 [0.96, 1.00]

0.05 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.04]
0.93 [0.92, 0.93]
0.6 [0.58, 0.62]
1 [0.98, 1.00]
0.04 [0.03, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.93 [0.92, 0.94]
0.6 [0.57, 0.62]
1 [1.00, 1.00]
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Instilling a Sense of Common Humanity

2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4

WAC
BAC
D

G

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC
D

G

OB

0.05 [0.05, 0.06]
0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.93 [0.93, 0.94]
0.57 [0.54, 0.59]

1 [0.99, 1.00]
0.06 [0.05, 0.06]
0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.93 [0.93, 0.94]
0.57 [0.54, 0.59]

1 [0.98, 1.00]
0.06 [0.05, 0.07]
0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.94 [0.94, 0.95]
0.57 [0.55, 0.60]
0.97 [0.83, 1.00]

Priming an Egalitarian Mindset

2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4

WAC
BAC
D

G

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB

0.06 [0.05, 0.06]
0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.93 [0.93, 0.94]
0.56 [0.54, 0.58]

1 [0.99, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.06]
0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.94 [0.93, 0.94]
0.56 [0.54, 0.58]

1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.05 [0.05, 0.06]
0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.93 [0.93, 0.94]
0.56 [0.54, 0.58]

1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.05 [0.05, 0.06]
0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.94 [0.94, 0.95]
0.56 [0.54, 0.58]
0.99 [0.92, 1.00]
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Priming Multiculturalism
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2016 -1
2016-1
2016 -1
2016-1
2016 -1
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2

WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB

0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.93 [0.92, 0.93]
0.58 [0.56, 0.60]

1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.94 [0.93, 0.94]
0.58 [0.56, 0.60]

1 [0.94, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.06]
0.03 [0.02, 0.04]
0.91 [0.90, 0.92]
0.54 [0.52, 0.57]
0.54 [0.07, 1.00]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.91 [0.90, 0.92]
0.53 [0.51, 0.55]
0.47 [0.09, 0.83]
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Evaluative Conditioning

2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2

WAC
BAC
D

G
OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

WAC
BAC

OB

0.05 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.93 [0.93, 0.94]
0.55 [0.53, 0.57]

1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.94 [0.93, 0.94]
0.55 [0.53, 0.57]

1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.93 [0.93, 0.94]
0.55 [0.53, 0.57]

1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.94 [0.94, 0.95]
0.55 [0.53, 0.57]

1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.06]
0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.91 [0.91, 0.92]
0.52 [0.49, 0.54]
0.89 [0.50, 1.00]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.03, 0.04]
0.92 [0.91, 0.92]
0.51 [0.49, 0.52]
0.81 [0.51, 0.99]
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Evaluative Conditioning w/GNAT

2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014-4
2014 -4
2014-4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2016-1
2016 -1
2016-1
2016 -1
2016-1
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2

WAC
BAC
D

G

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB

0.05 [0.04, 0.06]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.92 [0.91, 0.92]
0.54 [0.52, 0.56]
1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.92 [0.92, 0.93]
0.53 [0.52, 0.55]
1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.92 [0.91, 0.93]
0.53 [0.51, 0.55]
1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.06]
0.03 [0.03, 0.03]
0.93 [0.93, 0.94]
0.54 [0.52, 0.56]
1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.06]
0.03 [0.02, 0.04]
0.9 [0.89, 0.91]
0.5 [0.47, 0.52]
0.89 [0.44, 1.00]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.9 [0.89, 0.91]
0.49 [0.47, 0.51]
0.82 [0.47, 1.00]
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Inducing Moral Elevation

2014 -1 WAC
2014 -1 BAC
2014-1 D
2014-1 G
2014-1 OB
2014 -2 WAC
2014 -2 BAC
2014-2 D
2014-2 G
2014-2 OB

0.05 [0.05, 0.06]
0.03 [0.02, 0.04]
0.93 [0.93, 0.94]
0.57 [0.55, 0.60]

1 [0.96, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.06]
0.03 [0.02, 0.04]
0.94 [0.93, 0.94]
0.57 [0.54, 0.60]

1 [0.99, 1.00]
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Implementation intentions
2014 -1
2014-1
2014 -1
2014-1
2014 -1
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016-2
2016 -2
2016-2
2016 -2
2016-2

WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

OB

0.05 [0.04, 0.05]
0.02 [0.02, 0.03]
0.92 [0.92, 0.93]
0.59 [0.57, 0.61]
1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.02 [0.02, 0.03]
0.93 [0.92, 0.93]
0.58 [0.57, 0.60]
1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.02 [0.02, 0.03]
0.92 [0.92, 0.93]
0.58 [0.57, 0.60]
1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.94 [0.93, 0.94]
0.59 [0.57, 0.60]
1 [0.99, 1.00]
0.05 [0.04, 0.06]
0.03 [0.02, 0.04]
0.9 [0.89, 0.91]
0.55 [0.53, 0.57]
0.88 [0.21, 1.00]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.03 [0.02, 0.03]
0.9 [0.90, 0.91]
0.54 [0.52, 0.56]
0.77 [0.40, 1.00]

Faking the IAT

2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -1
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -2
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -3
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2014 -4
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016-1
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2
2016 -2

WAC
BAC
D

G
OB
WAC
BAC

OB
WAC
BAC

WAC
BAC

OB
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0.07 [0.06, 0.07]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.94 [0.94, 0.95]
0.58 [0.56, 0.60]

1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.06 [0.05, 0.07]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.95 [0.94, 0.95]
0.57 [0.56, 0.59]

1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.06 [0.05, 0.07]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.94 [0.94, 0.95]
0.57 [0.55, 0.60]

1 [1.00, 1.00]
0.06 [0.06, 0.07]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.95 [0.95, 0.96]
0.58 [0.56, 0.60]

1 [0.97, 1.00]
0.07 [0.06, 0.08]
0.05 [0.04, 0.06]
0.93 [0.92, 0.93]
0.54 [0.51, 0.57]
0.57 [0.09, 0.97]
0.06 [0.05, 0.06]
0.04 [0.04, 0.05]
0.93 [0.92, 0.93]
0.53 [0.51, 0.55]
0.43 [0.09, 0.83]
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Output Key:
First line: first intervention category vs. second intervention category: Quad parameter
Second line: meta-analytic parameter estimate for first intervention category, second intervention
category
Third line: 95% HDI of lower and upper bound of posterior distribution of difference between first
and second category

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars: WAC
-0.0613137 -0.229703
95% HDI:  0.045233 0.288374

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars: BAC
0.116921 -0.0228418
95% HDI: 0.000483605 0.274693

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars: D
0.00111842 -0.0766119
95% HDI: -0.00675901 0.169644

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars: G
-0.0889144 -0.210171
95% HDI: -0.0851467 0.332485

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars: OB
-0.0309698 0.0221867
95% HDI: -0.19178 0.1044

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Appeals to Egalitarian Values: WAC
-0.0613137 -0.0419592
95% HDI: -0.135248 0.106259

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Appeals to Egalitarian Values: BAC
0.116921 0.0769356
95% HDI: -0.094929 0.176801

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Appeals to Egalitarian Values: D
0.00111842 0.00284638
95% HDI: -0.0909579 0.0831134

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Appeals to Egalitarian Values: G
-0.0889144 0.0639046
95% HDI: -0.359641 0.0611986

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Appeals to Egalitarian Values: OB
-0.0309698 0.0442151
95% HDI: -0.222566 0.0745822

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Evaluative Conditioning: WAC
-0.0613137 -0.104127
95% HDI: -0.0870589 0.181454

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Evaluative Conditioning: BAC
0.116921 0.0404188
95% HDI: -0.074395 0.229949

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Evaluative Conditioning: D
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0.00111842 -0.0502571
95% HDI: -0.0449939 0.141312

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Evaluative Conditioning: G
-0.0889144 -0.26378
95% HDI: -0.0474099 0.402802

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Evaluative Conditioning: OB
-0.0309698 0.247293
95% HDI: -0.416177 -0.148458

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Inducing Emotion: WAC
-0.0613137 0.00017522
95% HDI: -0.242649 0.126767

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Inducing Emotion: BAC
0.116921 0.0443389
95% HDI:  -0.13409 0.292043

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Inducing Emotion: D
0.00111842 0.0712706
95% HDI: -0.204715 0.0671671

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Inducing Emotion: G
-0.0889144 0.0419932
95% HDI: -0.473103 0.196552

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Inducing Emotion: OB
-0.0309698 -0.0195019
95% HDI:  -0.17378 0.155699

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: WAC
-0.0613137 0.000531672
95% HDI: -0.189792 0.0599095

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: BAC
0.116921 0.144473
95% HDI:  -0.17473 0.116997

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: D
0.00111842 0.061629
95% HDI: -0.154329 0.0310391

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: G
-0.0889144 0.142411
95% HDI: -0.445163 -0.00214291

Engaging With Others’ Perspectives vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: OB
-0.0309698 0.165057
95% HDI: -0.337985 -0.0478631

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs. Appeals to Egalitarian Values: WAC
-0.229703 -0.0419592
95% HDI: -0.270309 -0.109655

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs. Appeals to Egalitarian Values: BAC
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-0.0228418 0.0769356
95% HDI: -0.191066 -0.00609674

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs.

-0.0766119 0.00284638
95% HDI: -0.136993 -0.0226854

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs.

-0.210171 0.0639046
95% HDI: -0.415351 -0.133521

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs.

0.0221867 0.0442151
95% HDI: -0.133667 0.0579749

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs.

-0.229703 -0.104127
95% HDI: -0.213815 -0.0330453

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs.

-0.0228418 0.0404188
95% HDI: -0.169873 0.0354735

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs.

-0.0766119 -0.0502571
95% HDI: -0.0870669 0.0347146

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs.

-0.210171
95% HDI:

-0.26378
-0.0950854 0.209328

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs.

0.0221867 0.247293
95% HDI: -0.330243 -0.138091

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs.

-0.229703 0.00017522
95% HDI: -0.388904 -0.0546922

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs.

-0.0228418 0.0443389
95% HDI: -0.268639 0.126139

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs.

-0.0766119 0.0712706
95% HDI: -0.270972 -0.0200564

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs.

-0.210171 0.0419932
95% HDI:  -0.55356 0.0469674

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs.

0.0221867 -0.0195019
95% HDI: -0.150301 0.227162

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs.

Appeals to Egalitarian Values: D

Appeals to Egalitarian Values: G

Appeals to Egalitarian Values: OB

Evaluative Conditioning: WAC

Evaluative Conditioning: BAC

Evaluative Conditioning: D

Evaluative Conditioning: G

Evaluative Conditioning: OB

WAC

Inducing Emotion:

BAC

Inducing Emotion:

Inducing Emotion:

Inducing Emotion:

OB

Inducing Emotion:

Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: WAC

p.3
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-0.229703 0.000531672
95% HDI: -0.315818 -0.144736

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: BAC
-0.0228418 0.144473
95% HDI: -0.262182 -0.0657901

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: D
-0.0766119 0.061629
95% HDI: -0.195773 -0.0751937

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: G
-0.210171 0.142411
95% HDI: -0.515974 -0.201068

Exposure to Counterstereotypical Exemplars vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: OB
0.0221867 0.165057
95% HDI: -0.27118 -0.0310739

Appeals to Egalitarian Values vs. Evaluative Conditioning: WAC
-0.0419592 -0.104127
95% HDI: -0.0237061 0.156388

Appeals to Egalitarian Values vs. Evaluative Conditioning: BAC
0.0769356 0.0404188
95% HDI: -0.0752691 0.140209

Appeals to Egalitarian Values vs. Evaluative Conditioning: D
0.00284638 -0.0502571
95% HDI: -0.0106124 0.114908

Appeals to Egalitarian Values vs. Evaluative Conditioning: G
0.0639046 -0.26378
95% HDI:  0.165915 0.498091

Appeals to Egalitarian Values vs. Evaluative Conditioning: OB
0.0442151 0.247293
95% HDI: -0.289567 -0.129086

Appeals to Egalitarian Values vs. Inducing Emotion: WAC
-0.0419592 0.00017522
95% HDI: -0.205476 0.120834

Appeals to Egalitarian Values vs. Inducing Emotion: BAC
0.0769356 0.0443389
95% HDI: -0.15826 0.225621

Appeals to Egalitarian Values vs. Inducing Emotion: D
0.00284638 0.0712706
95% HDI: -0.194813 0.0529326

Appeals to Egalitarian Values vs. Inducing Emotion: G
0.0639046 0.0419932
95% HDI: -0.292841 0.313694

Appeals to Egalitarian Values vs. Inducing Emotion: OB
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0.0442151 -0.0195019
95% HDI: -0.132339 0.258137

Appeals to Egalitarian Values vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases:
-0.0419592 0.000531672
95% HDI: -0.128169 0.043766

Appeals to Egalitarian Values vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases:
0.0769356 0.144473
95% HDI:  -0.171172 0.0288194

Appeals to Egalitarian Values vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases:
0.00284638 0.061629
95% HDI: -0.118582 0.00140429

Appeals to Egalitarian Values vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases:
0.0639046 0.142411
95% HDI: -0.237841 0.0818003

Appeals to Egalitarian Values vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases:
0.0442151 0.165057
95% HDI: -0.253551 -0.0304183

Evaluative Conditioning vs. Inducing Emotion: WAC
-0.104127 0.00017522
95% HDI: -0.282321 0.0643109

Evaluative Conditioning vs. Inducing Emotion: BAC
0.0404188 0.0443389
95% HDI:  -0.20139 0.205241

Evaluative Conditioning vs. Inducing Emotion: D
-0.0502571 0.0712706
95% HDI: -0.252705 0.00529577

Evaluative Conditioning vs. Inducing Emotion: G
-0.26378 0.0419932
95% HDI: -0.617557 0.00383166

Evaluative Conditioning vs. Inducing Emotion: OB
0.247293 -0.0195019
95% HDI: 0.0790681 0.447089

Evaluative Conditioning vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: WAC
-0.104127 0.000531672
95% HDI: -0.195578 -0.00617338

Evaluative Conditioning vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: BAC
0.0404188 0.144473
95% HDI: -0.221611 0.00403275

Evaluative Conditioning vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: D
-0.0502571 0.061629
95% HDI: -0.173512 -0.0442162

Evaluative Conditioning vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: G

p.5

WAC

BAC

OB
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-0.26378 0.142411
95% HDI: -0.582273 -0.237419

Evaluative Conditioning vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: OB
0.247293 0.165057
95% HDI: -0.0220229 0.209538
Inducing Emotion vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: WAC
0.00017522 0.000531672
95% HDI: -0.178725 0.164304

Inducing Emotion vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: BAC
0.0443389 0.144473
95% HDI: -0.301739 0.0996867

Inducing Emotion vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: D
0.0712706 0.061629
95% HDI: -0.119001 0.13481

Inducing Emotion vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: G
0.0419932 0.142411
95% HDI: -0.393771 0.227379

Inducing Emotion vs. Intentional Strategies to Overcome Biases: OB
-0.0195019 0.165057
95% HDI: -0.357036 0.00726554

p.6
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Effect sizes of differences for each Quad parameter between studies.

Effect sizes were calculated as the difference between the reference study and each comparison study.
Positive effects can be interpreted as a larger effect on a given Quad parameter

in the comparison study than in the reference study.

In the left column of the table, the comparison study is listed first and the reference study is listed second.
S1=Lai et al. (2014) Study 1. S2= Lai et al. (2014) Study 2. S3=Lai et al. (2014) Study 3.

S4=Lai et al. (2014) Study 4. S5=Lai et al. (2016) Study 1. S6=Lai et al. (2016) Study 2.

WAC = White-good associations. BAC=Black-bad associations. D=Detection.

G=Guessing. OB=0Overcoming Bias.

Vivid Counterstereotypic Scenario Practicing an IAT With Counterstereotypic Exemplars
S1vs.S6 Effect Size 95% HDI S2 vs. S6  Effect Size 95% HDI

WAC -0.1119 [-0.3104, 0.06953] WAC -0.03793 [-0.2332, 0.1626]
BAC 0.1692 [-0.06999, 0.3968] BAC 0.04299 [-0.2067, 0.2893]
D -0.02228 [-0.1456, 0.1024] D 0.0421 [-0.08348, 0.1667]
G -0.1373 [-0.2742, 0.01099] G 0.04636 [-0.1071, 0.19]
OB 0.3701 [-1.593, 2.558] OB -0.07424 [-1.842, 2.343]

S2 vs. S6 S3 vs. S6

WAC -0.09674 [-0.2944, 0.09485] WAC -0.03496 [-0.262, 0.1899]
BAC 0.2582 [0.01336, 0.505] BAC 0.09046 [-0.1623, 0.3404]
D -0.02998 [-0.1516, 0.09505] D 0.02144 [-0.1217, 0.166]

G -0.03819 [-0.1875, 0.1101] G 0.01501 [-0.1492, 0.1797]
OB 0.0269 [-1.57, 1.754] OB 0.06066 [-1.771, 1.738]

S3 vs. S6 S4 vs. S6

WAC -0.07421 [-0.2865, 0.1359] WAC -0.007 [-0.1953, 0.1911]
BAC 0.1767 [-0.08221, 0.4499] BAC -0.09467 [-0.322,0.1206]

D 0.008941 [-0.1346, 0.1569] D -0.09104 [-0.2031, 0.03242]
G -0.06366 [-0.2339, 0.1036] G -0.1524 [-0.2944, 0.001937]
OB 0.2576 [-1.332, 1.927] OB 0.3291 [-1.572, 1.967]

S4 vs. S6 S5 vs. S6

WAC -0.1069 [-0.3046, 0.07513] WAC 0.2664 [-0.0235, 0.5682]
BAC -0.08758 [-0.3474, 0.1673] BAC 0.005422 [-0.3547, 0.3826]
D -0.07165 [-0.188, 0.05181] D 0.15 [-0.04256, 0.3223]
G -0.07629 [-0.2357, 0.07583] G -0.07645 [-0.3083, 0.1513]
OB -0.261 [-2.191, 1.876] OB -0.5198 [-2.426, 1.262]

S5 vs. S6

WAC -0.05443 [-0.3906, 0.2854]

BAC -0.03662 [-0.5752, 0.4792]

D 0.01902 [-0.1692, 0.2018]

G -0.1087 [-0.3407, 0.1153]

OB -0.0437 [-1.632, 1.794]
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Shifting Group Boundaries Through Competition

S2 vs. S6  Effect Size 95% HDI

WAC -0.1832 [-0.3943, 0.01218]
BAC 0.1448 [-0.09784, 0.3821]
D -0.03061 [-0.1488, 0.08147]
G -0.05674 [-0.194, 0.08165]
OB 0.8988 [-0.9326, 2.622]
S3 vs. S6

WAC -0.1412 [-0.3722, 0.07624]
BAC 0.1437 [-0.1316, 0.4071]
D 0.1401 [-0.005426, 0.2781]
G 0.001322 [-0.1609, 0.1776]
OB 0.2369 [-1.591, 2.013]

S4 vs. S6

WAC 0.002335 [-0.1974, 0.1911]
BAC -0.04625 [-0.2868, 0.1887]
D 0.04387 [-0.08013, 0.1558]
G -0.06473 [-0.2232, 0.09312]
oB -0.6078 [-2.305, 1.199]

S5 vs. S6

WAC 0.06071 [-0.2631, 0.3694]
BAC 0.05137 [-0.3661, 0.4452]
D 0.1027 [-0.07767, 0.2866]
G -0.06747 [-0.3018, 0.1437]
oB 0.01083 [-1.823, 1.864]
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Shifting Group Affiliations Under Threat
S2vs. S6  Effect Size 95% HDI

WAC 0.02324 [-0.1729, 0.2208]
BAC 0.1728 [-0.0642, 0.4081]
D 0.04539 [-0.07565, 0.1597]
G 0.08072 [-0.06261, 0.2281]
OB 0.9149 [-0.9829, 2.583]
S3 vs. S6

WAC -0.08302 [-0.3057, 0.1409]
BAC -0.07925 [-0.3593, 0.1994]
D 0.06489 [-0.08256, 0.2014]
G 0.008286 [-0.1666, 0.1686]
OB 0.05823 [-1.676, 2.183]

S4 vs. S6

WAC 0.05883 [-0.126, 0.2609]
BAC 0.00513 [-0.2344,0.2242]
D 0.008303 [-0.1086, 0.1294]
G -0.08373 [-0.247, 0.07092]
oB -0.6581 [-2.346, 1.139]

S5 vs. S6

WAC -0.00246 [-0.3392, 0.326]
BAC -0.3135 [-0.8917, 0.1626]
D 0.09802 [-0.09901, 0.2724]
G -0.05169 [-0.2755, 0.185]

OB -0.1732 [-2.148, 1.663]



Supplement 5: Procedural Change Analyses

Using Implementation Intentions
S1vs.S6 Effect Size 95% HDI

WAC
BAC

D

G

OB

S2 vs. S6
WAC
BAC

OB

S3 vs. S6
WAC
BAC

oB

S4 vs. S6
WAC
BAC

OB

S5 vs. 56
WAC
BAC

oB

0.05075 [-0.1331, 0.2455]
0.1736 [-0.06172, 0.4189]

0.01831 [-0.1061, 0.1442]
-0.1296 [-0.2788, 0.01691]
0.7956 [-0.7731, 2.235]

0.06516 [-0.1297, 0.2572]
0.2812 [0.0335, 0.5322]
0.00508 [-0.1146, 0.1283]
-0.06665 [-0.2238, 0.07462]

0.3153 [-1.469, 2.243]

0.03734 [-0.175, 0.2526]
0.06129 [-0.2155, 0.3542]
0.064 [-0.08176, 0.2094]
-0.1019 [-0.263, 0.07291]
-0.06973 [-1.603, 1.764]

0.05275 [-0.1474, 0.2361]
-0.01181 [-0.2551, 0.2332]
-0.06184 [-0.1739, 0.06267]
-0.1335 [-0.2903, 0.02101]
0.156 [-1.457,1.94]

0.1565 [-0.1584, 0.4792]
0.248 [-0.1068, 0.6104]
0.06662 [-0.1163, 0.2506]
-0.1534 [-0.3744, 0.07321]
0.07853 [-1.723, 1.899]

Faking the IAT
S1vs.S6 Effect Size 95% HDI

WAC
BAC

D

G

OB

S2 vs. S6
WAC
BAC

OB

S3 vs. S6
WAC
BAC

oB

S4 vs S6
WAC
BAC

OB

S5 vs. S6
WAC
BAC

OB

-0.2772 [-0.4509, -0.09975]
-0.2031 [-0.419, -0.000509]
-0.2368 [-0.3655, -0.114]
-0.1125 [-0.2616, 0.04225]
0.297 [-1.874, 2.317]

-0.1938 [-0.3774,-0.02896]
0.0337 [-0.1799, 0.2452]
-0.08921 [-0.2139, 0.03561]
-0.00778 [-0.1709, 0.1581]

0.4818 [-1.37, 2.233]

-0.2813 [-0.4903, -0.08614]

0.04014 [-0.195, 0.2564]
0.0412 [-0.1068, 0.1885]
-0.2375 [-0.4286, -0.05918]
0.4128 [-1.281, 2.02]

-0.1101 [-0.2803, 0.06757]
-0.1563 [-0.3618, 0.03743]
-0.1547 [-0.2766, -0.02514]
-0.1037 [-0.2801, 0.06813]
-0.3769 [-2.081, 1.238]

-0.00054 [-0.3105, 0.277]

-0.06803 [-0.4077, 0.2873]
-0.0739 [-0.2688, 0.1179]
-0.2877 [-0.5441, -0.03947]
-0.1077 [-1.937, 1.724]

Page 3 of 6



Supplement 5: Procedural Change Analyses

Evaluative Conditioning
S1vs.S6 Effect Size 95% HDI

WAC -0.2032 [-0.4333, 0.01265]
BAC 0.07008 [-0.1808, 0.326]

D 0.03199 [-0.1136, 0.177]

G 0.0206 [-0.1601, 0.2088]
OB 0.969 [-0.7679, 2.593]
S2 vs. S6

WAC -0.1035 [-0.2951, 0.09109]
BAC 0.06935 [-0.1664, 0.3171]
D 0.1026 [-0.02314, 0.2325]
G 0.05583 [-0.1046, 0.209]
OB 0.5335 [-1.299, 2.267]

S3 vs. S6

WAC -0.215 [-0.4325, -0.006295]
BAC -0.08215 [-0.3471, 0.1888]
D 0.06278 [-0.08134, 0.2045]
G 0.001438 [-0.1668, 0.1673]
OB 0.6318 [-0.9026, 2.136]
S4 vs. S6

WAC -0.1479 [-0.3431, 0.02967]
BAC -0.09609 [-0.3028, 0.1213]
D 0.04111 [-0.08003, 0.1622]
G -0.02609 [-0.1874, 0.1337]
OB 0.5064 [-1.56, 1.909]

S5 vs. S6

WAC 0.02105 [-0.2781, 0.3403]
BAC 0.05027 [-0.32, 0.4147]

D 0.06909 [-0.1215, 0.2485]
G -0.04405 [-0.273, 0.1904]

OB 0.2312 [-1.641, 2.18]
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Evaluative Conditioning GNAT
S1vs.S6 Effect Size 95% HDI

WAC -0.1349 [-0.3246, 0.06857]
BAC 0.1179 [-0.1122, 0.3488]
D -0.01589 [-0.1444, 0.1091]
G -0.0632 [-0.2201, 0.08418]
OB -0.111 [-1.371, 1.311]

S2 vs. S6

WAC -0.2959 [-0.4949, -0.08155]
BAC 0.1052 [-0.164, 0.3463]

D -0.1126 [-0.2409, 0.01322]
G -0.04269 [-0.1824, 0.1157]
OB 0.3017 [-1.409, 2.254]

S3 vs. S6

WAC -0.2621 [-0.5177, -0.03405]
BAC -0.08345 [-0.4102, 0.2109]
D -0.00751 [-0.159, 0.1477]

G -0.1104 [-0.2861, 0.0648]
OB 0.2882 [-1.552, 1.967]

S4 vs. S6

WAC -0.042 [-0.2342, 0.1397]
BAC -0.00334 [-0.2169, 0.2287]
D -0.0028 [-0.1216, 0.113]

G -0.1651 [-0.3179, 0.005685]
OB 1.023 [-0.7279, 2.846]
S5 vs. S6

WAC 0.0784 [-0.2087, 0.3811]
BAC 0.06739 [-0.3117,0.4371]
D -0.00132 [-0.177, 0.1906]

G -0.2446 [-0.4663, -0.02997]
OB -0.1502 [-2.403, 1.788]
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Priming Feelings of Nonobjectivity
S1vs.S4 Effect Size 95% HDI

WAC -0.04411 [-0.234, 0.1313]
BAC 0.08422 [-0.1436, 0.3116]
D -0.01086 [-0.1494, 0.1188]
G -0.06663 [-0.249, 0.106]
OB 0.04867 [-1.478, 1.703]
S2 vs. S4

WAC 0.003886 [-0.1811, 0.1784]
BAC 0.1212 [-0.1139, 0.3386]
D 0.03343 [-0.101, 0.1611]
G -0.0186 [-0.193, 0.1563]
OB 0.1295 [-1.411, 1.816]
S3 vs. S4

WAC -0.0498 [-0.2501, 0.1574]
BAC 0.04566 [-0.2084, 0.3062]
D 0.03853 [-0.1113,0.1939]
G 0.04571 [-0.1394, 0.2389]
OB 0.594 [-1.334, 2.201]

Considering Racial Injustice
S2vs.S1 Effect Size 95% HDI

WAC 0.131 [-0.06749, 0.3271]
BAC -0.1328 [-0.3837, 0.1214]

D -0.06011 [-0.2028, 0.07576]
G -0.0508 [-0.2154, 0.1045]

0B 0.1318 [-1.54, 1.88]

Instilling Common Humanity
S2 vs. S4  Effect Size 95% HDI

WAC -0.03013 [-0.2139, 0.159]
BAC 0.1483 [-0.08823, 0.3752]
D -0.03816 [-0.1694, 0.0994]
G 0.1129 [-0.06426, 0.2888]
OB 0.02094 [-1.679, 1.851]
S3vs. 54

WAC -0.2107 [-0.4413, 0.01227]
BAC -0.09845 [-0.3826, 0.2057]
D 0.07445 [-0.08641, 0.2407]
G 0.02074 [-0.1843, 0.2348]

OB -0.5219 [-2.28, 1.358]
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Priming an Egalitarian Mindset
S1vs.S4 Effect Size 95% HDI

WAC -0.06122 [-0.2458, 0.1267]
BAC 0.1105 [-0.1189, 0.3388]
D 0.02708 [-0.1009, 0.1685]
G 0.005781 [-0.1718, 0.1849]
OB 0.1023 [-2.028, 1.991]
S2 vs. S4

WAC -0.03097 [-0.2091, 0.1602]
BAC 0.2048 [-0.029, 0.4291]
D -0.00444 [-0.1355, 0.1369]
G 0.05102 [-0.1273,0.2227]
OB -0.1839 [-1.673, 1.855]
S3 vs. S4

WAC -0.03834 [-0.251, 0.169]
BAC -0.04204 [-0.3189, 0.2159]
D 0.05143 [-0.1037, 0.2014]
G 0.1398 [-0.04769, 0.3321]
oB 0.6264 [-1.131, 2.601]

Priming Multiculturalism
S3vs.S6  Effect Size 95% HDI

WAC -0.1066 [-0.3386, 0.1178]
BAC 0.0124 [-0.2758, 0.283]

D 0.0237 [-0.1226, 0.1683]
G -0.04949 [-0.2293, 0.1168]
oB 0.09641 [-1.825, 1.918]

S4 vs. S6

WAC 0.103 [-0.08769, 0.2932]
BAC -0.1162 [-0.3526, 0.1102]
D -0.0965 [-0.2081, 0.03054]
G -0.05613 [-0.2158, 0.1032]
oB 0.8646 [-1.007, 2.865]

S5 vs. S6

WAC 0.1768 [-0.1211, 0.492]
BAC 0.04781 [-0.3416, 0.4455]
D 0.1293 [-0.07272,0.3178]
G -0.181 [-0.4282, 0.0704]
oB -0.07755 [-1.933, 1.76]



Supplement 5: Procedural Change Analyses

Training Empathic Responding
S1vs.S2 Effect Size 95% HDI

WAC -0.1131 [-0.3043, 0.07114]
BAC -0.09799 [-0.3417, 0.125]
D -0.08219 [-0.218, 0.05365]
G -0.1442 [-0.3112, 0.03019]
0B -0.6869 [-2.874, 1.004]

Imagining Interracial Contact

S1vs.S2

WAC 0.1008 [-0.09857, 0.284]
BAC 0.02504 [-0.2105, 0.2799]
D -0.02502 [-0.1648, 0.112]
G -0.04915 [-0.2161, 0.1194]

OB 0.07759 [-1.865, 2.028]
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Inducing Moral Elevation
S1vs.S2 Effect Size 95% HDI

WAC 0.07071 [-0.1285, 0.262]
BAC 0.03344 [-0.2132, 0.2948]
D 0.001447 [-0.1411, 0.1466]
G -0.0127 [-0.1843, 0.1637]
OB 0.008888 [-1.629, 1.672]



Supplement 6: Alternative Intervention Categories

Interventions That Include Direct Evaluative Instructions

Evaluative Instructions versus Control

WAC: -0.142803, 95% HDI: -0.232917 -0.0438208
BAC: -0.0165541, 95% HDI: -0.128284 0.0958716
D: -0.0315821, 95% HDI: -0.0991164 0.0357957
G:-0.0291494, 95% HDI: -0.205672 0.142835
0B: 0.116862, 95% HDI: 0.0371374 0.208001

No Evaluative Instructions versus Control

WAC: -0.079635, 95% HDI: -0.170726 0.0102831
BAC: 0.0860096, 95% HDI: -0.0244328 0.20205
D: -0.00873442, 95% HDI: -0.0741253 0.0574803
G: -0.0810057, 95% HDI: -0.250198 0.0966569
OB: 0.0353839, 95% HDI: -0.0158679 0.0913192

Comparisons between levels
Output Key:

p.1

First line: meta-analytic parameter estimate for first intervention category, second intervention category
Second line: 95% HDI of lower and upper bound of posterior distribution of difference between first and

second category

Evaluative Instructions: Yes versus No — WAC
-0.142803 -0.079635
95% HDI: -0.128396 0.000190423

Evaluative Instructions: Yes versus No — BAC
-0.0165541 0.0860096
95% HDI: -0.17639 -0.0211404

Evaluative Instructions: Yes versus No — D
-0.0315821 -0.00873442
95% HDI: -0.0679854 0.0230857

Evaluative Instructions: Yes versus No — G
-0.0291494 -0.0810057
95% HDI: -0.0621992 0.164359

Evaluative Instructions: Yes versus No — OB
0.116862 0.0353839
95% HDI: -0.00156204 0.158192

HH
Interventions That Include Elements of the IAT

Elements of the IAT: Yes versus Control
WAC: -0.1851, 95% HDI: -0.382254 0.0110939
BAC: 0.145084, 95% HDI: -0.0810276 0.389298
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D:-0.0458344 ,95% HDI: -0.189302 0.0959756
G:-0.208595, 95% HDI:  -0.573319 0.152114
OB:0.109872, 95% HDI: -0.0284756 0.250602

Elements of the IAT: No versus Control

WAC: 0.109872, 95% HDI:  -0.35945 -0.0729282
BAC: 0.0207438, 95% HDI: -0.158065 0.193001
D:-0.0723408, 95% HDI: -0.178847 0.0281333
G:-0.169888, 95% HDI: -0.419146 0.11579
OB: -0.169888, 95% HDI: -0.0626699 0.134909

Comparisons between levels

Elements of the IAT: Yes versus Elements of the IAT: No - WAC
-0.185485 -0.221699

95% HDI: -0.0608982 0.133026

Elements of the IAT: Yes versus Elements of the IAT: No - BAC
0.146492 0.0230581
95% HDI: 0.0131684 0.235767

Elements of the IAT: Yes versus Elements of the IAT: No - D
-0.0444611 -0.0717985
95% HDI: -0.0423675 0.096409

Elements of the IAT: Yes versus Elements of the IAT: No - G
-0.208228 -0.168334
95% HDI: -0.214406 0.129573

Elements of the IAT: Yes versus Elements of the IAT: No - OB
0.110675 0.0298158
95% HDI: -0.0299118 0.216443

HHHHHHHHHHE
Interventions That Are Emotionally Vivid

Emotional Vividness: yes vs. ambiguous vs. no:

Emotionally Vivid versus Control

WAC: -0.1415, 95% HDI: -0.239811 -0.0435298
BAC: -0.0533566, 95% HDI: -0.176573 0.0626011
D:-0.0313151, 95% HDI: -0.101396 0.0401606
G:-0.108265, 95% HDI: -0.295791 0.0735607
0OB: 0.0138179, 95% HDI: -0.0578918 0.107937

Ambiguously Emotionally Vivid versus Control
WAC: -0.060762, 95% HDI: -0.195532 0.0742618
BAC: 0.117273, 95% HDI: -0.0420852 0.273945
D: 0.000699007, 95% HDI: -0.0966794 0.0996858



Supplement 6: Alternative Intervention Categories p.3

G:-0.0862478, 95% HDI: -0.327837 0.154684
OB:-0.0343962, 95% HDI: -0.146351 0.080924

Not Emotionally Vivid versus Control

WAC: -0.0857563, 95% HDI: -0.179128 -0.000750433
BAC: 0.0942533, 95% HDI: -0.0144058 0.208376
D:-0.0125122,95% HDI: -0.077854 0.0526815
G:-0.0400212,95% HDI: -0.208138 0.126003
0OB:0.106841, 95% HDI: 0.0366049 0.173565

Comparisons between levels

Output Key:

First line: meta-analytic parameter estimate for first intervention category, second intervention category
Second line: 95% HDI of lower and upper bound of posterior distribution of difference between first and
second category

Emotionally Vivid vs. Ambiguously Emotionally Vivid: WAC
-0.141638 -0.0613137
95% HDI: -0.202859 0.0380525

Emotionally Vivid vs. Ambiguously Emotionally Vivid: BAC
-0.0524566 0.116921
95% HDI: -0.311106 -0.0318755

Emotionally Vivid vs. Ambiguously Emotionally Vivid: D
-0.0310538 0.00111842
95% HDI: -0.118755 0.0571457

Emotionally Vivid vs. Ambiguously Emotionally Vivid: G
-0.10805 -0.0889144
95% HDI: -0.233199 0.184977

Emotionally Vivid vs. Ambiguously Emotionally Vivid: OB
0.0174405 -0.0309698
95% HDI: -0.0843938 0.184538

Emotionally Vivid vs. Not Emotionally Vivid: WAC
-0.141638 -0.0857139
95% HDI: -0.123771 0.00937651

Emotionally Vivid vs. Not Emotionally Vivid: BAC
-0.0524566 0.0946875
95% HDI: -0.228263 -0.0724214

Emotionally Vivid vs. Not Emotionally Vivid: D
-0.0310538 -0.0119544
95% HDI: -0.0629889 0.0298528
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Emotionally Vivid vs. Not Emotionally Vivid: G
-0.10805 -0.0391828
95% HDI: -0.184414 0.0493065

Emotionally Vivid vs. Not Emotionally Vivid: OB
0.0174405 0.105001
95% HDI: -0.164004-0.000223446

Ambiguously Emotionally Vivid vs. Not Emotionally Vivid: WAC
-0.0613137 -0.0857139
95% HDI: -0.0862915 0.140796

Ambiguously Emotionally Vivid vs. Not Emotionally Vivid: BAC
0.116921 0.0946875
95% HDI: -0.105919 0.152821

Ambiguously Emotionally Vivid vs. Not Emotionally Vivid: D
0.00111842 -0.0119544
95% HDI: -0.0657604 0.0977427

Ambiguously Emotionally Vivid vs. Not Emotionally Vivid: G
-0.0889144 -0.0391828

95% HDI: -0.243519 0.142171

Ambiguously Emotionally Vivid vs. Not Emotionally Vivid: OB
-0.0309698 0.105001

95% HDI: -0.256729 0.00853026

B R
Interventions That Are Self-Relevant

Self-Relevance (non-self generated vs. self-generated vs. no)::
Non-self-generated Self-relevance vs. Self-generated Self-relevance vs. No Self-relevance

Non-self-generated Self-relevance versus Control
WAC: -0.2612, 95% HDI: -0.372112 -0.166432
BAC: -0.147137,95% HDI: -0.276804 -0.02546
D: -0.0867692, 95% HDI: -0.158739 -0.0151846
G: -0.200963, 95% HDI: -0.389066 -0.0226727
0OB: 0.0348755, 95% HDI: -0.0344981 0.14276

Self-generated Self-relevance versus Control

WAC: -0.060762, 95% HDI: -0.195532 0.0742618
BAC: 0.117273,95% HDI: -0.0420852 0.273945
D: 0.000699007, 95% HDI: -0.0966794 0.0996858
G: -0.0862478,95% HDI: -0.327837 0.154684
0B: -0.0343962, 95% HDI: -0.146351 0.080924

No Self-relevance versus Control

p.4



Supplement 6: Alternative Intervention Categories p.5

WAC: -0.0648757, 95% HDI: -0.156809 0.0195614
BAC: 0.092916, 95% HDI: -0.0172868 0.203032
D:-0.00177467,95% HDI: -0.065997 0.0632055
G:-0.0281046, 95% HDI: -0.194905 0.14083

0OB: 0.0839075, 95% HDI: 0.0265559 0.146618

Comparisons between levels

Output Key:

First line: meta-analytic parameter estimate for first intervention category, second intervention category
Second line: 95% HDI of lower and upper bound of posterior distribution of difference between first and
second category

Non-self-generated self-relevance vs. Self-generated Self-relevance : WAC
-0.262346 -0.0613137
95% HDI: -0.326723 -0.0715419

Non-self-generated self-relevance vs. Self-generated Self-relevance : BAC
-0.147489 0.116921
95% HDI: -0.419261 -0.122432

Non-self-generated self-relevance vs. Self-generated Self-relevance : D
-0.0865743 0.00111842
95% HDI: -0.176671 0.00419349

Non-self-generated self-relevance vs. Self-generated Self-relevance : G
-0.200695 -0.0889144
95% HDI: -0.326247 0.0988907

Non-self-generated self-relevance vs. Self-generated Self-relevance : OB
0.0410256 -0.0309698
95% HDI: -0.066244 0.217383

Non-self-generated self-relevance vs. No Self-relevance: WAC
-0.262346 -0.0648575
95% HDI: -0.273949 -0.128076

Non-self-generated self-relevance vs. No Self-relevance: BAC
-0.147489 0.0939215
95% HDI:  -0.32845 -0.153394

Non-self-generated self-relevance vs. No Self-relevance: D
-0.0865743 -0.00125752
95% HDI: -0.131825 -0.0366021

Non-self-generated self-relevance vs. No Self-relevance: G
-0.200695 -0.0274994
95% HDI: -0.284814 -0.0522293
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Non-self-generated self-relevance vs. No Self-relevance: OB

0.0410256 0.0845109
95% HDI: -0.116747 0.0283923

Self-generated Self-relevance vs. No Self-relevance:

-0.0613137 -0.0648575
95% HDI: -0.105206 0.119483

Self-generated Self-relevance vs. No Self-relevance:

0.116921 0.0939215
95% HDI: -0.105409 0.150954

Self-generated Self-relevance vs. No Self-relevance:

0.00111842 -0.00125752
95% HDI: -0.0798796 0.0837585

Self-generated Self-relevance vs. No Self-relevance:

-0.0889144 -0.0274994
95% HDI: -0.256776 0.129781

Self-generated Self-relevance vs. No Self-relevance:

-0.0309698 0.0845109
95% HDI: -0.237335 0.0151113

WAC

BAC

OB

p.6



Supplement 7: Cluster Analysis Syntax and Data

CLUSTER WACBACD G OB
/METHOD BAVERAGE

/MEASURE=SEUCLID

/ID=intervention
/PRINT SCHEDULE
/PLOT DENDROGRAM VICICLE.

interventic WAC

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

-0.09503
-0.09601
0.01062
-0.209
-0.1758
-0.3621
-0.2159
-0.1843
0.04345
-0.1912
0.07786
0.002096
-0.1432
-0.1161
-0.09187
-0.00011
-0.1661
0.1682

BAC

0.1497
0.06748
0.1352
-0.1504
-0.01045
-0.1812
-0.109
0.3403
0.1531
0.03167
0.1371
0.1018
-0.03739
0.05961
0.02197
0.04463
-0.08492
0.3735

0.1178
-0.1393
0.02579
-0.1157
-0.1593
-0.1379
-0.00616
0.0351
-0.01257
-0.03892
0.03336
0.05835
-0.02758
0.06039
-0.1604
0.07097
-0.1006
0.2226

G

-0.245
-0.09288
0.06912
-0.2723
-0.1825
-0.2929
-0.03634
-0.2688
-0.06732
0.3281
0.01897
-0.09805
0.1325
-0.1694
-0.3577
0.03917
0.1947
0.08781

OB

-0.1117
-0.00963
0.005396
0.07276
-0.05648
0.08195
-0.02855
0.04934
0.08159
-0.00167
-0.01936
0.03147
0.1054
0.2349
0.2461
-0.01455
0.2202
0.09796
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