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Exploring different psychological processes in a media intervention that reduces dehumanization toward Muslims
Supplementary Materials


S1. Study 1: Additional Methods and Results
Methods
Additional Measures
Prejudice was assessed by asking participants to rate how warm/favorable or cold/unfavorable they felt towards Muslims, Christians, and other filler groups (presentation order of all groups were randomized across participants) (Haddock et al., 1993). We assessed prejudice as a difference score between Muslims and Christians. Responses were made on unmarked sliders anchored at 0 (‘very cold’) and 100 (‘very warm’).  
[bookmark: _Hlk65491828]Collective blame was assessed by presenting participants with a brief description of the Belgium terror attacks (“In March 2016, three Muslim extremists killed 32 people and wounded over 300 at the Brussels airport in Belgium.”; Bruneau et al., 2018) and then having participants report how responsible they felt ‘Belgium Muslims’ and ‘Muslims in general’ were for the attacks, using unmarked sliders anchored at 0 (‘not at all’) and 100 (‘very much’). We used participants responses to how responsible they felt ‘Muslims in general’ were for the attacks as our collective blame variable.
Results
We conducted a series of planned contrasts to examine any differences in prejudice and collective blame between each experimental condition and the no-intervention control. For all experimental conditions, as compared to the control, there was no significant difference in prejudice (ps > .067, ds < .16). Compared to the control, collective blame placed on Muslims was significantly higher for participants exposed to the ‘A Muslim Girl Overcomes Her Fear’ video (p = .013, d = .22). For all other experimental conditions, as compared to the control, there was no significant difference in collective blame put on Muslims (ps > .084, ds < .16).
Additional analysis on one month follow up assessment
[bookmark: _Hlk79588433]	We conducted repeated measures ANOVAs to further examine the effects of the ‘Mean Tweets’ video on dehumanization and anti-Muslim policy support. The effect over time was treated as a within subjects variable (immediately after the intervention and one-month follow up), and condition was treated as a between subjects variable (‘Mean Tweets’ vs. control). Results indicated that for dehumanization, there was no main effect of time (F(1,312) = 3.54, p = .061, η2 = .011), no main effect of condition (F(1,312) = 2.30 p = .130, η2 = .007), and no interaction between condition and time (F(1,312) = .94, p = .333, η2 = .003). For anti-Muslim policy support, there was a main effect of time, (F(1,312) = 11.41, p < .001, η2 = .035), but no main effect of condition (F(1,312) = .64, p = .424, η2 = .002). Moreover, there was a significant interaction between condition and time (F(1,312) = 6.93, p = .009, η2 = .022), such that those in the ‘Mean Tweets’ condition displayed a significant increase in anti-Muslim policy support across time (Mbefore = 1.52 to Mafter = 1.67, p < .001), whereas this simple slope was not significant for those in the control condition (Mbefore = 1.65 to Mafter = 1.67, p = .590).




S2. Study 2: Additional Methods and Results
Methods
Additional Measures
Transportation was assessed by asking participants to indicate their agreement with items adapted from Appel et al.’s (2015) Transportation Scale—Short Form (TS—SF). Participants rated their agreement with the following four items (in randomized order): “I could picture myself in the scene of the events described in the message”, “I was mentally involved in the video while viewing it”, “I wanted to learn how the message ended”, and “The video affected me emotionally”. Responses were made on 7-point Likert-type scales anchored at 1 (‘not at all’) and 7 (‘very much’) and averaged together to create a transportation score (α = .70).
Resource Allocation was assessed by asking participants to indicate their agreement with items intended to measure their ability to think about or attend to the video message adapted from LaMarre et al. (2014). Participants rated their agreement with the following three items (in randomized order), including two reverse-coded items (R): “I found it difficult to think about the points made by the video”, “I was able to pay close attention to the arguments put forth in the video” (R), and “It was easy to understand the arguments made in the video” (R). Responses were made on 7-point Likert-type scales anchored at 1 (‘strongly disagree’) and 7 (‘strongly agree’). Responses were averaged to create a resource allocation score (α = .54). To improve measure reliability, we removed one item (“I found it difficult to think about the points made by the video”) from the resource allocation analyses (α = .61).
Severity of Islamophobia was assessed by asking participants to respond to the following statement: “Please indicate how severe you think Islamophobia is in the United States”. Responses were made using an unmarked slider bar anchored at 0 (‘not at all severe’) and 100 (‘extremely severe’).
Message Scrutiny was assessed by asking participants to indicate their agreement with the following statement: “I was looking for flaws in the arguments made in the video” adapted from LaMarre, et al., (2014). Responses were made on 5-point Likert-type scales anchored at 1 (‘strongly disagree’) and 5 (‘strongly agree’) to create a message scrutiny score.
Character Liking was assessed by asking participants to indicate how much they like the characters in the video, adapted from Busselle and Bilandzic (2009) and Raney (2004). Participants rated their agreement with the following five items (in randomized order), including two reverse-coded items (R): “I like the people in the video”, “I would like to be friends with someone who is like the people in the video”, “The people in the video are fascinating”, “I dislike the people in the video (R)”, and “I despise the people in the video (R)”. Responses were made on 5-point Likert-type scales anchored at 1 (‘strongly disagree’) and 5 (‘strongly agree’). Reponses were averages to create a character liking score (α = .61). To improve measure reliability, we computed two separate variables. The first three items were used to create a character liking score (α = .81), and the last two items were used to create a character disliking score (α = .85).
Inclusion of other in the self (IOS) was assessed by asking participants to report how close they feel to Muslims adapted from Aron et al. (1992). This scale included a set of seven pairs of circles, one labeled “Muslims” and the other labeled “You”. These circles varied in their degree of overlap from 1 (‘no overlap at all’) and 7 (‘completely overlapped’) to create an IOS score.
Additionally, due to a coding error, we did not include the variable measuring Accountability for perpetrators of anti-Muslim hate crimes in the final analysis
Results
We conducted a series of planned contrasts to examine any differences in transportation, resource allocation, tone, Muslim perception of hate speech seriousness, accountability for perpetrators of anti-Muslim hate crimes, severity of Islamophobia, message scrutiny, character liking, character disliking, and IOS between each experimental condition and the control. 
[bookmark: _Hlk128063582][bookmark: _Hlk128064023]Compared to the control, there was no significant difference in the ‘Mean Tweets’ condition on transportation (p = .946, d = .01), resource allocation (p = .604, d = .05), tone (p = .239, d = .10), perception of how serious Muslims perceive hate speech (p = .590, d = .05), the severity of Islamophobia in the U.S. (p = .461, d = .07), message scrutiny (p = .207, d = .11), character liking (p = .193, d = .12), character disliking (p = .781, d = .03), or IOS (p = .483, d = .07). 
[bookmark: _Hlk128063641][bookmark: _Hlk128064075]Also, compared to the control, there was no significant difference in the ‘Serious Mean Tweets’ condition on transportation (p = .450, d = .07), resource allocation (p = .914, d = .01), message scrutiny (p = .219, d = .11), character liking (p = .124, d = .15), character disliking (p = .878, d = .01), or IOS (p = .302, d = .09). However, compared to the control, participants in the ‘Serious Mean Tweets’ condition reported the tone of the video significantly more harsh (p < .001, d = .94). Also, compared to the control, participants in the ‘Serious Mean Tweets’ condition reported Muslims perceive hate speech as more serious (p = .015, d = .24). Finally, compared to the control, participants in the ‘Serious Mean Tweets’ condition reported Islamophobia in the US significantly to be more severe (p = .032, d = .20). 
Exploratory Analyses 
To further explore our results, we conducted additional post-hoc analyses comparing the ‘Mean Tweets’ condition to the ‘Serious Mean Tweets’ condition on all variables. 
[bookmark: _Hlk128063727][bookmark: _Hlk128063801]A one-way ANOVA revealed a main effect of condition on tone, F(2, 674) = 53.71, p < .001, partial η2 = .138. Post-hoc comparisons revealed that compared to the ‘Serious Mean Tweets’ condition, participants in the ‘Mean Tweets’ condition reported the tone significantly less harsh (p < .001, d = .74).
[bookmark: _Hlk128063983][bookmark: _Hlk128064153]A one-way ANOVA revealed a main effect of condition on how serious Muslims consider hate speech, F(2, 674) = 4.99, p = .007, partial η2 = .015. Post-hoc comparisons revealed that compared to the ‘Serious Mean Tweets’ condition, participants in the ‘Mean Tweets’ condition reported significantly lower scores on how serious Muslims perceive hate speech (p = .003, d = .28).
A one-way ANOVA revealed no main effect of condition on transportation (F(2, 674) = .41, p = .663, partial η2 < .001), resource allocation (F(2, 674) = .22, p = .802, partial η2 < .001), severity of Islamophobia (F(2, 674) = 2.37, p = .095, partial η2 = .007), message scrutiny (F(2, 674) = 1.04, p = .353, partial η2 = .003), character liking (F(2, 674) = 1.39, p = .251, partial η2 = .004), character disliking (F(2, 674) = .04, p = .962, partial η2 < .001), or IOS (F(2, 674) = .56, p = .572, partial η2 = .002).
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Figure S1. Study 2 unstandardized path model assessing the effect of the ‘Mean Tweets’ condition on anti-Muslim policy support through dehumanization. Note: *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
‘Serious Mean Tweets’ vs. Control 
Dehumanization
Anti-Muslim policy support
-.26**
  -.04 (.17)
.81***

Figure S2. Study 2 unstandardized path model assessing the effect of the ‘Serious Mean Tweets’ condition on anti-Muslim policy support through dehumanization. Note: *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

	Table S1. Study 1 Demographics of participants per condition

	Condition
	Demographics

	
Control—No video

	
n = 218 (60.1% female; 38.3% Republican, 61.7% Democrat; Mage = 36.83, SD = 11.37; 67.4% White, 14.7% Black, 7.3% Asian, 5.0% Hispanic, 5.6% other; 48.6% Christian, 37.2% atheist/agnostic, 14.2% other)


	Intervention 1: Mean Tweets (Humor)
	n = 210 (51.0% female; 32.4% Republican, 67.6% Democrat; Mage = 36.94, SD = 17.95; 70.0% White, 12.4% Black, 8.6% Asian, 5.2% Hispanic, 3.8% other; 48.1% Christian, 40.0% atheist/agnostic, 11.9% other)


	Intervention 2: Muslim Women (Statistics)
	n = 213 (56.3% female; 36.1% Republican, 63.9% Democrat; Mage = 37.68, SD = 11.66; 73.2% White, 10.8% Black, 7.0% Asian, 4.7% Hispanic, 4.3% other; 45.5% Christian, 41.7% atheist/agnostic, 12.8% other)


	Intervention 3: An America Without Muslims (Statistics)
	n = 218 (54.6% female; 32.5% Republican, 67.5% Democrat; Mage = 36.46, SD = 11.72; 69.7% White, 11.5% Black, 7.3% Asian, 6.4% Hispanic, 5.1% other; 48.9% Christian, 42.5% atheist/agnostic, 8.6% other)


	Intervention 4: A Muslim Women Explains Why Hijabs Are Not Oppressive (Logical)
	n = 213 (45.3% female; 30.6% Republican, 69.4% Democrat; Mage = 38.42, SD = 13.00; 71.2% White, 12.7% Black, 6.1% Asian, 7.1% Hispanic, 2.9% other; 52.1% Christian, 37.1% atheist/agnostic, 10.8% other)


	Intervention 5: Muslims Are Non-Violent (Statistics)
	n = 211 (55.5% female; 36.5% Republican, 63.5% Democrat; Mage = 36.53, SD = 11.23; 68.7% White, 10.4% Black, 10.4% Asian, 5.7% Hispanic, 4.8% other; 49.3% Christian, 36.5% atheist/agnostic, 14.2% other)


	Condition 6: A Muslim Girl Overcomes Her Fear (Empathy)

	n = 214 (52.8% female; 39.9% Republican, 60.1% Democrat; Mage = 36.81, SD = 12.14; 74.3% White, 10.3% Black, 7.9% Asian, 3.7% Hispanic, 3.8% other; 49.5% Christian, 38.4% atheist/agnostic, 12.1% other)


	Intervention 7: A Community Helps an Elderly Muslim (Empathy)
	n = 204 (50.0% female; 34.8% Republican, 65.2% Democrat; Mage = 36.61, SD = 11.74; 73.0% White, 9.3% Black, 4.9% Asian, 10.3% Hispanic, 2.5% other; 48.5% Christian, 45.1% atheist/agnostic, 6.4% other)

	
Intervention 8: An American Football Player Turned Muslim (Logical)
	
n = 213 (51.6% female; 37.3% Republican, 62.7% Democrat; Mage = 36.77, SD = 12.42; 68.1% White, 12.2% Black, 9.9% Asian, 7.0% Hispanic, 2.8% other; 51.2% Christian, 38.0% atheist/agnostic, 10.8% other)
 

	Intervention 9: Muslims Condemn Terrorism (Logical)
	n = 217 (53.0% female; 33.3% Republican, 66.7% Democrat; Mage = 35.01, SD = 14.46; 73.3% White, 12.0% Black, 6.5% Asian, 3.2% Hispanic, 5.0% other; 45.2% Christian, 45.1% atheist/agnostic, 9.7% other)


	Intervention 10: The Collective Praise Intervention (Hypocrisy-based)
	n = 218 (59.8% female; 32.1% Republican, 67.9% Democrat; Mage = 36.80, SD = 14.99; 71.2% White, 10.0% Black, 10.5% Asian, 5.5% Hispanic, 2.8% other; 52.8% Christian, 35.8% atheist/agnostic, 11.4% other)

	
	


[bookmark: _Hlk74645155]Note. N = 2,349


	[bookmark: _Hlk87443825]Table S2. Study 1 Follow up assessment: Demographics of participants per condition

	Condition
	Demographics

	Control—No video

	n = 165 (62.8% female; 39.7% Republican, 60.3% Democrat; Mage = 36.83, SD = 11.37; 69.3% White, 13.5% Black, 6.7% Asian, 4.9% Hispanic, 5.6% other; 48.2% Christian, 37.8% atheist/agnostic, 14.0% other)


	Intervention 1: Mean Tweets (Humor)
	n = 148 (47.3% female; 33.1% Republican, 66.9% Democrat; Mage = 36.94, SD = 17.95; 68.8% White, 12.9% Black, 8.4% Asian, 5.5% Hispanic, 4.4% other; 45.9% Christian, 40.6% atheist/agnostic, 13.5% other)






	Table S3. Study 2 Demographics of participants per condition 

	Condition
	Demographics

	Control Video

	n = 232 (37.5% female; 34.6% Republican, 65.4% Democrat; Mage = 36.83, SD = 11.37; 67.2% White, 19.0% Black, 5.6% Asian, 5.2% Hispanic, 3.0% other; 69.8% Christian, 25.0% atheist/agnostic, 5.2% other)


	Intervention 1: Mean Tweets
	n = 221 (38.0% female; 32% Republican, 68.0% Democrat; Mage = 36.94, SD = 17.95; 68.8% White, 17.2% Black, 8.6% Asian, 3.2% Hispanic, 2.2% other; 66.1% Christian, 27.6% atheist/agnostic, 6.3% other)


	Intervention 2: Serious Mean Tweets 
	n = 224 (35.3% female; 36.6% Republican, 63.4% Democrat; Mage = 37.41, SD = 11.84; 56.7% White, 24.1% Black, 10.3% Asian, 5.8% Hispanic, 3.1% other; 68.8% Christian, 27.3% atheist/agnostic, 3.9% other)


	Note. N = 677
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