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Supplementary Materials

Overview: This Supplementary Materials document for the “Normalizing Anomalies with Mobile Exposure” (NAME) intervention contains additional information about the methods used—specifically, detailed overviews of the dispositional and other measures completed by participants, the face image pre-processing pipeline, and the scoring procedure for the Implicit Association Test. It also contains a complete listing of the moral exemplar vignettes used in the NAME intervention as well as tables containing the names and occupations that were randomly assigned to the supposed moral exemplars, and a table with the demographic characteristics of the anomalous and POC faces used in the intervention.

Supplementary Method
Dispositional and Other Measures
The following 5 scales were administered to all participants in order to assess their psychological dispositions, beliefs, and sensitivity to social desirability: 1. The Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 1983) is a 21-item scale designed to measure facets of trait empathy, including empathic concern (empathic concern, perspective taking, and personal distress; the fantasy subscale was not used here). 2. Three-Domain Disgust Scale (Tybur et al., 2009) is a 21-item scale designed to measure sensitivity to different experiences of disgust (pathogen, moral, and sexual disgust). 3. The Procedural and Distributive Just World Beliefs Scale (Lucas et al., 2011) is a 16-item scale designed to measure beliefs about whether bad things happen to bad people (distribute justice towards oneself, distributive justice towards others, procedural justice towards oneself, and procedural justice towards others). 4. The Social Dominance Orientation Scale (Pratto et al., 1994) is a 16-item scale designed to measure attitudes about egalitarianism. 5. The Marlowe-Crowne Scale (short form; Crowne & Marlowe, 1960) is a 13-item scale that measures concern with social approval. Demographic information was also recorded (e.g., age, sex, race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and political attitudes).

Face Image Pre-Processing
Both sets of face stimuli—anomalous and people of color (POC)—were subjected to the following pre-processing pipeline (Workman & Chatterjee, 2021): 1. All images were normalized to inter-pupillary distance (algorithms from the OpenCV computer vision library [https://opencv.org/] and facial landmarks from the dlib machine learning toolkit [http://dlib.net/]). 2. All images were resized and cropped (width: 345px; height: 407px). 3. The backgrounds were rendered transparent in all images (https://www.remove.bg/). 4. Transparent backgrounds were replaced with black (GIMP 2 software package [https://www.gimp.org/]). The anomalous face stimuli were selected from the ChatLab Facial Anomaly Database (Workman & Chatterjee, 2021): https://cfad.clffwrkmn.net/. The POC stimuli were selected from the Chicago Face Database (Ma et al., 2015): https://www.chicagofaces.org/.

Scoring the Implicit Association Test (IAT)
There are seven parts to the IAT. First, participants’ key presses were used to indicate whether faces that appeared onscreen were anomalous or typical. Second, the participant pressed the same keys to indicate whether words were good (e.g., happy) or bad (e.g., sickening). Third, participants used the same key to classify both faces and words (i.e., anomalous faces with good words and typical faces with bad words, or anomalous faces with bad words and typical faces with good words). The fourth part was identical to the third. The fifth, sixth, and seventh parts swapped the keys used to classify faces (i.e., faces—anomalous or typical—previously linked to bad words were now linked to good words, and faces previously linked to good words were now linked to bad words).
Published exclusion criteria were applied to the IAT data (Greenwald et al., 2003) before calculating the IAT d’ scores (see also http://projectimplicit.net/nosek/papers/scoringalgorithm.sas.txt). Specifically, IAT data with error rates in excess of 30% of trials (i.e., 10 or more) and/or with latencies below 300ms in excess of 10% of trials (i.e., 4 or more) were excluded. Trials within each dataset were excluded that had latencies in excess of 10s or under 400ms. Next, average reaction times were calculated when associating anomalous faces with bad words (and typical faces with good words; i.e., parts 4 or 7) and when associating anomalous faces with good words (and typical faces with bad words; i.e., parts 4 or 7). To calculate the IAT d’ scores, the averaged reaction times were subtracted from one another ([anomalous and bad/typical and good] – [anomalous and good/typical and bad]) and then taken over the standard deviation across both sets of reaction times ([anomalous and bad/typical and good] + [anomalous and good/typical and bad]) (Greenwald et al., 2003).



Moral Exemplar Vignettes (N = 41)
1. I started writing early in the year to a friend’s brother-in-law. This guy is in prison and his mother passed away; he was only able to attend her funeral. I helped him out with the funeral and wrote to him to make him feel less alone. 

2. When I was living in Detroit, I lived next to this wonderful, loving person. She was a single mother of two children, one of whom was severely ill. The whole neighborhood felt very compassionate to her and we helped her with little things around the house.

3. My neighbor had a dog for 14 years and one day the dog disappeared. I went around putting up signs throughout the neighborhood but when my friend found his dog, it was sick and needed to be put to sleep. I stayed up all night with him as he cried.

4. I worked at a job where I spoke with customers over the phone. One of my customers was in need of help because he was stranded in Romania. I did whatever I could to connect this person to people who could help him.

5. I worked in a restaurant and had been there only 2 weeks when a fellow co-worker’s brother died. She couldn’t come into work the day he died and none of her fellow co-workers would cover her shift. So, I worked a double shift that day and covered for her.

6. There is a stray cat that comes to my door sometimes. I have been feeding the cat and noticed she became very ill. I ordered some antibiotics from the vet and gave them to her.

7. A woman at work would always bring in pictures of her dogs. One day she had to make the decision to put her dogs to sleep. So, I cried with her and comforted her. 

8. My next-door neighbor, Beth, was going through some very hard times. I’m not the kind of person to hug people, but one day she came into my apartment very upset. So, I gave her a hug. 

9. Just a few weeks ago I got a call from my friend’s niece. She was living in my town and having some financial difficulties. I told her that she could come live with me for one week just until she got her act together. 

10. I was running across the street one time, years ago, and a little old woman fell. She was carrying groceries and she slipped. I helped her get her bearings back and picked up the groceries. 

11. A few years ago, my mom fell. She hurt herself badly. So, I moved up to where she lived and took care of her, watched over her and basically helped nurse her back to health.

12. I was stopped in traffic on the freeway and looked outside the window and saw a wallet. While the cars were stopped, I reached out and picked up the wallet. I wrote to the person who was on the license in the wallet and he got his wallet back.

13. I was friends with a woman who wanted to pursue her acting career. She was going to pawn this ring that was in her family for years. I didn’t want her to pawn the ring so I gave her $200 and said that I would hold on to it for her until she could pay me back.

14. I was at this festival downtown and there was a man walking along, counting his money. He had a lot of cash in his hands and dropped a five-dollar bill. I picked it up and returned it to him.

15. I bought a pair of shoes and the lady was busy, so she charged me the wrong price for the shoes. I didn’t want to cheat her so asked her if she was sure that this was the right price for the shoes. It was the wrong price and she corrected the price and thanked me. 

16. I found a wallet with a fifty-dollar bill in it. I found a phone number to call and contacted the woman whose wallet it was. She was very appreciative and came to my house to pick it up.

17. I went to the grocery store and got all of my groceries and went to the checkout. I gave the cashier a twenty-dollar bill and she gave me back too much change. I was really tempted not to tell her about her mistake, but I ended up telling her she gave me too much change.

18. I had a bad relationship with my father and had not talked to him for years. He had left my mother. When my mother died, I gathered the strength to call him and tell him that she died and that I loved him. 

19. At a restaurant, when the waitress returned with my change, I was positive she was $10 short. She disagreed but gave me the $10. I told her that if the register was $10 short tonight, I’d give it back to her. When I came back the next day, she said I was wrong so gave her the $10.

20. A friend of mine decided to move to the city where I lived. My friend didn’t know anyone in the city. So, I went to pick her up at the airport and drove her around the city throughout the next week so she could become familiar with the city.

21. I recently moved into a new residence and became really good friends with a woman who lived there named Sheryl. However, whenever I talked to Sheryl she would always talk about other people in a negative way. So, I confronted her and told her that I didn’t like it.

22. I was at the pharmacy buying something and I noticed a man who was sitting outside selling trinkets. He was homeless and it was freezing out. So, I went next door to a store and bought him some food and new clothes. 

23. Just a few weeks ago, I was going to the grocery store. I saw an elderly dog lying on its side and asked a clerk how long it had been lying there. It had been lying there all day, so I got it some water and called a shelter to come and pick up the dog. 

24. Three years ago, I had a call from a friend of mine who was overseas. His nephew was coming over to the States to go to medical school near me. So, when his nephew arrived, I just kind of stopped my life for a few days and did things to make this kid’s life work.

25. My friends and I were going skiing over the Christmas holiday. On our way up we were in a car accident and a small child in another car was killed. I felt so sorry for the mother and tried to comfort her the best I could on the scene of the accident. 

26. Every year around Thanksgiving and at Christmas too, I go to the downtown area. I help serve food to homeless people. I spend the day at the shelters and serve the food to people who come in.

27. During my commute through downtown, I see a lot of homeless people. One day I was driving and saw a homeless woman walking her dog. I pulled over and gave her some money. 

28. When I was younger, I stuttered and eventually overcame this problem. Once when I saw another kid at school being made fun of for stuttering, I yelled at the bullies. I slammed the kids up against the wall and told them never to make fun of the boy again.

29. I knew a couple and their child through one of those” ““save-a-child””” foundations. The family decided to move to California, and I knew they were going to have a really hard time finding work. So, I sold a bracelet that I had and sent them the money. 

30. A couple of weeks ago I passed by a homeless man who was sitting outside. I had this really cold bottle of water with me and it was very hot out. So, I gave him the bottle of water. 

31. I used to ride the bus every day to work. One day I noticed a pregnant woman who did not have a seat. So, I took her by the arm and helped her find a seat. 

32. One summer I had a job on the beach picking up trash. I found a wallet on the beach and it had $60 in it. So, I picked it up and turned it in to my supervisor.

33. About two months ago, I was in the grocery store at the cash register. This elderly lady left her pocketbook on the counter. So, I picked up her pocketbook and called her back to come and get it.

34. A couple of years ago, when I went grocery shopping, I realized that there was a cart in the parking lot that had not been claimed. It was full of groceries. So, I brought the cart back inside and gave it to the manager. 

35. In my last job I got written up for something that I think I should not have been written up for. Then the company wanted me to sign a document basically saying that I agreed with what they had said in the statement. I stuck up for myself and told them I would not sign it.

36. I found a wallet while I was out walking once. Fortunately, it had an ID in it so I could return it. So, I brought it down to the police station and turned it in.

37. One time at one of my friend’s parties and went to the restroom. While I was in there, I saw a purse lying there, with a wallet inside. I was tempted to take the money inside the wallet but didn’t. 

38. I found a pocketbook full of money when I was ten years old. It was in the parking lot of a store in the town that I grew up in. I showed it to my mother, and we took it back into the store.

39. I was in a parking lot and found a wallet with some money and an ID. I was near a market, so I went down to the market to see if I recognized the person on the ID. I found the woman and gave her back her wallet. 

40. One Christmas, my friend Sarah and I wanted to do something nice for someone. So, we went to the post office where they had letters to Santa. We read the letters and answered some of the wishes from the kids in the letters. 

41. I bought some bread and some milk in the store the other day. After I paid, I realized that the cashier gave me the wrong change back. I went back and told her this.
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Supplementary Tables

Table S1 | The complete pool of 200 names—100 stereotypically male and 100 stereotypically female—that ostensibly belonged to the moral exemplars whose photographs and stories were presented to participants as part of the NAME intervention.

	Stereotypically male names

	A to C
	C to J
	J to K
	K to R
	R to Z

	1. Aaron
	21. Christopher
	41. Jacob
	61. Kyle
	81. Roger

	2. Adam
	22. Daniel
	42. James
	62. Larry
	82. Ronald

	3. Alan
	23. David
	43. Jason
	63. Lawrence
	83. Roy

	4. Albert
	24. Dennis
	44. Jeffrey
	64. Logan
	84. Russell

	5. Alexander
	25. Donald
	45. Jeremy
	65. Louis
	85. Ryan

	6. Andrew
	26. Douglas
	46. Jerry
	66. Mark
	86. Samuel

	7. Anthony
	27. Dylan
	47. Jesse
	67. Matthew
	87. Scott

	8. Arthur
	28. Edward
	48. Joe
	68. Michael
	88. Sean

	9. Austin
	29. Eric
	49. John
	69. Nathan
	89. Stephen

	10. Benjamin
	30. Ethan
	50. Johnny
	70. Nicholas
	90. Steven

	11. Billy
	31. Eugene
	51. Jonathan
	71. Noah
	91. Terry

	12. Bobby
	32. Frank
	52. Jordan
	72. Patrick
	92. Thomas

	13. Bradley
	33. Gabriel
	53. Jose
	73. Paul
	93. Timothy

	14. Brandon
	34. Gary
	54. Joseph
	74. Peter
	94. Tyler

	15. Brian
	35. George
	55. Joshua
	75. Philip
	95. Vincent

	16. Bruce
	36. Gerald
	56. Juan
	76. Ralph
	96. Walter

	17. Bryan
	37. Gregory
	57. Justin
	77. Randy
	97. Wayne

	18. Carl
	38. Harold
	58. Keith
	78. Raymond
	98. William

	19. Charles
	39. Henry
	59. Kenneth
	79. Richard
	99. Willie

	20. Christian
	40. Jack
	60. Kevin
	80. Robert
	100. Zachary

	Stereotypically female names

	A to C
	C to H
	H to K
	K to N
	O to V

	1. Abigail
	21. Christina
	41. Heather
	61. Kelly
	81. Olivia

	2. Alexis
	22. Christine
	42. Helen
	62. Kimberly
	82. Pamela

	3. Alice
	23. Cynthia
	43. Jacqueline
	63. Laura
	83. Patricia

	4. Amanda
	24. Danielle
	44. Jane
	64. Lauren
	84. Rachel

	5. Amber
	25. Deborah
	45. Janet
	65. Linda
	85. Rebecca

	6. Amy
	26. Debra
	46. Janice
	66. Lisa
	86. Rose

	7. Andrea
	27. Denise
	47. Jean
	67. Lori
	87. Ruth

	8. Angela
	28. Diana
	48. Jennifer
	68. Madison
	88. Samantha

	9. Ann
	29. Diane
	49. Jessica
	69. Margaret
	89. Sandra

	10. Anna
	30. Donna
	50. Joan
	70. Maria
	90. Sara

	11. Ashley
	31. Doris
	51. Joyce
	71. Marie
	91. Sarah

	12. Barbara
	32. Dorothy
	52. Judith
	72. Marilyn
	92. Sharon

	13. Betty
	33. Elizabeth
	53. Judy
	73. Martha
	93. Shirley

	14. Beverly
	34. Emily
	54. Julia
	74. Mary
	94. Sophia

	15. Brenda
	35. Emma
	55. Julie
	75. Megan
	95. Stephanie

	16. Brittany
	36. Evelyn
	56. Karen
	76. Melissa
	96. Susan

	17. Carol
	37. Frances
	57. Katherine
	77. Michelle
	97. Teresa

	18. Carolyn
	38. Gloria
	58. Kathleen
	78. Nancy
	98. Theresa

	19. Catherine
	39. Grace
	59. Kathryn
	79. Natalie
	99. Victoria

	20. Cheryl
	40. Hannah
	60. Kayla
	80. Nicole
	100. Virginia






Table S2 | The demographic characteristics of the anomalous and POC faces from the NAME interventions.

	 
	Anomalous Faces
(Exposure)
	Anomalous Faces
(Moral Exemplars)
	POC Faces
(Exposure & Exemplars)

	 
	M
	SD
	Min
	Max
	M
	SD
	Min
	Max
	M
	SD
	Min
	Max

	Age
	 
	 
	 
	 
	51.07
	15.81
	20
	85
	31.53
	7.92
	18
	56

	Sex

	Female
	56
	30
	47

	Male
	44
	20
	53

	Race / Ethnicity

	Asian
	7
	2
	28

	Black
	3
	3
	38

	Latinx
	7
	5
	34

	White
	83
	40
	0

	Facial Anomaly

	Cutaneous deformity
	
	4
	

	Paralysis
	
	9
	

	Pigmentation
	
	3
	

	Scar
	
	26
	

	Swelling / growth
	 
	8
	 

	
	
	
	



Table S3 | Occupations ostensibly held by the moral exemplars. The first column lists the 5 occupations from Jenkins and colleagues (2018) that maximized ratings of warmth and competence. Each subsequent column includes variations around the original set of 5 occupations.

	Occupations randomly assigned to moral exemplars

	Original
	Variant 1
	Variant 2
	Variant 3
	Variant 4
	Variant 5
	Variant 6

	Athlete
	Pro-gamer
	Sports coach
	Basketball player
	Swimmer
	Soccer player
	Gymnast

	Farmer
	Rancher
	Park ranger
	Gardener
	Landscaper
	Contractor
	Carpenter

	Nurse
	Caregiver
	Nurse practitioner
	Physical therapist
	Physician assistant
	Medical assistant
	Midwife

	Parent
	Daycare worker
	Adoptive parent
	Foster parent
	Nanny 
	Day-care provider
	Child-care worker

	Surgeon
	Physician
	Doctor
	Paramedic
	Chiropractor
	Veterinarian
	Optometrist



Table S4 | Final-sample sensitivity analysis.

	Analysis
	Final sample basis
	Criterion
	Minimum detectable effect

	Primary paired pre-post test
	N = 98 complete pairs
	two-tailed alpha = .05; power = .80
	dz = .286

	Within-condition paired follow-up tests
	approximately N = 49 complete pairs
	two-tailed alpha = .05; power = .80
	dz = .408

	Between-condition comparison of change scores
	approximately n = 49 per group
	two-tailed alpha = .05; power = .80
	dz = .57



Table S5 | Assumption and robustness checks for focal paired comparisons.

	Check
	N
	Distribution/homogeneity test
	Robustness test
	Interpretation

	Primary congruent IAT change
	98
	W = .974, p = .051
	p = .00053
	Parametric inference retained

	Anomalous condition: anomalous-face IAT change
	49
	W = .972, p = .289
	p = .006
	Supports focal reduction

	Anomalous condition: POC IAT change
	49
	W = .924, p = .004
	p = 1.000
	Supports nonsignificant change

	Control condition: POC IAT change
	49
	W = .973, p = .318
	p = .029
	Supports reduction

	Control condition: anomalous-face IAT change
	50
	W = .970, p = .230
	p = .261
	Supports nonsignificant change

	Anomalous condition: EBQ change
	50
	W = .985, p = .783
	p = .790
	Supports nonsignificant change

	Levene test for congruent IAT change by intervention group
	98
	F = 0.97, p = .327
	not applicable
	Homogeneity assumption acceptable



Table S6 | Focal paired t-tests and standardized effects.

	Analysis
	N
	t
	df
	p
	Raw 95% CI
	d_z [95% CI]

	Primary congruent IAT change
	98
	3.96
	97
	.00014
	[0.13, 0.38]
	0.40 [0.19, 0.61]

	Anomalous condition: anomalous-face IAT change
	49
	3.07
	48
	.00349
	[0.10, 0.49]
	0.44 [0.14, 0.73]

	Anomalous condition: POC IAT change
	49
	0.53
	48
	.599
	[-0.12, 0.20]
	0.08 [-0.21, 0.36]

	Control condition: POC IAT change
	49
	2.49
	48
	.0163
	[0.04, 0.38]
	0.36 [0.07, 0.64]

	Control condition: anomalous-face IAT change
	50
	1.20
	49
	.235
	[-0.10, 0.41]
	0.17 [-0.11, 0.45]

	Anomalous condition: EBQ change
	50
	-0.11
	49
	.909
	[-0.11, 0.09]
	-0.02 [-0.29, 0.26]





Table S7 | Directional exploratory correlations.

	Predictor
	N
	r
	one-tailed p
	two-sided 90% CI

	Prosocial arousal
	100
	.11
	.135
	[-.06, .27]

	State perspective taking
	100
	.18
	.034
	[.02, .34]

	Trait perspective taking (IRI)
	100
	-.11
	.854
	[-.27, .06]



