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Abstract

Western countries have witnessed increased hostility towards Muslims among individuals, and
structurallyin the ways that the media covers stoties related to Islam/Muslims and in policies thatinfringe
on the rights of Muslim communities. In response, practitioners have created media interventions that
aim to reduce Islamophobia. However, it is unclear what causal effects these interventions have on
reducing Islamophobia. Here, we test the effects of 11 media interventions developed by practitioners
with an intervention tournament among U.S. samples. In Study 1, we identified three videos that most
effectively reduced Islamophobia both immediately after watching and 1 month later. In Studies 2—4,
we examined the psychological mechanisms of these successful videos and found an indirect effect
of the interventions on reduced support for anti-Muslim policies through recognition of media bias
against Muslims. This research highlights that drawing attention to structural biases, including biased
media coverage of Muslims, is one potential strategy for ameliorating Islamophobia.
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and violence, legislation has been introduced in
the US. at both state and federal levels to ban
Sharia law (Pilkington, 2017) and prevent Muslims
from entering the country (American Civil
Liberties Union, 2018). Further, non-Muslim U.S.
Americans reliably report liking Muslims (and
people from Muslim majority countries) less than
non-Muslims (Bruneau et al, 2018; Sides &
Gross, 2013), dehumanize Muslims more than
non-Muslims (Kteily & Bruneau, 2017), reserve
more empathy for non-Muslim Americans than
for Muslims (Bruneau et al., 2017), and collec-
tively blame Muslims more and collectively praise
Muslims less than Christians or broader catego-
ries of White people for violence committed by
extremists from each group (Bruneau et al., 2018;
Gallardo et al., 2021). In Western Europe, bias
against Muslims is similarly high and has similarly
escalated in recent years (Bayrakli & Hafez, 2017).

Civil society organizations have been actively
to develop messages to combat
Islamophobia. In the present research, we examine

working

the efficacy of these existing anti-Islamophobia
messages developed by activist organizations and
then isolate the mechanism(s) through which the
successful videos work. Using an intervention tour-
nament, we investigated the effectiveness of several
videos that could plausibly reduce Islamophobia,
operationalized as support for anti-Muslim policies.
These videos were developed based on the intui-
tion of the people who created them, but the ability
of these videos to causally reduce Islamophobia
has not previously been determined. We do so here,
and then conduct several follow-up studies to
determine the mechanism(s) through which the
“winning” interventions act.

Intervention Tournaments as a Method to
Reduce Prejudice

Recently, scholars have developed interventions
aimed at reducing prejudice towards marginal-
ized groups (for reviews, see Bar-Tal & Hameiri,
2020; Paluck & Green, 2009). A standard frame-
work for assessing the impact of a psychological
intervention is to begin with a specific theoreti-
cal approach (e.g, the contact hypothesis),

create an intervention that tests a specific aspect
of the theoretical approach (e.g., an online plat-
form that allows members of two groups to
interact virtually), and then test the intervention
in a controlled experimental setting (e.g., groups
of students randomly assigned to interact virtu-
ally under the optimal conditions set out by
Allport, 1954; [i.e., experimental condition]| or
to an equally motivated group of students who
do not interact [l.e.,, a control condition]).
Although this approach effectively tests theory,
the constraints of a theory may limit how
engaging the narrative of the intervention is—
particularly if the narrative is constructed by
scientists rather than professional storytellers.
On the other hand, many real-world storytellers
develop engaging content but do not always
test the effectiveness of the content in achiev-
ing the desired outcomes (Davidson, 2017).
Understanding what content is effective in
real-world contexts is essential for determining
where to invest resources to have the greatest
impact. An approach that brings the key advan-
tages of these two strategies together is an
intervention tournament, or an experiment that
tests and evaluates the causal effects of differ-
ent approaches to real-world messaging
(Bruneau et al., 2018; Lai et al., 2014, 2016; for
a review, see Hameiri & Moore-Berg, in press).

For example, Bruneau et al. (2018) conducted
an intervention tournament to identify videos that
reduced collective blame hypocrisy towards
Muslims. Here, we utilized a similar approach to
identify videos that successfully reduce a broader
set of anti-Muslim attitudes, including support for
punitive community actions and anti-Muslim poli-
cies. We chose videos for the initial tournament
that mapped onto at least one identifiable potential
mechanism. However, following an initial explora-
tory study, two mechanisms became of particular
interest in the intervention tournament: recogni-
tion of media bias and perceived identity overlap
with Muslims. Thus, this research complements
and extends the work conducted by Bruneau et al.
(2018) by using a similar intervention tournament
design to
Bruneau and colleagues highlighted the hypocrisy

reduce Islamophobia. Specifically,
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of non-Muslims in blaming all Muslims for the
acts of violence committed by extreme group
members given that most non-Muslim White peo-
ple do not hold all White people accountable for
the acts of violence committed by extreme mem-
bers of their ingroup. Here, we extend this work
conceptually to show that highlighting sources of
that bias (i.e., unfair media representations) and
further highlighting the identity overlap between
the ingroup and outgroup can have beneficial
effects on reducing Islamophobia.

Recognition of Anti-Muslim Media Bias

Media bias against minoritized or marginalized
groups in news coverage has been extensively
documented by communication scholars (e.g,
Figueroa-Caballero & Mastro, 2019). For exam-
ple, the media tends to overrepresent Black
Americans as criminals (Dixon & Linz, 2000,
Gilliam & Iyengar, 2000). In turn, biased news
coverage increases fear and prejudice against
non-White Americans (Dixon, 2000; Gilliam &
Iyengar, 2000; Gilliam et al., 2002; Mastro et al.,
2009), and has important implications for policy
support and broader political decision making
(Gilliam et al., 2002; Valentino, 1999, 2001).
Atleast since 9/11, media bias against Muslims
has also been extensively documented. For exam-
ple, between 2008 and 2015, terror attacks carried
out by Muslims received over 350% more cover-
age in the US. media than terror attacks commit-
ted by non-Muslims (Keatns et al., 2019), even
though attacks by non-Muslims (e.g, White
supremacists) were more prevalent over this time
and represent an increasing threat (Miller, 2017).
Negative news coverage about Muslims is also
not limited to terrorism: even nonterrorism
newspaper coverage about Muslims and Islam is
overwhelmingly negative (Bleich & van der Veen,
2021; Media Tenor, 2013). Since most US.
Americans do not personally know a Muslim per-
son (Lipka, 2014), this media coverage is likely to
strongly influence Americans’ perceptions of
Muslims (Shaver et al., 2017) and support for
anti-Muslim policies (Saleem et al., 2017).
However, drawing attention to the harmful
effects of biased media on behavior can have a

positive impact on various outcomes, including
reducing risky health (Bergsma & Carney, 2008),
sexual (Allen et al, 1990), violent (Cantor &
Wilson, 2003), and prejudiced behaviors (for a
review, see Scharrer & Ramasubramanian, 2015).
For example, informing people about relevant
aspects of biased media can increase knowledge
of that bias, which can have downstream effects
of reducing related negative behaviors (for a meta-
analytic review, see Jeong et al., 2012). Specifically,
media literacy interventions (a) help people gain
knowledge of the media, (b) increase people’s
awareness of how they are influenced by the
media, and (c) enhance people’s ability to interpret
the veracity of the media they are exposed to
(Jeong et al., 2012). This, in turn, can lead people to
question whether relying on the media to form
their intergroup attitudes is appropriate, which
then can lead to prejudice reduction (Scharrer &
Ramasubramanian, 2015). Thus, we extend the
current media literacy intervention literature to test
the possibility that media messages prompting
people to recognize media bias against Muslims
might help to reduce Islamophobia.

Identity Overlap

Another possible way that the media might help
reduce Islamophobia is through stories that high-
light the overlap between Muslim and American
identities. Identity overlap refers to the extent
that two or more identities are perceived to share
similar traits/features. Recognizing identity ovet-
lap can serve as an effective way to reduce preju-
dice against outgroup members (e.g, Crisp &
Beck, 2005; Riek et al., 2010; Wirtz & Doosje,
2013). Specifically, if people identify with a
broader group, they are more likely to de-empha-
size their negative evaluations of subgroup mem-
bers of that group (Transue, 2007). For example,
majority group members who recognize a com-
mon ingroup identity (see Gaertner & Dovidio,
2000) with immigrants report lower levels of rac-
ism towards immigrants, which leads to an
increased willingness to support the integration
of immigrants into their communities and to
engage in pro-immigrant behaviors (e.g,, donat-
ing money to immigrant causes; Kunst et al.,
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2015). Likewise, simply bringing attention to a
identity between White
racially minoritized groups

shared American
Americans and
increases support of pro-minority policies (e.g,,
progressive taxation to benefit minorities” educa-
tion; Transue, 2007) and reduces prejudice more
broadly (Dovidio et al., 2017). Given that 56% of
Americans view Islam as incompatible with
American values (New America, 2018), we also
examine the role of increasing perceptions of
identity overlap between Muslim and American
identities  to  help
Specifically, we examined the efficacy of videos

reduce  Islamophobia.
that provide personal narratives of Muslim
Americans who share a strong connection
between their Muslim and American identities for
reducing Islamophobia.

Overview of Research

Across six studies, we sought to identify media
that
Islamophobia and then determine the mecha-

interventions successfully  reduce
nisms through which these interventions work.
In Study 1, we conducted an intervention tourna-
ment to examine the immediate and lasting
effects (1 month later) of 11 different videos
aimed at reducing Islamophobia. Three videos
emerged as most effective; thus, in Study 2, we
focused on identifying measurable mechanisms
through which the successful videos from Study
1 worked. Given that we did not control the con-
tent in these videos (as they were developed inde-
pendently by practitioners), we identified possible
mechanisms that could undetlie the potential suc-
cess of the videos prior to the start of these stud-
ies. We hypothesized that recognition of media
bias could be the mechanism for the first success-
ful video, and identity overlap could be the mech-
anism for the other two. Therefore, in Study 2, we
tested whether these videos causally affect recog-
nition of media bias and identity overlap, and
whether
Islamophobia in this context. Finally, in Studies 3

these mechanisms are related to
and 4a—c, we replicated the mechanistic effects
found for the successful videos in Study 2. Here,
we focused on a sample of US. Americans

because of the existing strong anti-Muslim preju-
dice in the U.S., and because the media we focused
on are US. media.

Across all studies, we focused on two different
outcome measures to assess whether the videos
reduced specific consequences of Islamophobia:
support for punitive efforts in Muslim American
communities and support for anti-Muslim poli-
cies. Both measures have been used as outcome
measures in previous assessments of interven-
tions aimed at reducing Islamophobia (e.g,
Bruneau et al., 2018; Kteily & Bruneau, 2017) and
reflect real-life policies that continue to be pro-
posed by the US. Congress.

Study 1

In Study 1, we conducted a two-wave longitudinal
study to evaluate the efficacy of 11 videos aimed at
reducing Islamophobia with an intervention tour-
nament (i.e., randomized experiment) to compare
the strength of the videos against a no-video con-
trol. Practitioners from social justice and Muslim
advocacy nonprofit organizations provided us
with videos that they had created or encountered
aimed at reducing Islamophobia. Thus, the videos
had intuitive appeal as anti-Islamophobia interven-
tions (see Table 1 for video descriptions and links).

Before the tournament, we identified possible
mechanisms through which these videos might
work and named the videos based on these a pri-
ori hypothesized mechanisms. Four of the videos
challenged common negative stereotypes about
Muslims (see e.g., Prati et al., 2015) through a
range of  approaches,
Americans highlighting their American patriot-

including  Muslim

ism (Video 1: Counterstereotyping 1), Muslim
American women describing their choice to wear
a hijab (Video 2: Counterstereotyping 2), a
Muslim American woman and a priest explaining
Sharia law (Video 3: Counterstereotyping 3), and
Americans pointing out how erroneous anti-
Muslim  stereotypes (Video  4:
Counterstereotyping 4). Another video (Video 5:
Media Bias) highlighted the bias against Muslims
in the media (see e.g., Matthes et al., 2019) with an
edited TED talk by a Muslim American woman

can be
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Table 1. Summaries and potential mechanisms for the videos used in the intervention tournament in Study 1.
Condition Summary of video Link to video Length
No-video control - - -
condition
Video 1: Interview with two Muslim New York https://playet.vimeo.com/ 2:36
Counterstereotyping 1 police officers who were both responders video/271933161

during the 9/11 attacks.
Video 2: Several Muslim American women describe https://playet.vimeo.com/ 3:32
Counterstereotyping 2 their personal motivations for choosing to video/273366791

wear a hijab.
Video 3: A priest and a Muslim woman desctibe https://playet.vimeo.com/ 2:57
Counterstereotyping 3 Sharia law and break common stereotypes video/273939730

about it.
Video 4: A comedic clip that highlights stercotypes https://playet.vimeo.com/ 1:04
Counterstereotyping 4 about Muslims in the United States. video/273939720
Video 5: Media Bias TED talk by a Muslim American woman https://playet.vimeo.com/ 1:59

whose family members were recently video/273365939

murdered in a hate crime (same TED talk as

used for Video 8). The video was edited to

focus on her perceptions about media bias

against Arabs and Muslims in the United

States.
Video 6: Identity An informational video about the ways https://playet.vimeo.com/ 1:42
Overlap 1 in which the American society benefits video/273366301

economically and socially from Muslim

Americans.
Video 7: Identity A Muslim American comedian describes the — https://player.vimeo.com/ 4:02
Overlap 2 challenges of being Muslim in America, and  video/273367313

his persistent pattiotism following the 9/11

attacks.
Video 8: Identity TED talk by a Muslim American woman https://playet.vimeo.com/ 4:12
Overlap 3 whose family members were recently video/273364270

murdered in a hate crime (same TED talk

as used for Video 5). The video was edited

to focus on the pain she felt from losing her

brother and sistet-in-law.
Video 9: Identity Ex-White supremacists describe the https://playet.vimeo.com/ 3:30
Overlap 4 similarities between White extremists and video /273368560

Muslim extremists.
Video 10: Empathy 1 An interview with several Muslim refugee https://playet.vimeo.com/ 1:49

children describing their lives as refugees. video/273371322
Video 11: Modeling Two news clips of White men describing https://playet.vimeo.com/ 3:01
Contact the transformation of their attitudes towards  video/273368001

Muslims, from hatred to respect, after
meeting Muslims.

who asked viewers to consider how murders of
Muslims by White extremists and murders of
White people by Muslim extremists are covered
differently by the media. This edited video was
taken from a different segment of the TED talk

used for Video 8: Identity Overlap 3 (see what
follows). Four other videos highlighted overlap
between identities (see e.g., Gaertner & Dovidio,
2000), such as between Americans and Muslims
(Video 6: Identity Overlap 1; Video 7: Identity
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Overlap 2; and Video 8: Identity Overlap 3) and
between Muslim extremists and White extremists
(Video 9: Identity Overlap 4). One of the videos
(Video 10: Empathy 1) described suffering expe-
rienced by Muslim refugees and therefore seemed
likely to induce empathy (see e.g, Batson &
Ahmad, 2009). Finally, one video demonstrated
the impact of intergroup contact (see e.g,
Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) by following two White
men who experienced a change of heart toward
Muslims after interacting with them (Video 11:
Modeling Contact). Although we preidentified
the potential mechanisms for these videos, they
are not mutually exclusive, and it is likely that
some mechanisms overlap between the videos;
therefore, we included a variety of both confirm-
atory and exploratory measures to track a range
of possible mechanisms in each study.

To determine the effects of the videos on
Islamophobia, we randomly assigned non-Muslim
American participants at Time 1 to either view one
of the 11 intervention videos or not, in the empty
control condition. Given that we were also inter-
ested in the mechanisms that make the videos
effective, we included, for exploratory purposes,
additional measures strongly associated with anti-
Muslim policy support and anti-Muslim behaviors
that we thought could be plausibly altered by one
or more of the videos (i.e., collective blame of
Muslims, identity ovetlap;' see supplemental mate-
rial for details). At Time 2, participants completed
the same outcome measures as in Time 1 but with-
out rewatching the videos.

Methods

Participants. We recruited participants for all studies
from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk).> At Time
1, we recruited 2,385 non-Muslim U.S. participants;
however, 109 participants failed the attention check
question (~5%; “This is a check question. Please
answer 5 for this question”), resulting in a final sam-
ple of 2,276 participants (M,,. = 36.10 years, SD,,. =
11.79; 54% female; 72% White, 9% African Ameri-
can, 8% Asian, 5% Hispanic, 6% other; 49% Chris-
tian, 42% atheist/agnostic, 9% other), with at least
184 per condition. At Time 2, 2,049 participants from
Time 1 completed the survey (86% retention rate);

however, 173 participants failed the attention check
questions at Time 1 and Time 2 (~8%; “This is a
check question. Please answer 5 for this question”),
resulting in 1,876 participants (54% female; M, =
36.76, SD,,. = 11.94; 73% White, 9% African Amer-
ican, 8% Asian, 5% Hispanic, 5% other; 49% Chris-
tian, 41% atheist/agnostic, 10% other), including at
least 149 per condition (see Table S1 for sample size
and demographics for each condition; see supple-
mental material for power and sensitivity analyses for
all studies).? Patticipants wete compensated US$1.50
per wave (US$3.00 total), lasting each ~10 minutes.

Measures and procedure. Participants were randomly
assigned to either one of 11 video conditions or to
the no-video control. Participants in the video
conditions first watched a 1- to 4-minute video
(only at Time 1); all participants then completed a
survey which included key outcome measures of
support for punitive community action and anti-
Muslim policies at Times 1 and 2 (see supplemen-
tal material for additional methods).

Support for punitive community action was
assessed by providing participants with the fol-
lowing prompt:

In an effort to give back to some of the
communities that are targets of our studies, we
have received a small grant that allows us to
distribute
efforts. We’re giving each of our participants
the opportunity to decide where this money
should be distributed. Please indicate below
what percentage of the money you would like
to be distributed to each of the projects in the
U.S.—we will then base our contributions on

some money to anti-terrorism

participants’ recommendations.

We considered proactive community action as
building libraries or investing in schools to increase
educational opportunities, and punitive community
action as increasing policing and surveillance.
We used the percentage, out of 100%, allocated to
policing and surveillance as our measure of punitive
community action (see Bruneau et al., 2018).
Anti-Muslim policy items were adapted from
Kteily and Bruneau (2017) and were assessed using
a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly
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Figure 1a. Differences between condition and the contr
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Figure 1b. Differences between condition and the control for support for anti-Muslim policies at Time 2: Study 1
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agree). Participants indicated their support for
seven anti-Muslim policies (e.g., “We should pref-
erentially admit Christian [vs. Muslim| refugees
from the Middle East”). Pro-Muslim policies were
reverse-coded, and all seven items were then aver-
aged (Time 1: Cronbachs o .83; Time 2:
Cronbach’s a0 = .93).

Participants

then provided demographic
information (e.g., age, gender, race, religion).

Results and Discussion

We conducted planned contrasts to identify signifi-
cant differences between the control and video
conditions. To account for multiple comparisons,

we planned to replicate any significant effects with
new samples to balance between Type 1 and Type
II error risks. Mean results for each condition can
be found in Figures 1 and 2. (See supplemental
material for additional results, including descriptive
statistics for all measures and conditions, planned
compatisons between each video condition and
the control, results controlling for religion, and
interactions between time and condition.)*
Participants’ support for punitive community
action was significantly lower than the control in
five out of 11 conditions: Counterstereotyping 1
(p = .047, d = 0.20), Counterstereotyping 4 (p =
008, d = 0.25), Media Bias (p < .001, d = 0.35),
Identity Overlap 2 (p = .007, 4 = 0.26), Identity
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Figure 2a. Differences between condition and the control for punitive community action at Time 1: Study 1.
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Figure 2b. Differences between condition and the control for punitive community action at Time 2: Study 1.
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Overlap 3 (p = .016, d = 0.27) conditions, relative

Overlap 3 (p = .006, d = 0.27), and Empathy 1 (p
= .014, 4 = 0.24). One month after video expo-
sure, participants continued to demonstrate
decreased support for punitive community action
in the Media Bias (p = .016, 4 = 0.26), Identity
Overlap 2 (p = .005, 4 = 0.30), and Identity

to control. The effect of the other three videos on
endorsement of punitive community actions
observed at Time 1 did not remain 1 month later
(ps = .059, ds < 0.20), and the other null effects
found at Time 1 remained at Time 2.
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Support for anti-Muslim policies at Time 1
was significantly lower for participants in seven
conditions, as compared to the control:
Counterstereotyping 1 (p = .014, 4 = 0.25),
Counterstereotyping 2 (p = 013, 4 =
0.24), Counterstereotyping 3 (p = .037, d =
0.20), Counterstereotyping 4 (p = .028, d =
0.22), Media Bias (p < .001, 4 = 0.43), Identity
Overlap 2 (p = .003, 4 = 0.30), and Identity
Overlap 3 (p = .003, 4 = 0.30). One month
after video exposure, endorsement of anti-
Muslim policies continued to be significantly
lower for participants only in the Media Bias
condition versus control (p = .005, 4 = 0.31).
The effect of the other six videos on endorse-
ment of anti-Muslim policies observed at Time
1 did not remain 1 month later (ps = .068, ds <
0.20), and the other null effects found at Time 1
remained at Time 2.

Study 2

Building on the promising results of the Identity
Overlap 2, Identity Overlap 3, and media bias
videos persistently reducing at least one key out-
come measure in Study 1, in Studies 2—4, we
turned our focus on identifying the mechanisms
driving the effects of each of these videos.

In the Media Bias video, Suzanne Barakat, a
Muslim American woman, describes the media
aftermath of the murder of her family members by
a White supremacist. She explains how the police
and the media initially portrayed the murderer as
motivated by a parking dispute, but viewers later
find out that there was no parking dispute, and that
the murderer was motivated by Islamophobia. As
the video concludes, Barakat highlights differences
in media portrayals of White versus Muslim
extremism, and challenges viewers to think about
biases in the ways the media covers stories about
different groups of people. Thus, this video focuses
on increasing knowledge about media biases
through an emotional story, which could encourage
viewers to reflect on their personal, media-driven
biases. In the Identity Overlap 2 video, comedian
Hasan Minhaj describes his experience post-9/11.
He describes the anger he felt when his family’s car

was vandalized, and that he received threatening
phone calls from fellow Americans because he is
Muslim. He explains how his anger was fueled by
others not realizing how much he loves America
and how much he identifies as being an American.
In the Identity Ovetlap 3 video, Suzanne Barakat
(the same woman from the Media Bias video) pro-
vides detailed information about her family mem-
bers’ murder. She first describes how all-American
her murdered family members were and then
describes the murder in detail. Thus, in both
Identity Overlap videos, the narrators describe how
their Muslim identity complements their American
identity as a central theme.

Given the content of the successful videos and
the important role that recognition of media bias
and identity overlap play in prejudice reduction (as
noted in the introduction), in a preregistered study,
we predicted that (a) recognition of media bias
would indirectly affect the relationship between the
Media Bias video and outcome measures, and (b)
perceived identity overlap would indirectly affect the
relationship between the Identity Overlap 2 and 3
videos and outcome measures, among other pro-
cesses (see supplemental material). We also preregis-
tered indirect effects of empathy and patriotism and
a moderating effect of need for cognition, however,
these hypotheses were not confirmed (see supple-
mental material for details).

Methods

Participants. We recruited 794 non-Muslim U.S.
participants through MTurk. Thirty-five partici-
pants were excluded for failing the attention
check question (~4%; “This is a check question.
Please answer 5 for this question”), resulting in
759 participants (M,,. = 34.92 years, SD,,. =
10.64; 48% female; 73% White, 8% African
American, 8% Asian, 5% Hispanic, 6% other;
54% Christian, 39% atheist/agnostic, 7% othet).
Participants were compensated US$1.00.

Measures and procedure. Participants were randomly
assigned to watch either the Media Bias, Identity
Overlap 2, or Identity Overlap 3 video, or were
assigned to the no-video control (see supplemental
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Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and planned contrast comparisons for each focal measure: Study 2.

Condition Recognition of Identity Punitive Anti-Muslim
media bias overlap community action policies

M (SD) Control 62.55 (30.09)  3.27 (1.52) 35.09 (33.24) 3.14 (1.74)
Media Bias 69.65 (28.72)  3.54 (1.60) 29.18 (30.92) 2.80 (1.64)
Identity Overlap 2 59.69 (32.73)  3.66 (1.68) 30.84 (30.12) 3.01 (1.65)
Identity Overlap 3~ 65.01 (31.16)  3.72 (1.72) 33.57 (31.54) 3.03 (1.67)

Planned contrasts Media Bias 223 (0.24*  1.59 (0.17) —1.82 (0.18) —1.98 (0.20)*
compatring target Identity Overlap 2 —0.90 (0.09) 2.33 (0.24)* —1.32 (0.13) —0.75 (0.08)
videos and control: 7 dentity Overlap 3 0.78 (0.08) 2.67 (0.28)** —0.47 (0.05) —0.75 (0.06)

value (Cohen’s d)

Note. For additional measures, see the supplemental material.
*p < .05, FFp < .01, FFHp < 001

material for condition demographics). Participants
then completed recognition of anti-Muslim media
bias and identity overlap measures in randomized
order. To assess recognition of anti-Muslim media
bias, participants indicated how strongly the media
is biased against Muslim Ametricans using a 0 (zot at
ally to 100 (very much) scale. To assess identity over-
lap, participants indicated their perceptions of
identity overlap between Muslims and Americans
with a series of seven pairs of circles with different
degtees of ovetlap (ranging from complete separa-
tion to full overlap; see e.g, Swann et al., 2009).
Then, participants completed the punitive com-
munity action and anti-Muslim policy support
(Cronbach’s oo = .93) outcome measutes in rand-
omized order, as in Study 1. Finally, participants
completed the same demographic measures as in
Study 1.

Results and Discussion

We conducted planned contrasts to compare each
video condition to the control. Descriptive statis-
tics for all measures and conditions, and compari-
sons between each video condition and the
control, are shown in Table 2 (see supplemental
material for additional results).

As predicted, participants indicated that the
media was significantly more biased against
Muslims after watching the Media Bias video (p =
026, d = 0.24) versus control. Yet recognition of
media bias was not different between the control

and Identity Overlap 2 (p = .367, 4 = 0.09)

or Identity Overlap 3 (p = 438, d =
conditions.

0.08)

Also as predicted, compared to control, per-
ceived overlap in identity between Americans and
Muslims was greater for participants in the
Identity Overlap 2 (p = .020, 4 = 0.24) and
Identity Overlap 3 (p = .008, d = 0.28) condi-
tions, but not for participants in the Media Bias
condition (p = .111, 4 = 0.17).

Despite the lasting effects of the three video
conditions on the policy and punitive community
action outcomes in Study 1, in Study 2 only par-
ticipants who watched the Media Bias video
reported significantly reduced support for anti-
Muslim policies (Media Bias: p = .049, 4 = 0.20;
Identity Overlap 2: p = 455, 4 = 0.08; Identity
Ovetlap 3: p = .523, d = 0.00), relative to the
control. None of the videos reduced support for
punitive community action (Media Bias: p = .070,
d = 0.18; Identity Overlap 2: p = .188, 4 = 0.13;
Identity Overlap 3: p = .638, d = 0.05), relative to
the control.

We then examined the indirect relationships
between the video conditions and the key out-
come measures using Process Version 3.3 Model
4 (Hayes, 2018). For all studies, we dummy-
coded condition to contrast each video condi-
then included
recognition of media bias and identity overlap

tion with the control, and
as parallel mediators. As preregistered, there was
an indirect effect of recognition of media bias,

but not identity overlap, on the relationship
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Table 3. Standardized indirect effects: Study 2.
Intervention video vs. control = Recognition of media bias — Anti-Muslim policies

Indirect effect Boot SE 95% CI
Media Bias —0.06 0.03 [-0.12, =0.01]
Identity Overlap 2 0.03 0.03 [—0.03, 0.08]
Identity Overlap 3 —0.02 0.03 [—0.08, 0.03]
Intervention video vs. control — Recognition of media bias — Punitive community action

Indirect effect Boot SE 95% CI
Media Bias —0.06 0.03 [-0.12, —0.01]
Identity Overlap 2 0.02 0.03 [—0.03, 0.08]
Identity Overlap 3 —-0.02 0.03 [-0.07, 0.03]
Intervention video vs. control — Identity overlap — Anti-Muslim policies

Indirect effect Boot SE 95% CI
Media Bias —0.04 0.03 [=0.09, 0.01]
Identity Overlap 2 —0.06 0.03 [=0.11, =0.01]
Identity Overlap 3 —0.06 0.03 [-0.12, —0.01]
Intervention video vs. control — Identity overlap — Punitive community action

Indirect effect Boot SE 95% CI
Media Bias —0.04 0.03 [-0.10, 0.01]
Identity Overlap 2 —-0.07 0.03 [0.13, —0.01]
Identity Overlap 3 —-0.08 0.03 [—0.14, —0.02]

between the Media Bias video versus the control
and anti-Muslim policies and punitive commu-
nity action. As preregistered, we found an indi-
rect effect of identity overlap for the Identity
Overlap 2 and Identity Ovetlap 3 videos versus
the control condition, but not for the Media
Bias video versus the control, on the outcomes
(see Table 3).

We did not find support for other hypothe-
sized indirect effects, including empathy and
dehumanization, or for the moderation of need
for cognition (see supplemental material).

Overall, Study 2 provided evidence linking the
successful videos identified in Study 1 to the pre-
dicted mechanisms, which, in turn, related to
policy-relevant outcomes. In Studies 3 and 4a—c,
we sought to obtain additional evidence relevant

to the robustness of the significant indirect
effects observed in Study 2.

Study 3

We conducted Study 3 to clarify the robustness
of the mechanism effects of the three key vid-
cos. In a preregistered study, we hypothesized
that there would be an indirect effect of recogni-
tion of media bias on the relationship between
the Media Bias video and outcome measures (i.e.,
anti-Muslim policy support and punitive com-
munity action measures), and an indirect effect
of identity overlap on the relationship between
the Identity Overlap 2 and Identity Overlap 3
videos and outcomes. We also preregistered that
there might be an indirect effect of collective



12

Group Processes & Intergronp Relations 00(0)

Table 4. Means, standard deviations, and planned contrast comparisons for each focal measure: Study 3.

Condition Recognition of  Identity Punitive Anti-Muslim
media bias overlap community action policies

M (SD) Control 54.78 (29.02) 3.72 (1.60) 39.31 (31.23) 3.47 (1.72)
Media Bias 63.61 (29.10) 3.43 (1.60) 40.42 (34.40) 3.48 (1.83)

Identity Overlap 2 57.72 (29.76) 3.83 (1.51) 33.65 (30.65) 3.22 (1.60)

Identity Overlap 3 59.48 (28.89) 3.81 (1.74) 38.20 (31.30) 3.43 (1.78)

Planned contrasts Media Bias 2.97 (0.30)**  —1.73 (0.17) 0.34 (0.03) 0.08 (0.01)
comparing target Identity Overlap 2 1.00 (0.10) 0.64 (0.07)  —1.76 (0.18) —1.41 (0.15)
videos and control: #  {dentity Overlap 3 1.60 (0.16) 0.50 (0.05)  —0.35 (0.04) -0.18 (0.02)

value (Cohen’s d)

Note. For additional measures, see the supplemental material.
*p < .05, FFp < .01, FFHp < 001

blame, however, this hypothesis was not con-
firmed (see supplemental material for details).

Methods

Participants. We recruited 862 non-Muslim U.S.
participants for this study through MTurk. Sixty-
five participants were excluded from this study for
failing the attention check question (~8%; “This is
a check question. Please answer 5 for this ques-
tion”), resulting in 797 participants (M,,. = 34.37
years, SD, . = 11.13; 44% female; 60% White, 10%
African American, 18% Asian, 6% Hispanic, 6%
other; 52% Christian, 36% atheist/agnostic, 12%
other). Participants were compensated US$1.00.

Measures and  procedure. Participants were first
assigned to ecither a video condition or the no-
video control. In the video conditions, partici-
pants either watched the Media Bias, Identity
Overlap 2, or Identity Overlap 3 video from
Studies 1 and 2 (see supplemental material for
condition demogtaphics). Participants then com-
pleted the same recognition of media bias, iden-
tity overlap, punitive community action,
anti-Muslim policies (Cronbach’s a0 = .93), and
demographic measures as in our previous studies
(see supplemental material for collective blame).

Results and Discussion

We conducted the same analyses as in Study 2.
Descriptive statistics for all measures, conditions,

and comparisons can be found in Table 4 (see
supplemental material for additional results).

As preregistered, relative to the control, partici-
pants indicated that the media is significantly more
biased against Muslims after watching the Media
Bias video (p = .003, 4 = 0.30), but not the Identity
Ovetlap 2 (p = 318, d = 0.10) or Identity Overlap 3
(p = 111, d = 0.16) video. However, as in Study 2,
there was no direct effect of any of the video condi-
tions, versus the control, on anti-Muslim policies
(Media Bias: p = .934, d = 0.01; Identity Overlap 2:
p =160, d = 0.15; Identity Overlap 3: p = .855, 4 =
0.02) or support for punitive community action
(Media Bias: p = .733, d = 0.03; Identity Overlap 2:
p =080, d = 0.18; Identity Overlap 3: p = .730, 4 =
0.04). As preregistered, there was a significant indi-
rect effect of recognition of media bias on the rela-
tionship between the Media Bias video versus the
control on the outcomes, but not for the Identity
Ovetlap 2 or Identity Overlap 3 videos versus the
control on the outcomes (see Table 5).

For identity overlap, there was no difference
between the control and any video condition (Media
Bias: p = .084, 4 = 0.17; Identity Ovetlap 2: p =
.523, d = 0.07; Identity Ovetlap 3: p = .619, d =
0.04). There was not an indirect effect of identity
overlap for any video versus control on anti-Muslim
policies and punitive community action. The lack of
an indirect effect here is contrary to our preregis-
tered hypotheses; we preregistered that there would
be an indirect effect of identity overlap on the rela-
tionship between the Identity Overlap 2 and 3 vid-
cos and the outcome measures (see Table 5). Finally,
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Table 5. Standardized indirect effects: Study 3.
Intervention video vs. control = Recognition of media bias = Anti-Muslim policies

Indirect effect Boot SE 95% CI
Media Bias —0.04 0.02 [-0.09, —0.01]
Identity Overlap 2 —0.01 0.02 [-0.05, 0.01]
Identity Overlap 3 —0.02 0.02 [—0.06, 0.01]
Intervention video vs. control — Recognition of media bias — Punitive community action

Indirect effect Boot SE 95% CI
Media Bias —-0.07 0.03 [-0.13, =0.02]
Identity Overlap 2 —0.02 0.03 [-0.08, 0.02]
Identity Overlap 3 —0.04 0.03 [-0.09, 0.01]
Intervention video vs. control — Identity overlap — Anti-Muslim policies

Indirect effect Boot SE 95% CI
Media Bias 0.01 0.01 [—0.003, 0.04]
Identity Overlap 2 —0.01 0.01 [-0.03, 0.01]
Identity Overlap 3 —0.004 0.01 [-0.03, 0.01]
Intervention video vs. control — Identity overlap — Punitive community action

Indirect effect Boot SE 95% CI
Media Bias 0.04 0.02 [—0.01, 0.08]
Identity Overlap 2 —-0.01 0.02 [—0.06, 0.03]
Identity Overlap 3 —-0.01 0.02 [—0.06, 0.03]

we did not observe an effect of the intervention
videos on collective blame (see supplemental
material).

Overall, the goal of Study 3 was to replicate
and confirm the recognition of media bias and
identity overlap mechanism effects for the key
videos of interest (Media Bias, Identity Overlap
2, and Identity Overlap 3). As expected, the
robust indirect effect of the Media Bias video on
outcomes through recognition of media bias was
replicated here. These results confirmed the
effectiveness of recognition of media bias for
reducing Islamophobia. However, the less robust
indirect effects of idenity overlap on the relation-
ship between the Identity Overlap 2 and Identity
Overlap 3 videos and the punitive community
action and policy outcomes were not replicated.
Although we found consistent evidence that per-
ceived identity overlap is related to policy and

punitive community action preferences, we did
not find robust support in this study for which
videos can elicit perceptions of identity overlap.

Studies 4a—c

In Studies 4a—c, we aimed to replicate the effects
found in Study 2 with three additional well-pow-
ered samples.

Methods

Participants. We recruited a total of 1,964 non-
Muslim U.S. participants for these studies
through MTurk; however, 110 participants failed
the attention check question (~6%; “This is a
check question. Please answer 5 for this ques-
tion”), resulting in 1,854 participants in the final
sample (Study 4a: N = 766; Study 4b: N = 557;
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Table 6. Means, standard deviations, and planned contrasts for each measure: Study 4a.

Condition Recognition of media bias Anti-Muslim policies
M (5D) Control 0.59 (5.31) 2.93 (1.606)
Media Bias 2.31 (5.75) 2.79 (1.66)
Empathy 1 1.77 (5.12) 2.82 (1.62)
Counterstereotypical 1.10 (5.59) 2.74 (1.64)
Planned contrasts: Media Bias 3.09 (0.31)** —0.79 (0.08)
Target video vs control: Empathy 1 2.15 (0.23)* —0.65 (0.07)
#value (Cohen’s d) Counterstereotypical 0.92 (0.09) —1.11 (0.12)

< 05, #p < 01, #%p < 001,

Study 4c: N = 531; see supplemental material for
complete demographic information).

Measures and procedures. Participants were ran-
domly assigned either to watch the video of inter-
est (Study 4a: Media Bias; Study 4b: Identity
Overlap 2; Study 4c: Identity Overlap 3), to a
video control (Studies 4a—c: Empathy 1; Study 4a:
Counterstereotypical), or to a no-video control
condition (all studies). Participants then com-
pleted the same recognition of media bias (Stud-
ies 4a and 4c), identity overlap (Studies 4b and
4¢), anti-Muslim policies (Studies 4a—c), and
punitive community action (Study 4b) measures
as in Studies 2 and 3.

Results and Discussion

We conducted the same analyses as in Study 2
(see supplemental material for complete report-
ing of results as well as additional exploratory
variables).?

Study 4a. As predicted, and consistent with
Study 2, participants perceived that the media
was significantly more biased against Muslims
after watching the Media Bias video (p = .002,
= 0.31) versus the no-video control. Those in
the Empathy 1 condition also reported greater
recognition of media bias relative to the control
(p = .032,d = 0.23). There was not a significant
difference in recognition of media bias between
the Counterstereotypical video and the no-
video control (p = .361, 4 = 0.09). There was
also no difference between any video condition

versus the control on anti-Muslim policies
(Media Bias: p = 427, d = 0.08; Empathy 1: p
= .518, 4 = 0.07; Counterstereotypical 3: p =
269, d = 0.12), which we suspect is due to
lower levels of support for anti-Muslim policies
in the control than in Study 1. As in Study 2, we
found a significant indirect effect of recogni-
tion of media bias for the Media Bias and
Empathy 1 videos versus the no-video control,
but not for the Counterstereotypical video ver-
sus the no-video control, on anti-Muslim poli-
cies (see Tables 6 and 7).

Study 4b. As in Study 2, relative to the controls,
participants in the Identity Overlap 2 video con-
dition indicated greater overlap between Mus-
lims and Americans (p = .049, d = 0.20), but
there was no difference in identity overlap scores
between those who watched the Empathy 1
video and the control (p = .992, 4 < 0.01).
However, there was no difference between any
video condition versus the control for punitive
community action (Identity Overlap 2: p = .393,
d = 0.08; Empathy 1: p = .148, 4 = 0.15) or
anti-Muslim policies (Identity Overlap 2: p =
477, d = 0.07; Empathy 1: p = .979, 4 = 0.01).
Again, this lack of an effect was likely due to the
control group’s lower mean levels of punitive
community action and anti-Muslim policy sup-
port in this study than in Study 1. We did not
find an indirect effect of identity overlap for the
Identity Overlap 2 and Empathy 1 videos versus
the no-video control condition on anti-Muslim
policies or punitive community action (see

Tables 8 and 9).
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Table 7. Standardized indirect effects: Study 4a.

Intervention video vs. control = Recognition of media bias = Anti-Muslim policies

Indirect effect Boot SE 95% CI
Media Bias —0.06 0.02 [-0.11, =0.02]
Empathy 1 —0.04 0.02 [-0.09, —0.005]
Counterstereotypical —0.02 0.02 [—0.06, 0.02]

Table 8. Means, standard deviations, and planned contrasts for each measure: Study 4b.

Condition Identity overlap Punitive Anti-Muslim

community action policies
M (SD) Control 3.42 (1.77) 32.78 (32.98) 3.43 (1.55)
Identity Overlap 2 3.77 (1.74) 30.06 (31.37) 3.33 (1.37)
Empathy 1 3.42 (1.63) 28.22 (27.16) 3.44 (1.42)
Planned contrasts Identity Overlap 2 1.98 (0.20)* —0.86 (0.08) —0.71 (0.07)
comparing target Empathy 1 —0.01 (< 0.01) —1.45 (0.15) 0.03 (0.01)

videos and control: 7
value (Cohen’s d)

5 <05, %kp < 01, *kp < 001,

Study 4¢. There was no difference between any
video condition versus the control on identity
overlap (Identity Overlap 3: p = .342, d = 0.10;
Empathy 1: p = .192, 4 = 0.14), recognition of
media bias (Identity Overlap 3: p = 210, d =
0.13; Empathy 1: p = .807, 4 = 0.03), or anti-
Muslim policies (Identity Overlap 3: p = .270,
d = 0.11; Empathy 1: p = 431, 4 = 0.08). We also
did not find an indirect effect of idenity overlap
or recognition of media bias for the Identity
Overlap 3 video or the Empathy 1 video (vs. no-
video control) on anti-Muslim policies (see Tables
10 and 11).

Mini Meta-Analysis

To gauge the overall effect of the Media Bias,
Identity Overlap 2, and Identity Overlap 3 inter-
ventions, versus the control, on anti-Muslim pol-
icy support and punitive community action across
studies, we ran a series of mini meta-analyses
using data from all studies in which at least one
of the key dependent variables was measured
(Goh et al,, 2016). We used fixed effects by
weighting the mean effect size by sample size.

The meta-analyses showed that the effects across
studies were relatively small, but significant, for
the Media Bias, Identity Overlap 2, and Identity
Overlap 3 interventions on both anti-Muslim
policy support® and punitive community action
(see Table 12). Thus, across studies, all videos
reduced anti-Muslim policy support and punitive
community action as compared to the control.

General Discussion

To counter the rise in hostility towards Muslims
around the world, members of Muslim rights
organizations have developed media interven-
tions aimed at reducing Islamophobia. Here, we
evaluated the effectiveness of 11 of these videos
in reducing Islamophobia immediately after
exposure and 1 month later. We identified three
videos that had lasting effects on our two key
of Islamophobia and tested the
mechanism(s) through which these three “win-
ning” videos (Media Bias, Identity Overlap 2, and
Identity Overlap 3) exerted their effects.

The clearest and most robust finding from the

measures

current work was that a video (Media Bias) that
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Table 9. Standardized indirect effects: Study 4b.

Intervention video vs. control — Identity overlap — Anti-Muslim policies

Indirect Boot SE 95% CI
effect
Identity Ovetlap 2 —0.05 0.03 [-0.11, 0.002]
Empathy 1 0.001 0.03 [—0.05, 0.05]
Intervention video vs. control — Identity overlap — Punitive community action
Indirect Boot SE 95% CI
effect
Identity Overlap 2 —0.06 0.03 [-0.13, 0.002]
Empathy 1 0.001 0.03 [—0.06, 0.06]

Table 10. Means, standard deviations, and planned contrasts for each measure: Study 4c.

Condition Identity overlap Anti-Muslim Recognition of
policies media bias
M (SD) Control 3.77 (1.51) 3.39 (1.71) 3.10 (4.57)
Identity Overlap 3 3.92 (1.64) 3.20 (1.61) 2.46 (5.08)
Empathy 1 3.56 (1.47) 3.26 (1.60) 2,97 (4.52)
Planned contrasts Identity Overlap 3 0.95 (0.10) —1.10 (0.11) —1.26 (0.13)
comparing target Empathy 1 —1.31 (0.14) —0.79 (0.08) —0.25 (0.03)
videos and control: #
value (Cohen’s d)
<05, Fip < 01, ¥Fkp < 001,
Table 11. Standardized indirect effects: Study 4c.
Intervention video vs. control = Recognition of media bias — Anti-Muslim policies
Indirect effect Boot SE 95% CI
Identity Overlap 3 0.02 0.02 [-0.01, 0.05]
Empathy 1 0.003 0.01 [-0.02, 0.03]
Intervention video vs. control — Identity ovetlap — Anti-Muslim policies
Indirect effect Boot SE 95% CI
Identity Overlap 3 0.001 0.01 [-0.02, 0.01]
Empathy 1 —0.002 0.01 [0.02, 0.02]

focused on media bias against Muslims reduced
support for anti-Muslim policies both immedi-
ately and 1 month later, and that this effect works,
in part, through the hypothesized increase in
awareness of media bias against Muslims. Past
research suggests that biases in the media

influence attitudes towards marginalized groups
in harmful ways; for instance, media bias can lead
to generalizations of individual attributes to the
population as a whole and can result in endorse-
ment of punitive punishment for benign offenses
(e.g., Dixon, 20006; Gilliam & Iyengar, 2000). The
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Table 12. Mini meta-analysis.
Anti-Muslim policies

Mean d 95% CI Z P
Media Bias 0.18 [0.08, 0.28] 3.42 <.001
Identity Overlap 2 0.15 [0.05, 0.25] 2.88 .004
Identity Overlap 3 0.12 [0.02, 0.23] 2.40 016
Punitive community action

Mean d 95% CI Z P
Media Bias 0.17 [0.06, 0.29] 2.94 .003
Identity Overlap 2 0.17 [0.07, 0.27] 3.24 .001
Identity Overlap 3 0.12 [0.001, 0.23] 1.98 .048

Note. For these analyses, we included data from all studies that included at least one of the key dependent variables. Anti-
Muslim policies: Media Bias = Studies 1-3 and 4a; Identity Overlap 2 = Studies 1-3 and 4b; Identity Overlap 3 = Studies
1-3 and 4c. Punitive community action: Media Bias = Studies 1-3; Identity Overlap 2 = Studies 1-3 and 4b; Identity Overlap

3 = Studies 1-3.

deleterious effects of consuming biased news
media can occur even after brief exposure: a
mere 12 minutes of media content linking Islam
to terrorism can lead to a significant increase in
Islamophobia (Ogan et al., 2014). But why does
media bias have such strong, negative effects on
attitudes? According to the reinforcing spirals of
media selectivity and effects theory (Slater, 2007),
media use influences people’s attitudes, which in
turn determines the media to which people
choose to be exposed. This leads to a reciprocal
cycle in which these processes mutually reinforce
each other. If people are continually exposed to
media that perpetuates anti-Muslim tropes, then
these views will likely be perpetuated and rein-
forced in the media people seek.

The current research demonstrated that a 2-min-
ute video that draws people’s attention to media bias
durably reduces support for anti-Muslim policies by
increasing recognition of anti-Muslim media bias.
What makes this finding particularly striking is that
the video itself did not explicitly call out media bias.
Instead, Suzanne Barakat, a Muslim American
woman, spoke about the horrific murder of her
family members and the media coverage of the
event, and only at the end did she ask the audience
to reflect on the hypocrisy and bias in the media, “If
roles wete reversed and an Arab, Muslim, or Muslim

appeating person had killed three White American
college students, execution style, in their home, what
would we have called it?” As past research suggests,
messages might be more persuasive when the moral
is implicit and viewers are required to develop their
own conclusions (Petloff, 2010). The fact that
Islamophobia was reduced immediately after watch-
ing the video suggests that people may have
responded to it by correcting the negative views
about Muslims they had previously acquired,
through the media and other sources, by now
acknowledging that their former views were biased
and hypocritical (a finding that conceptually repli-
cates Bruneau et al,, 2018). Ideally, a media bias
intervention’s effects would go further than this—if
media bias is truly countered, then people would be
less likely affected by anti-Muslim media content
they may encounter in the future and might take
steps to demand fairer coverage.

The fact that the effects of a single exposure
to the Media Bias video in the current research
remained 1 month later is encouraging, particu-
larly since the enduring effects of this video
occurred in the context of a still biased American
media environment (e.g,, Dixon, 2006; Gilliam &
Iyengar, 2000; Gilliam et al., 2002). This research
provides initial evidence for a potentially promis-
ing approach to anti-Islamophobia efforts. Yet,
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repeated exposure to messages can have cumula-
tive effects over time (Hornik, 2002), and the
promising effects of the Media Bias video on
helping people recognize bias in media coverage
and adjust their attitudes highlight the need for
more research to determine whether more inten-
sive or repeated interventions of this kind could
produce even stronger and longer lasting effects.
Our second main finding was a robust correla-
tion between perceived Muslim and American
identity overlap and reduced support for anti-
Muslim policies. This is consistent with self-cate-
gorization theory (Turner et al., 1987) and the
common ingroup identity model (Dovidio et al.,
1998), which suggest that people who place value
on similar identities are more likely to see others
as similar, which then improves intergroup rela-
tionships. For example, minority groups who
emphasize their shared identity with majority
group members are evaluated more positively and
evoke less anger than those who emphasize their
minority group membership (Wirtz & Doosje,
2013). In two of the videos (Identity Overlap 2
and Identity Overlap 3), the Muslim American
protagonists emphasized their American identity
as complementary to their Muslim identity.
Although the videos increased perceived identity
overlap in some instances, this effect was not
consistent across studies. One possibility is that
the inconsistencies in identity overlap between
studies could be due to prior attitudes. For
instance, participants in Study 2’ control condi-
tion had lower baseline levels of identity overlap
(M = 3.27) than control participants from Studies
3 and 4c (M = 3.72 and 3.77, respectively), sug-
gesting that there was more room for movement
in Study 2’s intervention condition than in Studies
3 and 4c. Thus, these findings provide some ten-
tative support for perceived identity overlap as an
effective technique for causally reducing preju-
dice (e.g., Crisp & Beck, 2005; Wirtz & Doosje,
2013), in parallel with more robust evidence that
perceiving more identity overlap is associated
with reduced support for anti-Muslim policies.
In addition to highlighting the mechanisms
through which the more successful videos
worked, we also identified eight intervention

videos that were either not initially successful at
reducing support for anti-Muslim policies and/
or endorsement of punitive community action
methods or only had short-term effects on the
outcome measures of interest. At the same time,
while the additional videos did not affect our
key outcomes of interest, some of them were
successful at changing other important out-
comes not focused on in this paper—such as
collective blame of Muslims (see supplemental
material). Understanding not only whether an
intervention works but also which types of
interventions work through which mechanisms
provides both practical and theoretical benefits
for intervention research. Specifically, identify-
ing interventions that exert effects through dif-
ferent mechanisms could help others design
interventions that have synergistic effects and/
or that may work when used in parallel or seri-
ally. Likewise, understanding why some of these
intervention videos did not impact our chosen
outcomes is an important avenue for future
research as it will provide key insights into how
to frame future intervention content. For exam-
ple, while two of our identity overlap videos
successfully reduced Islamophobia, the other
two videos labeled as tapping into identity over-
lap did not affect the outcomes (perhaps due to
unappealing content that made viewers resistant
to the messages), and in Studies 3 and 4a—c, we
also found less consistent support for the effects
of our target videos on perceived identity over-
lap. This might suggest person by message inter-
actions that were not captured in the current
data; thus, we encourage future researchers to
utilize intervention tournament experiments to
understand both why an intervention works and
does not work in particular contexts (see Bar-Tal
& Hameiri, 2020).

Relatedly, although we did not find consistent
effects of our key intervention videos on the key
outcome measures across studies, the mini meta-
analysis suggests that these effects are present
albeit small. We are encouraged by the fact that
these short videos were able to change entrenched
prejudiced attitudes that are typically challenging
to change. Likewise, our data show persistence of
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the video effects over time—an assessment that
is often overlooked in prejudice reduction
research (Paluck et al, 2021). Thus, although
these effects are small, they are not trivial.
However, we contend that longer interventions
and/or
increase the effect size, and that the interventions

more intervention exposure might
might vary in their effectiveness according to par-
ticipant identity, baseline attitudes, and other vari-
ables that could be fruitfully explored in future
studies designed to amplify the effects observed
here.

Beyond utilizing intervention tournaments
to determine which type of message works to
correct perceptions reinforced by biased por-
trayals in the media, it is also important to work
to prevent biased portrayals in the first place.
Mainstream media is typically rooted in power
imbalances (Ramasubramanian & Banjo, 2020);
who owns and operates the media largely deter-
mines what groups are portrayed and how they
are portrayed. If mainstream media is owned
and operated primarily by White people from
Western, educated, industrialized, rich, and
democratic (WEIRD) nations, then the voices
of non-White and non-WEIRD people are less
likely to be heard (Ramasubramanian & Banjo,
2020). However, by recognizing the power
imbalances in the media and working to disrupt
them, it is possible to amplify the voices of the
marginalized and transcend the perpetuation of
harmful stereotypes (Ramasubramanian &
Banjo, 2020). Thus, more attention should be
devoted to understanding and reducing these
power imbalances to create more equitable
media.

Despite the strengths of this research, it
should also be interpreted in the context of cer-
tain limitations. First, although we identified
recognition of media bias and identity overlap
as two key mechanisms for our successful inter-
vention videos, it is likely that they are not the
only mechanisms at play. For example, our
Media Bias intervention video also highlights
the senseless murder of Barakat’s family, which
could have elicited other emotions than the ones
tested (e.g., anger). Although we were able to

tease out additional potential mechanisms in
each follow-up study (such as collective blame,
patriotism, empathy; see supplemental material),
this does not mean that we exhausted the list of
all possible mechanisms for each video. Future
research should focus on identifying additional
mechanisms that work independently from and
simultaneously with our discovered ones.
Second, experimenter demand effects could
have affected this research. Although we did not
explicitly state what these studies were about at
the beginning of each one, participants could
have intuited that they were about Islamophobia
and therefore altered their responses accord-
ingly. But given that most of the videos did not
reduce Islamophobia, demand characteristics
are less likely an explanation for our significant
effects. In other words, if demand were respon-
sible for the effects observed, we would expect
to see this across conditions. Third, although we
partnered with Muslim rights organizations to
curate the intervention videos, we did not assess
how these videos affect Muslim populations.
Although research on Muslims’ reactions to
media content has been limited, research sug-
gests that Muslim Americans’ exposure to nega-
tive media content about Muslims leads to
greater desire to distance themselves from non-
Muslim Americans (Saleem & Ramasubramanian,
2017). Thus, more research is needed to under-
stand how Muslims respond to messages similar
to those utilized in this research.

Fourth, one key component missing from our
analyses is a treatment of intersectionality (for a
review on the importance of intersectionality, see
Ramasubramanian & Banjo, 2020; see also
Moore-Berg & Karpinski, 2019). Here, we exam-
ined how non-Muslim Americans think about
Muslims as a whole, yet Muslims (broadly speak-
ing) are highly heterogenous. Therefore, future
should
approaches into their intervention design. Finally,

research incorporate  intersectional
although MTurk samples can mirror other online
(Chandler et al., 2019) and face-to-face samples
(Casler et al., 2013), and have been used in other
similar intervention tournament experiments

(Bruneau et al., 2018; Gallardo et al., 2021), these
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samples can be subject to data quality issues
(Kennedy et al., 2020). Using various techniques,
including preventing MTurk workers from par-
ticipating in more than one study and including
attention check questions, we attempted to main-
tain the high quality of data. Still, we encourage
future researchers to consider replicating these
results with nationally representative samples.

Conclusion

We employed an intervention tournament to
identify media interventions that most success-
fully reduced Islamophobia, and then identified
the mechanisms through which the successful
videos worked. Of the 11 videos assessed, we
found that a Muslim woman calling out media
bias against Muslims served as the most success-
ful intervention in changing anti-Muslim policy
support and support for punitive community
action measures, with effects that endured for at
least 1 month. As predicted, even though only a
small portion of the video addressed media bias,
acknowledgment of media bias indirectly
affected the relationship between the video on
the outcomes. This research illustrates the
importance of recognizing the structural ine-
qualities against Muslims that exist in the media
and highlights how drawing attention to such
biases can effectively reduce Islamophobia.
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Notes

1. We also collected data for symbolic threat, real-
istic threat, parochial empathy, feeling thermom-
eter, dehumanization, meta-dehumanization,
common Muslim tropes, social dominance orien-
tation, and right-wing authoritarianism; however,
these are beyond the scope of this research and
are not reported in this manuscript.

2. To increase data quality, we included an attention
check and filter on MTurk that prevented partici-
pants from taking part in more than one study. We
also set a minimum hit approval rate of > 95%
and set the number of HITs approved to over 100.

3. The attrition rate between Time 1 and Time 2 was
16% (n = 336). Neither condition nor demographic
variables—gender, ethnicity, religion, socioeco-
nomic status, education, or country of origin—were
significant predictors of attrition (all ps > .140).

4. All effects remained when controlling for reli-
gion in all studies. There was also no Condition x
Religion interaction on any outcome vatiable for
any study (see supplemental material).

5. We assessed additional exploratory measures that
are not the focus of this research: Study 4a: collec-
tive blame, feeling thermometer, two measures of
dehumanization, and empathy; Study 4b: empathy
toward the main charactert, video-elicited emotions,
feeling thermometer, and two measures of dehu-
manization; Study 4c: parochial empathy, feeling
thermometer, and two measures of dehumanization.

6. When we examined both mini meta-analyses with
Time 2 means from Study 1, the effects of the
Media Bias and Identity Overlap 2 interventions
on both anti-Muslim policy support and punitive
community action held, while the effects of the
Identity Overlap 3 intervention on both outcome
measures became nonsignificant.
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