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Abstract

If explicitly, blatantly dehumanizing a group of people—overtly characterizing them as less than human—facilitates harming them,
then reversing this process is paramount. Addressing dehumanization among American political partisans appears especially cru-
cial, given that it has been linked to their anti-democratic hostility. Perhaps because of its overt nature, partisans recognize—and
greatly exaggerate—the extent to which out-partisans explicitly, blatantly dehumanize them. Past research has found that when
people perceive they are dehumanized by an outgroup (i.e., meta-dehumanization), they respond with reciprocal dehumanization.
Therefore, we reasoned that partisans’ dehumanization could be reduced by correcting their exaggerated meta-dehumanization.
Indeed, across three preregistered studies (N = 4,154), an intervention correcting American partisans’ exaggerated meta-
dehumanization reduced their own dehumanization of out-partisans. This decreased dehumanization persisted at a |-week
follow-up and predicted downstream reductions in partisans’ anti-democratic hostility, suggesting that correcting exaggerated

meta-dehumanization can durably mitigate the dark specter of dehumanization.
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Explicitly, blatantly dehumanizing a group of people—
overtly characterizing them as less than human—deprives
them of the moral elevation distinguishing humans from
“lower” animals and has been consistently linked to antiso-
ciality, discrimination, and aggression (Kteily & Landry,
2022). Explicit blatant dehumanization remains troublingly
pervasive in the modern world, and not only in egregious
instances of genocide (e.g., Smith, 2020). It also predicts
anti-immigrant xenophobia (e.g., Landry, Ihm & Schooler,
2021; Markowitz & Slovic, 2020), animus toward racial out-
groups (e.g., Jardina & Piston, 2021), and anti-democratic
hostility between political partisans (Landry, Thm, Kwit &
Schooler, 2021; Moore-Berg et al., 2020). This has led pro-
minent activists (Ames, 2019), human rights organizations
(Heath, 2018), and scholars (Smith, 2020) to issue urgent
calls for interventions addressing dehumanization’s corrosive
presence in contemporary intergroup relations.

Reducing Dehumanization by Targeting
Meta-Dehumanization

The dark specter of dehumanization has inspired work
attempting to mitigate it, most notably by fostering inter-
group contact (see Capozza et al., 2014 for review), under-
mining humans’ sense of superiority over nonhuman

animals (Costello & Hodson, 2014), and individuating tar-
gets by highlighting their multiple social identities (e.g.,
Albarello et al., 2018). However, these interventions
focused on rather subtle forms of dehumanization, such as
the denial of “uniquely human” traits to outgroup mem-
bers. Although subtle dehumanization likely plays an
important role in intergroup relations, explicit blatant
dehumanization is a consistently stronger predictor of hos-
tility (Kteily & Landry, 2022). Therefore, more recent work
has sought to reduce explicit blatant dehumanization
(Gallardo et al., 2021; Moore-Berg et al., 2022).

One promising strategy draws on intergroup meta-per-
ceptions, or how individuals believe members of an out-
group perceive their own group. This work begins from the
assumption that humans are motivated to view the groups
they identify with as superior to relevant outgroups (Tajfel
& Turner, 1986). When people perceive an outgroup
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devalues their own group, they often respond with recipro-
cal negativity in an effort to restore their ingroup’s relative
status (e.g., Branscombe & Wann, 1994). Indeed, people
who think an outgroup dehumanizes their own group-—
meta-dehumanization—experience social-identity threat and
respond with reciprocal dehumanization (Kteily et al.,
2016; Landry, Thm & Schooler, 2022). Therefore, Kteily
et al. (2016) reasoned that they could reduce Americans’
dehumanization of Middle Eastern Muslims indirectly with
an article suggesting that these Muslims recognized
Americans’ humanity. Indeed, this article not only reduced
Americans’ meta-dehumanization but also led them to
dehumanize Muslims less in turn.

However, recent research did not find an effect of this
intervention on reduced dehumanization-relative to a neu-
tral control condition—in 4 of the 5 studies that examined
this outcome (Pavetich & Stathi, 2021). This suggests
important boundary conditions to the efficacy of meta-
dehumanization interventions. For instance, meta-
dehumanization interventions may be less efficacious (a)
when participants’ dehumanization of the outgroup is
already relatively low—which was true of Pavetich and
Stathi’s samples (S. Stathi, personal communication,
September 1, 2021)—or (b) when participants’ meta-
dehumanization is relatively accurate. These considerations
inspired our attempt to reduce dehumanization in a context
marked both by high levels of dehumanization and highly
inaccurate meta-dehumanization.'

Exaggerated Meta-Dehumanization Among American
Partisans

Substantial numbers of Democrats and Republicans expli-
citly, blatantly dehumanize one another (Cassese, 2021;
Landry, Thm, Kwit & Schooler, 2021; Moore-Berg et al.,
2020). Perhaps because of its overt nature, partisans recog-
nize that out-partisans explicitly, blatantly dehumanize
them and even think they do so to a far greater extent than
is actually the case. For instance, a nationally representa-
tive sample of Democrats and Republicans thought that
out-partisans dehumanized them 186% more than they
actually did (Moore-Berg et al., 2020). Such exaggerated
meta-dehumanization is a particularly striking instance of
a general tendency for individuals to attribute overly-
negative intentions to outgroup members (Lees & Cikara,
2021).

Fortunately, overly-negative meta-perceptions are corri-
gible, and correcting them can improve intergroup relations
(Lees & Cikara, 2020; Ruggeri et al., 2021). For instance,
partisans who learned that out-partisans do not view their
party’s actions as negatively as they thought subsequently
attributed less obstructionism to these out-partisans (Lees
& Cikara, 2020). In this study, the researchers corrected
partisans’ meta-perceptions by presenting them with the
actual (less negative) attitudes of the outgroup obtained

from a prior study. This corrective approach may be partic-
ularly effective because it presents participants with an
“objective” reality and nudges them to update their own
meta-perceptions to match it, rather than asking them to
directly change their attitudes about the outgroup (Lees &
Cikara, 2021; Moore-Berg et al., 2020). Indeed, the efficacy
of this intervention has been demonstrated in nine coun-
tries (Ruggeri et al., 2021).

Negative Affect and Meta-Prejudice. Although groups that are
dehumanized are typically also disliked, dehumanization
and dislike (i.e., negative affect) are empirically separable
and have distinct neural underpinnings (Bruneau et al.,
2018; see Kteily & Landry, 2022 for review). However,
dehumanization and negative affect are tightly linked in
partisan relations, so we sought to determine whether our
intervention would reduce dehumanization while control-
ling for negative affect (Landry, Thm, Kwit & Schooler,
2021; Moore-Berg et al., 2020). Moreover, just as dehuma-
nization and dislike are distinct perceptions, feeling dehu-
manized and feeling disliked are distinct meta-perceptions
that both contribute to intergroup conflict. And as with
meta-dehumanization, partisans also overestimate how
much the other side dislikes them (i.e., meta-prejudice;
Landry, Thm, Kwit & Schooler, 2021; Moore-Berg et al.,
2020). Although we were primarily interested in correcting
meta-dehumanization because previous work suggests that
it inspires greater hostility than meta-prejudice (Landry,
Thm & Schooler, 2022), we also examined the effects of cor-
recting meta-prejudice.

Anti-Democratic Hostility. Reducing partisans’ dehumaniza-
tion appears particularly crucial because it is linked to their
desire for social distance from out-partisans—which
impedes bipartisan unity (Iyengar et al., 2019)—and
their anti-democratic spite—a willingness to subvert demo-
cratic norms to harm out-partisans (e.g., support for
gerrymandering; Landry, Thm, Kwit & Schooler, 2021;
Moore-Berg et al., 2020). Therefore, if correcting partisans’
exaggerated meta-dehumanization successfully reduces
their own dehumanization of out-partisans, one may also
expect to see downstream reductions in these indices of
anti-democratic hostility. However, previous interventions
that corrected partisans’ meta-perceptions have had little
influence on their anti-democratic attitudes (Voelkel et al.,
2021; see also Broockman et al., 2020; Mernyk et al.,
2021). Nonetheless, since dehumanization may be a partic-
ularly crucial driver of hostility (e.g., Landry, Thm &
Schooler, 2022), it is possible that a meta-perception cor-
rection reducing dehumanization would produce a down-
stream reduction in anti-democratic hostility.

The Present Research

We aimed to reduce American partisans’ dehumanization
by correcting their tendency to exaggerate how much out-



Landry et ?al.

of each group to be.

Use the scale to show how human you consider the average member

AR

Figure 1. The “Ascent of Man” Measure of Dehumanization (Kteily et al., 2015).
Note. Participants rate how human they consider various groups to be on a slider scale ranging from 0 (leftmost primate ancestor) to 100

(fully modern human).

partisans dehumanize them. Our intervention first intro-
duced partisans to the construct of dehumanization and a
popular measure used to study it (the “Ascent of Man”
scale; Kteily et al., 2015; Figure 1). They were then informed
of the results from a recent study demonstrating exaggerated
meta-dehumanization among American partisans (Moore-
Berg et al., 2020, Study 1), namely that “Democrats and
Republicans both rate the other side as more human than the
other side thinks they do” (see Supplemental Material for the
full intervention). We evaluated this intervention in three pre-
registered experiments (N = 4,154).

Our focal interest was whether the intervention reduced
dehumanization. However, given that negative affect also
explains unique variance in partisans’ anti-democratic hosti-
lity (Landry, Thm, Kwit & Schooler, 2021; Moore-Berg
et al., 2020), we also investigated whether the intervention
reduced negative affect in its own right. Moreover, we tested
whether the intervention directly reduced two indices of
anti-democratic hostility: partisans’ desire for social distance
and anti-democratic spite. Finally, we investigated whether
reductions in anti-democratic hostility were mediated by
parallel decreases in dehumanization and negative affect.

Study |
Method

This study was preregistered at https://aspredicted.org/
83N_23C.

Participants. Six-hundred and twenty participants were
required to detect a small effect of our intervention (d = .2)
with 80% power.”> We initially recruited 1,450 participants
on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk.®> After applying our

preregistered exclusion criteria (see Procedure), we were left
with a final sample of 1,107 participants (52.8%
Republican; 47.2% Democrat®; Myee = 42.02, SD,p. =
12.71; 81.8% White, 8.3% Black; 6.6% Asian, 3.3% other;
56.3% female, 43.5% male, 0.2% other). We were sensitive
to detect an effect of d = .15 with 80% power.

Measures

Demographics. Participants reported their ethnicity, age,
gender, income, education, and political affiliation (strong
Democrat, strong Republican, moderate Democrat, mod-
erate Republican, lean Democrat, lean Republican,
Independent, or other).

Dehumanization. We followed previous research by creat-
ing a dehumanization composite from two measures (Kteily
et al., 2015). One measure was the Ascent of Man scale
(Figure 1). Participants rated the humanity of Democrats
and Republicans (counterbalanced) using a slider scale
ranging from 0 to 100. Scores were reversed such that higher
scores indicated greater dehumanization. The other measure
asked partisans to rate how well eight animalistic traits (e.g.,
“savage,” “like animals”) described out-partisans on a
Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely;
Democrats: a = .95, Republicans: ¢ = .96). We created the
dehumanization composite by standardizing these two mea-
sures and averaging them together (r = .68, p < .001).

Negative Affect. We used a feeling thermometer
(Haddock et al., 1993) to measure partisans’ negative affect
toward out-partisans. Participants rated how they felt
toward Democrats and Republicans (counterbalanced)
using a slider scale ranging from 0 (extremely cold) to 100
(extremely warm). Feelings toward out-partisans were
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reversed such that higher scores indicated greater negative
affect.

Desire for Social Distance. Participants responded to three
items asking how comfortable they would feel if their doc-
tor, child’s teacher, and child’s best friend was a member of
the other party using a slider scale ranging from 0 (not at
all) to 100 (very; Bogardus, 1947). We averaged these items
together and reverse-scored them to obtain a measure of
desired social distance from out-partisans (Democrats: a =
.94; Republicans: a = .91).

Anti-Democratic Spite. We measured anti-democratic spite
with four items® from Moore-Berg et al. (2020; Democrats:
a = .77, Republicans: a = .79), using a Likert-type scale
that ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree):
“[Ingroup] should redraw districts to maximize their poten-
tial to win more seats in federal elections, even if it may be
technically illegal”; “It’s OK to sacrifice US economic
prosperity in the short term in order to hurt [outgroup’s]
chances in future elections”; “[Ingroup] should do every-
thing they can to hurt the [outgroup], even if it is at the
short-term expense of the country”; and “[Ingroup] should
do everything they can to limit the ability of [outgroup] to
implement their preferred policies.”

Procedure. Participants first provided demographic infor-
mation and were directed to the end of the survey if they
did not report affiliating with or leaning toward the
Democratic or Republican Party (n = 78). Partisans were
then randomly assigned to receive the meta-
dehumanization intervention or to an empty control condi-
tion. Partisans receiving the intervention were asked two
comprehension check questions and were directed to the
end of the survey if they did not answer both of them cor-
rectly (n = 169).” Partisans then completed measures of
dehumanization and negative affect (counterbalanced) and
then anti-democratic spite and social distance (counterba-
lanced). We embedded an attention check item in the spite
measure (“For quality purposes, please select ‘Strongly dis-
agree’) and excluded those who failed this check (n = 24).
Finally, after completing the dependent measures, we asked
participants whether they recommend we use their data
and excluded those who said we “definitely” or “maybe”
should not use their data (n = 22).

Results

Descriptive statistics and reliabilities for the dependent
measures in each study are presented in Supplemental
Tables S2 to S3. Following our preregistered analysis plan,
we first evaluated whether the intervention reduced parti-
sans’ dehumanization of out-partisans, controlling for their
negative affect. We performed a one-way analysis of

covariance (ANCOVA) with a binary variable denoting
experimental condition (0 = control, 1 = intervention) as
the between-subjects factor, scores on the dehumanization
composite as the dependent variable, and negative affect as
a covariate. Those receiving the intervention expressed sig-
nificantly less dehumanization than those in the control
condition, Mpimagp = 0.32, F(1, 1,104) = 42.29, d = .40,
SE = 0.05, 95% confidence interval (CI) = [0.22, 0.42], p
< .001.°

We then performed three independent-samples 7 tests to
determine whether the intervention reduced partisans’ neg-
ative affect, desire for social distance, and anti-democratic
spite. Indeed, the intervention significantly reduced nega-
tive affect, Mp;r = 6.68, 1(1,105) = 4.28, d = .26, SE =
1.60, 95% CI = [3.66, 9.98], p < .001; social distance,
Mpige = 8.11, 1(1,105) = 4.25, d = .26, SE = 1.82, 95%
CI = [4.52, 11.85], p < .001; and spite, Mp;x = 0.17,
t(1,105) = 2.13, d = .13, SE = 0.08, 95% CI = [0.18,
0.31], p = .024. Finally, we conducted two parallel media-
tions to test whether the intervention’s effects on reduced
(a) social distance and (b) anti-democratic spite were inde-
pendently mediated by decreased dehumanization and neg-
ative affect.'®!" The effect of the intervention on reduced
desire for distance was indeed mediated by decreased
dehumanization, Bingirece = —-18, SE = 0.03, 95% CI =
[—0.22, —0.13], and negative affect, Bingireet = —.10, SE =
0.02, 95% CI = [—0.14, —0.05]. The effect of the interven-
tion on reduced spite was also mediated by decreased dehu-
manization, Bindirecx = —-21, SE = 0.03, 95% CI =
[—0.26, —0.16], although the indirect effect through nega-
tive affect did not reach significance, Bindirecc = —.01, SE
= 0.01,95% CI = [—0.03, 0.00].

Study 2

In Study 1, correcting partisans’ exaggerated meta-
dehumanization substantially reduced their own dehumani-
zation of out-partisans. Moreover, the corrective interven-
tion also tempered their negative affect and anti-democratic
hostility. Although promising, these conclusions are limited
by a potential confound: We selectively screened out
participants in the intervention condition who failed the
comprehension checks, which introduced differential attri-
tion that could have accounted for these effects (ns = 634
vs. 473). Therefore, the primary goal of Study 2 was to
replicate the effects of the meta-dehumanization interven-
tion while also mitigating differential attrition.

In Study 2, along with the meta-dehumanization inter-
vention, we also evaluated an intervention that corrected
partisans’ exaggerated meta-prejudice. This intervention
informed partisans of another finding from Moore-Berg
et al. (2020; Study 1), namely that “Democrats and
Republicans both like the other side more than the other
side thinks they do” (see Supplemental Materials for full
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intervention). Comparing these interventions allowed us to
determine their relative efficacy in reducing dehumaniza-
tion and anti-democratic hostility.

Method

This study was preregistered at https://aspredicted.org/
9ZN_9L5.

Participants. Seven-hundred and eighty-seven participants
were required to detect a small effect of our intervention
(d = .2) with 80% power. On the basis of exclusion rates
from Study 1, we opened the study to 1,500 participants on
Prolific Academic. After applying the same preregistered
exclusion criteria as in Study 1 (see Study 1 Procedure), we
were left with a final sample of 920 participants (71.6%
Democrat; 28.4% Republican; M,,. = 45.84, SDyee =
16.55; 80.5% White, 10.7% Black; 5.1% Asian, 3.7%
other; 52.2% female, 47.1% male, 0.8% other). We were
sensitive to detect an effect of d = .18 with 80% power.

Measures. All measures were identical to those in Study 1.

Procedure. The procedure was identical to Study 1 except
where otherwise noted. Participants were randomly
assigned to receive either the meta-dehumanization inter-
vention, the meta-prejudice intervention, or to an empty
control condition. To achieve parity in exclusion rates
across conditions, participants in the control condition
were randomly assigned to receive one of the interventions
after completing the dependent measures and were then
excluded on the basis of failed comprehension checks in
the same manner as those in the other two conditions.

Results

We first tested for differential attrition. There was no rela-
tionship between binary variables contrasting the control
condition with the intervention conditions and attrition sta-
tus (control-meta-dehumanization contrast: r = .04, p =
.269; control-meta-prejudice contrast, r = —.06, p = .097),
suggesting differential attrition was indeed mitigated.

We proceeded with our preregistered analyses, first test-
ing whether the interventions reduced dehumanization with
a one-way ANCOVA. A multicategorical variable denoting
experimental condition (0 = control, 1 = meta-prejudice
intervention, 2 = meta-dehumanization intervention) was
entered as the between-subjects factor, the dehumanization
composite was the dependent variable, and negative affect
was a covariate. A significant effect emerged, F(2, 916) =
15.90, d = .36, p < .001, with Tukey HSD planned con-
trasts confirming that the meta-dehumanization interven-
tion led to less dehumanization than both the control
COl’lditiOl’l, MDilT(Adj) = 036, SE = 005, 95% CI = [023,

0.49], p < .001, and the meta-prejudice intervention,
Mpigragj = 0.24, SE = 0.06, 95% CI = [0.12, 0.37], p <
.001. Those receiving the meta-prejudice intervention also
expressed marginally less dehumanization than the control
COIlditiOIl, MDifngdj) = 012, SE = 007, 95% CI = [_001,
0.25], p = .065.!

We performed another ANCOVA to determine whether
the interventions decreased negative affect, entering this as
the dependent variable and dehumanization as a covariate.
We observed significant differences, F(2, 916) = 16.33, d
= .36, p < .001, such that the meta-prejudice intervention
led to less negative affect than both the control condition,
Mpimaqy = 1033, SE = 1.85, 95% CI = [6.70, 13.96],
p < .001, and the meta-dehumanization intervention,
Mbpimagj = 6.76, SE = 1.86, 95% CI = [3.12, 10.41],
p < .001. Those receiving the meta-dehumanization inter-
vention also expressed marginally less negative affect than
the control condition, Mpigagj = 3.56, SE = 1.93, 95%
CI = [-0.22,7.35], p = .065.13

We then performed two analyses of variance (ANOVAs)
to determine whether the interventions reduced partisans’
anti-democratic hostility. We observed marginally signifi-
cant differences between conditions on social distance, F(2,
917) = 2.99,d = .10, p = .051. The meta-dehumanization
intervention led to marginally less desire for social distance
than the control condition, Mp;y = 4.47, SE = 2.38, 95%
CI = [-0.19, 9.14], p = .06. The meta-prejudice interven-
tion also led to less desire for social distance than the con-
trol condition, Mp;y = 5.31, SE = 2.31, 95% CI = [0.77,
9.85], p = .022, and the intervention conditions did not dif-
fer in desire for social distance, Mpiy = 0.84, SE = 2.34,
95% CI = [-3.76, 5.43], p = .721. However, there were no
significant differences among the conditions on anti-
democratic spite, F(2,917) = 1.42,d = .05, p = .242.

Finally, we conducted parallel mediations to test
whether the interventions’ effects on reducing desire for
social distance were mediated by decreased dehumaniza-
tion and negative affect. Indeed—relative to the control
condition—the effect of the meta-dehumanization inter-
vention on reduced social distance was mediated by
decreased dehumanization, Biydirecc = —-21, SE = 0.03,
95% CI = [-0.28, —0.15], and negative affect, Bindirect =
—.13, SE = 0.03, 95% CI = [-0.20, —0.08]. Likewise, the
effect of the meta-prejudice intervention on reduced
social distance was mediated by decreased dehumaniza-
tion, Bindirect = —-14, SE = 0.03, 95% CI = [-0.20,
—0.07], and negative affect, Bingirect = —.20, SE = 0.03,
95% CI = [-0.27,—0.14].

Study 3

In Studies 1 and 2, correcting partisans’ exaggerated meta-
dehumanization reduced their own dehumanization, nega-
tive affect and desire for social distance from out-partisans.
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Figure 2. Estimated Effects of the Meta-Dehumanization Intervention on Outcome Variables.
Note. The X-axis represents the estimated effect of the intervention relative to the control condition. All scales were recoded to range from 0 to 1. 95%
confidence intervals that overlap the dashed vertical line at zero represent a failure to reject the null hypothesis significance test of zero effect.

In Study 2 we observed similar effects for a meta-prejudice
intervention, further demonstrating the promise of correct-
ing overly-negative meta-perceptions. Nonetheless, our
failure to find an effect of either intervention on anti-
democratic spite in Study 2 warrants further investigation.
The generalizability of our findings is also limited because
we employed convenience samples in Studies 1 and 2. Most
importantly, it is uncertain whether the effects of the meta-
dehumanization intervention endure for any meaningful
length of time-especially considering that the immediate
impact of a similar intervention did not persist at a 1-week
follow-up (Lees & Cikara, 2020). Therefore, we conducted
Study 3 on a highly-powered, nationally-representative
sample of American partisans and employed a longitudinal
design to evaluate whether the meta-dehumanization inter-
vention’s effects endured 1 week after it was administered.

Method

Wave 1 of this study was preregistered at https://aspredicte-
d.org/1XR_9PP. Wave 2 was preregistered at https://aspre-
dicted.org/N52_TX2.

Participants. We recruited a representative sample of
Democrats and Republicans through the ForthRight panel
managed by Bovitz Inc (see Supplemental Material for
information about this panel). To maximize power and
account for attrition at Wave 2, we preregistered a Wave 1
target sample of 2,500 and initially recruited 3,589 partici-
pants. After applying our preregistered exclusion criteria
(see Procedure), we were left with 2,513 participants. Of
these, 84.6% completed Wave 2, leaving us with a final
sample of 2,127 (Mg = 49.05, SD,ee = 15.88; 48.6%
male, 50.4% female, 1% nonbinary; 76.9% White, 10.5%
Black, 12.1% Hispanic, 3.9% Asian, 3.2% other/prefer not
to answer). The final sample approximated population

demographics of the respective parties on gender, age, and
race/ethnicity (see Supplemental Table S4 for a comparison
to 2016 American National Election Survey demographic
benchmarks). There was no differential attrition between
the experimental conditions from Wave 1 to Wave 2. We
were sensitive to detect an effect of £ = .01 with 95%
power.

Measures. All measures were identical to those in Studies 1
and 2.

Procedure. At Wave 1 participants were first asked an atten-
tion agreement (“Do you agree to pay attention and care-
fully read all questions?”) Those who did not agree (n =
23) were directed to the end of the survey. Participants then
completed demographic information and were directed to
the end of the survey if they did not report affiliating with,
or leaning toward, the Democratic or Republican Party (n
= 510). We then tested the reading comprehension of all
participants with a mock vignette and directed them to the
end of the survey if they failed a comprehension question
(n = 543). Participants were then randomly assigned to
receive the meta-dehumanization intervention'* or to an
empty control condition. They then completed the depen-
dent measures as in Studies 1 and 2. At Wave 2 (M = 6.42
days later), all participants again completed the dependent
measures in the same manner.

Results

Because we recruited a more demographically diverse sam-
ple in this study, we preregistered analyses using ordinary
least squares (OLS) models controlling for party identifica-
tion, political ideology, age, gender, race, and education.
Figure 2 shows the estimated effects of the meta-
dehumanization intervention—relative to the control
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condition—on dehumanization, negative affect, desire for
social distance, and anti-democratic spite. After receiving
the intervention at Wave 1, partisans reported less dehu-
manization than those in the control condition, § = —.27,
d = .56, SE = 0.04, t = —12.87, p < .001. The interven-
tion also reduced partisans’ Wave 1 negative affect, B =
—=21,d = 43, SE = 1.16,t = —9.77, p < .001; desire for
social distance, B = —.08, d = .16, SE = 1.27,t = —3.63,
p < .001; and anti-democratic spite, B = —.05, d = .10,
SE = 0.06,¢t =—2.51,p = .012.

Durability Test. We then tested the durability of these effects
by examining the Wave 2 measures (administered M =
6.42 days later; SD = 2.08)."° The intervention’s effect on
reduced dehumanization persisted at Wave 2, B = —.16, d
= 32, SE = 0.04, 1 = —7.64, p < .001.'® The intervention
also reduced partisans’ Wave 2 negative affect, B = —.08,
d = .16, SE = 1.21,t = =3.68, p < .001, and desire for
social distance, B = —.05,d = .10, SE = 1.32,t = —2.21,
p = .027. However, the effect of the intervention on
reduced anti-democratic spite did not persist at Wave 2, B
=—.03,d = .06, SE = 0.06,t = —1.52, p = .13.

Mediation Andlyses. Finally, we conducted parallel media-
tions to test whether the intervention’s effects on reducing
partisans’ desire for social distance at both waves, and
reducing their anti-democratic spite at Wave 1, were
mediated by decreased dehumanization and negative affect.
Indeed, the effect of the intervention on reduced Wave 1
social distance was mediated by reductions in Wave 1
dehumanization, Bindirect = —.22, SE = 0.02, 95% CI =
[-0.26, —0.18], and negative affect, Bingirect = —-11, SE =
0.01, 95% CI = [-0.14, —0.08]. Similarly, the effect of the
intervention on reduced Wave 2 social distance was
mediated by reductions in Wave 2 dehumanization, Bindirect
= —.13, SE = 0.02, 95% CI = [-0.17, —0.10], and nega-
tive affect, Bindireet = —-04, SE = 0.01, 95% CI = [-0.07,
—0.02]. Moreover, the intervention’s effect on reduced anti-
democratic spite at Wave 1 was mediated by reduced dehu-
manization, Bindgirect = —-24, SE = 0.02, 95% CI =
[-0.29, —0.20], and negative affect, Bingirect = —.04, SE =
0.01, 95% CI = [-0.06,—0.02].

Intervention Effects by Party

In Studies 1 and 3, we also evaluated the efficacy of the
intervention for Democrats and Republicans separately (we
did not do so in Study 2 due to the small number of
Republican participants). The intervention appeared to be
particularly effective for Democrats, reducing their dehu-
manization, negative affect, desire for social distance, and
anti-democratic spite in Study 1 and both waves of Study 3.
However, while the intervention also reliably reduced
Republicans’ dehumanization, these effects were smaller

than those observed for Democrats. Moreover, while the
intervention decreased Republicans’ negative affect and
desire for social distance in Study 1 and Wave 1 of Study 3,
these reductions did not persist to Wave 2 of Study 3. The
intervention had no effect on Republicans’ anti-democratic
spite in either study. See Supplemental Material for detailed
reporting of these results.

Internal Meta-Analysis

We conducted an internal meta-analysis following proce-
dures specified by McShane and Bockenholt (2017). To test
the aggregate effect of the meta-dehumanization interven-
tion on reduced dehumanization, we analyzed the Ascent
and animalistic trait measures separately because analyzing
the standardized composite measure would prevent us from
accurately assessing method heterogeneity across studies
(B. McShane, personal communication, December 29,
2021). Across studies,!” the intervention reduced dehuma-
nization relative to a control condition on both the Ascent,
effect = —15.95, SE = 1.70, 95% CI = [-19.28, —12.63],
and animalistic trait measures, effect = —0.66, SE = 0.08,
95% CI = [-0.81, —0.52]. Heterogeneity across methods
of studies was very high (Ascent: > = 97.48%, 95% CI =
[95.94%, 98.43%]; animalistic trait: P = 93.48%, 95% CI
= [87.69%, 96.54%]), suggesting that method factors
accounted for almost all of the total variation observed
across the data beyond that attributable to the experimen-
tal manipulation. See Figure 3 for the meta-analytic effect
estimates of the intervention on reduced dehumanization.

In addition, the intervention reduced negative affect
across studies, effect = —9.21, SE = 1.51, 95% CI =
[-12.17, —6.24]. Method heterogeneity was high, > =
85.78%, 95% CI = [68.76, 93.53], although the relatively
wide CI suggests that heterogeneity was not estimated pre-
cisely. Crucially, the intervention also reduced partisans’
desire for social distance and anti-democratic spite across
studies (social distance: effect = —5.53, SE = 0.97, 95%
CI = [-7.44, —3.63]; anti-democratic spite: effect = —0.15,
SE = 0.04, 95% CI = [-0.23, —0.06]). Method heteroge-
neity across studies for social distance was estimated impre-
cisely, ¥ = 0%, 95% CI = [0%, 74.24%], suggesting that
methods factors accounted for anything from a trivial to
large amount of the variance observed across the data
beyond that attributable to the experimental manipulation.
Method heterogeneity for anti-democratic spite was high
and estimated precisely, I = 95.86%, 95% CI = [92.79%,
97.62%].

Discussion

Explicit blatant dehumanization continues to mar contem-
porary intergroup relations (Kteily & Landry, 2022). For
instance, a troubling number of American partisans
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Figure 3. Effect of the Meta-Dehumanization Intervention on Reduced (A) Ascent and (B) Animalistic Trait Dehumanization Across Studies.
Note. The point estimates for each study and the overall estimate for the Single Paper Meta-analysis (SPM) are given by the squares; 50% and
95% confidence intervals are given by the thick and thin lines, respectively; 95% confidence intervals that overlap the dashed vertical line at zero
represent a failure to reject the null hypothesis significance test of zero effect.

explicitly, blatantly dehumanize one another, which has
been linked to their anti-democratic hostility (e.g., Moore-
Berg et al., 2020). We sought to reduce partisan dehumani-
zation by integrating research demonstrating that (a) indi-
viduals who think an outgroup dehumanizes their own
group (i.e., meta-dehumanization) respond with reciprocal
dehumanization (Kteily et al., 2016; Landry, IThm &
Schooler, 2022) and (b) individuals attribute overly-
negative attitudes to outgroup members (Lees & Cikara,
2021). We developed an intervention informing American
partisans of their tendency to overestimate how much
they are dehumanized by out-partisans (Landry, Thm,
Kwit & Schooler, 2021; Moore-Berg et al., 2020). This
reduced partisans’ own dehumanization of out-partisans
across three studies—an effect that persisted at a 1-week
follow-up.

Correcting partisans’ meta-dehumanization also pro-
duced modest—yet reliable—reductions in their anti-
democratic hostility. This is notable given recent work
finding that interventions reducing negative affect do not
influence anti-democratic attitudes (Broockman et al.,
2020; Voelkel et al., 2021). Perhaps our dehumanization-
focused intervention reduced anti-democratic attitudes
when affect-focused interventions did not because dehuma-
nization is more strongly linked to anti-democratic atti-
tudes. Indeed, we observed particularly strong indirect
effects of the intervention on reduced anti-democratic spite
through dehumanization (average Bindirect = —.23, com-
pared to an average Bingirect = —-03 for negative affect; see
also Landry, Thm & Schooler, 2022)."® Although experi-
mental tests of mediation are needed to confirm this cross-
sectional indirect effect, future work attempting to bolster

support for democratic norms should consider the promise
of targeting dehumanization.

Limitations and Future Directions

Although we observed promising reductions in anti-
democratic hostility, we do not wish to overstate their
relatively small magnitude. Correcting exaggerated
meta-dehumanization produced far stronger reductions in
reciprocal dehumanization than these downstream out-
comes, which is consistent with previous work suggesting
the link between inaccurate meta-perceptions and attitudes
is largely domain-specific (Mernyk et al., 2021; Voelkel
et al., 2021). To bolster their effects on downstream out-
comes, researchers may combine interventions correcting
(meta-) misperceptions with those inducing prosocial emo-
tions. For instance, combining an article correcting overly
negative stereotypes about enemy soldiers with a video
inducing empathy toward them not only reduced the dehu-
manization of these soldiers but also led to downstream
reductions in acceptance of civilian casualties (Landry
et al., 2022; see also Moore-Berg et al., 2022).
Encouragingly, the modest reductions in anti-democratic
hostility we observed could perhaps be amplified through
positive feedback because the relationships between meta-
dehumanization, dehumanization, and hostility are
mutually reinforcing (Kteily et al., 2016). For instance, the
intervention’s effect on decreasing partisans’ desire for
social distance could feed back to further dampen their
(meta-)dehumanization toward out-partisans because inter-
group contact reduces these attitudes (Bruneau et al., 2021;
Capozza et al., 2017). Longitudinal research should examine
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this possibility. Future work should also address a key lim-
itation of our design: since we compared our intervention
with an empty control condition, we can’t definitively estab-
lish whether the effect of the intervention was due
specifically to the meta-dehumanization correction or to the
fact that (meta-)dehumanization was mentioned to
participants at all (but see the comprehension check analysis
in Supplemental Material for evidence that both played
some role).

Most crucially, applied work needs to more widely disse-
minate the fact that Democrats and Republicans consider
one another more human than the other side thinks. This
could be done through popular media such as radio or tele-
vision programs (e.g., Blair et al., 2019; Paluck, 2009),
which may reverse the process whereby media contributes
to political (meta-)misperceptions and inflames hostility
(e.g., Garrett et al., 2019; Levendusky & Malhotra, 2016).
In a similar vein, we consider it worthwhile to investigate
boundary conditions to our intervention’s efficacy (e.g.,
why the intervention was more effective for Democrats
than Republicans) and examine whether these results gen-
eralize to other contexts marked by high degrees of (meta-
)dehumanization (e.g., Hungarians who feel dehumanized
by the Roma; Kteily et al., 2016).

Conclusion

We integrated research identifying (a) meta-dehumanization
as a precursor to dehumanization and (b) overly-negative
meta-perceptions as drivers of intergroup conflict. By cor-
recting partisans’ exaggerated meta-dehumanization, we
durably reduced their own explicit blatant dehumanization.
The intervention also spilled over to reduce anti-democratic
hostility, suggesting dehumanization may be a particularly
crucial driver of hostility (vis-a-vis negative affect; cf.
Broockman et al., 2020; Voelkel et al., 2021). This brief,
cost-effective intervention lays a promising foundation to
temper the rising partisan enmity in America (Iyengar
et al., 2019) and should inspire future work to develop scal-
able means of correcting exaggerated meta-dehumaniza-
tion. Doing so may help to lift dehumanization’s dark
specter from intergroup relations.
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Notes

1. Regarding high levels of dehumanization, participants in
the control condition of our studies scored 97% higher on
a measure of outgroup dehumanization than those in the
control condition of Pavetich and Stathi’s (2021) studies.
Regarding highly inaccurate meta-dehumanization—as
noted in the main text—samples were drawn from our pop-
ulation of interest consistently believe the outgroup dehu-
manizes them 2 to 3 times more than is actually the case
(Landry et al., 2021a; Moore-Berg et al., 2020).

2. Power and sensitivity analyses were performed with
G*Power (Faul et al., 2007).
3. We attempted to collect 620 responses in line with our pre-

registration, but an error on behalf of our participant
recruitment platform (CloudResearch; Litman & Robinson,
2020) resulted in a larger-than-anticipated sample size.

4. In this and Study 3, we also evaluated the efficacy of the
intervention for Democrats and Republicans separately.
The intervention showed similar effects across party lines,
although it appeared to be somewhat more effective for
Democratic participants. See Supplemental Material for
detailed reporting of these results.

5. The decision to report our results using the composite,
instead of each measure separately, was a deviation from
our preregistrations made in the interests of concision and
minimizing Type II error. However, in this and all subse-
quent studies, the same patterns of results emerged when
examining the measures separately.

6. We initially used a six-item measure of what we referred to
as “political violence” in Studies 1 and 2. However, upon
further consideration, these items appeared to measure dis-
tinct constructs—namely general anti-democratic tendencies
(Item 1: “[Ingroup] should do whatever is necessary to pass
policies, even if it seems undemocratic”), support for vio-
lence (Item 2: “It is justified for [ingroup] to use violence in
advocating their political goals”), and anti-democratic spite
(Items 3-6). Therefore, we limited our primary analyses to
the 4 items directly measuring spite. However, in both
Studies 1 and 2, the same pattern of results emerged when
using the six-item measure.

7. See Supplemental Table S1 for proportions of correct
responses.
8. In this and Study 2, the same pattern of results emerged

when including participants who failed the attention check
and/or data quality question.
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The intervention also reduced dehumanization without
controlling for negative affect in an independent-samples ¢
test, Mpir = 0.42, #(1,105) = 8.11, d = .48, SE = 0.05,
95% confidence interval [CI] = [0.32, 0.53], p < .001.

We performed all mediation analyses with the PROCESS
macro (Hayes, 2017)

See Supplemental Figures S1-S3 for path diagrams of all
mediations reported in this article.

We also performed a one-way analysis of variance
(ANOVA) on dehumanization without controlling for neg-
ative affect, F(2, 917) = 24.70, d = .46, p < .001. The
same pattern of results emerged: The meta-dehumanization
intervention reduced dehumanization relative to the con-
trol condition, Mp;r = 0.49, SE = .07, 95% CI = [.35,
.63], p < .001, and the meta-prejudice intervention, Mg
= 0.18, SE = .07, 95% CI = [.04, .31], p = .011. The
meta-prejudice intervention also reduced dehumanization
relative to the control condition, Mp;s = 0.31, SE = .07,
95% CI = [.18, .45], p < .001.

We also performed a one-way ANOVA on negative affect
without controlling for dehumanization, F(2, 917) = 25.14,
d = .46, p < .001. The same pattern of results emerged:
The meta-prejudice intervention reduced negative affect
relative to the control condition, Mp;r = 13.96, SE =
2.00, 95% CI = [10.05, 17.88], p < .001, and the meta-
dehumanization intervention, Mp;y = 4.71, SE = 2.02,
95% CI = [0.75, 8.67], p = .02. The meta-dehumanization
intervention also reduced negative affect relative to the con-
trol condition, Mp;¢ = 9.26, SE = 2.05, 95% CI = [5.23,
13.28], p < .001.

We made a minor change to the meta-dehumanization
intervention in this study. The intervention used in Studies
1 and 2 informed participants that “Democrats and
Republicans think each other are equally human” on the
basis of results from Moore-Berg et al. (2020). However,
subsequent research found asymmetries in partisan dehu-
manization (Landry et al., 2021a), so we removed this
piece of information and the accompanying comprehen-
sion question.

None of the effects of the intervention on Wave 2 dehuma-
nization, negative affect, social distance, or spite were mod-
erated by time between waves. That is, the effects were not
stronger among those who completed the follow-up sooner.
See Supplemental Materials for these analyses.

The effects of the intervention on reduced dehumanization
at both waves were robust when we entered negative affect
in the model as an additional covariate (Wave 1: B = —.20,
SE = 1.33,¢t = —-10.02, p < .001; Wave 2: B = —.15, SE
= 1.34,r =-7.49,p < .001).

We did not include Wave 2 of Study 3 in the analysis
because the measurements at this later time point are not
comparable to those administered immediately after the
intervention (B. McShane, personal communication,
December 29, 2021). Likewise, we only compare the meta-
dehumanization intervention to the control condition in
each study and not to the meta-prejudice intervention con-
dition in Study 2.

In zero-order terms, dehumanization was also more
strongly associated with anti-democratic spite than nega-
tive affect was (average rs = .49 vs. .30).
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