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Abstract
The Present Research Tested Whether Stereotypes In Implicit Person Perception Can Be Reversed By Stereotype-Inconsistent Individuating Information And Intensified By Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information. Study 1 Investigated This Question In The Domain Of Two Racial Stereotypes Of The Same (Positive) Valence To Avoid Confounds With Attitudes. The Implicit Application Of Positive Stereotypes To Individuals Was Intensified When Targets Were Portrayed As Stereotype-Consistent, And Reversed When Individuals Were Portrayed As Stereotype-Inconsistent. To Enhance Ecological Validity, Study 2 Assessed The Research Question In The Realm Of A Trait Associated With A Negative Stereotype Of The Minority Group And A Positive Stereotype Of The Majority Group. Here, The Stereotype Was Reversed By Stereotype-Inconsistent Individuating Information And Descriptively, But Not Inferentially, Intensified By Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information.  Implications For The Malleability Of Implicit Stereotypes Are Discussed.






Individuating Information Can Intensify And Reverse Stereotypes In Implicit Person Perception
Introduction
When We Form Impressions Of Others, To What Extent Are Our Implicit Evaluations Of Them Determined By Our Pre-Existing Attitudes Toward And Stereotypes About Social Groups? Do Such Implicit Preferences Dominate Our Impressions, Or Are We Able To Take Into Account Valid Information In Our Social Environment That Is Relevant To Our Impressions?  The Present Research Comprised Two Experiments That Provided Several Different Tests Of The Malleability Of Stereotypes In Implicit Person Perception.  Specifically, These Experiments Tested Whether Implicit Stereotypes In Person Perception Can Be Intensified By Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information And Reversed By Stereotype-Inconsistent Individuating Information In The Domain Of Two Positive Stereotypes (Study 1) And In The Domain Of A Trait For Which There Is A Positive Stereotype Of A Majority Group And A Negative Stereotype Of A Minority Group (Study 2).
Are Implicit Evaluations Slow-Learning Or Fast-Learning Processes?
Theoretical Perspectives. In Several Dual-Process Theories, The Distinction Is Drawn Between Slow-Learning, Associative “System 1” Processing, And Rule-Based, Fast-Learning “System 2” Processing (Rydell & Mcconnell, 2006; Sloman, 1994; Smith & Decoster, 2000; See Also Wilson, Lindsey, & Schooler, 2000; Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006, 2011, 2018).  Some Have Applied This Idea To The Domain Of Social Cognition, Proposing That For The Most Part, Implicit Evaluations Are System 1 Processes (Amodio, 2011; Amodio & Devine, 2014; Mcconnell & Rydell, 2014; Rydell & Mcconnell, 2006; Smith & Decoster, 2000), Whereas Explicit Evaluations Are System 2 Processes (Rydell & Mcconnell, 2006; Smith & Decoster, 2000).  Thus, These Theories Are Consistent With The Notion That Implicit Evaluations Should Be Slow To Change, Whereas Explicit Evaluations Should Be Sensitive To Relevant Information In The Social Environment.
In Contrast, Other Theories Are More Consistent With The Possibility That Implicit Evaluations Can Be Rapidly Updated (De Houwer, 2014), Or At Least Allow For Their Malleability Under Particular Circumstances (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006, 2011, 2018).  According To The Associative-Propositional Evaluations Model (APE Model; Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006, 2011, 2018), Instead Of Rigidly Distinct Associative And Propositional Processes, These Processes Are Indeed Separate, But Can Interact To Result In Similar Implicit And Explicit Evaluations That Both Are Sensitive To New Information.  And According To Propositional Models Of Evaluations (E.G., De Houwer, 2014), There Are Not Separate Associative And Propositional Systems At All; Instead, A Single Propositional Process Underlies All Evaluations, Though Different Conditions Of Automaticity May Bring About Dissociations Between Implicit And Explicit Evaluations (De Houwer, 2014; See Also Cone, Mann, & Ferguson, 2017).
Empirical Evidence. With Regard To Empirical Evidence Relevant To The Slow- Vs. Fast-Learning Debate In The Domain Of Person Perception, Some Research Has Supported The Slow-Learning Perspective, Showing That Implicit Attitudinal Evaluations Of Individuals Are Slow To Form (Rydell & Mcconnell, 2006; Cf. Gregg Et Al., 2006) And Change (Rydell, Mcconnell, Strain, Claypool, & Hugenberg, 2007; Gregg Et Al., 2006).  However, Other Empirical Evidence Has Called This View Into Question By Showing That Implicit Attitudinal Evaluations Of Novel Targets Can Be Quickly Reversed By Diagnostic Counterattitudinal Target Information (Brannon & Gawronski, 2017, Study 2; Cone & Ferguson, 2015), Or That Implicit Attitudinal Evaluations Of Individuals Are Sensitive To Information About These Individuals Under Particular Circumstances (Gawronski, Rydell, Vervliet, & De Houwer, 2010; Mann & Ferguson, 2015, 2017; Rydell, Mcconnell, Mackie, & Strain, 2006; Wyer, 2010, 2016).  
Most Relevant To The Present Research, Additional Studies Have Shown That The Application Of Existing Stereotypes In Implicit Evaluations Of Individuals Can Be Reduced (Cao & Banaji, 2016) Or Eliminated (Rubinstein & Jussim, 2019, Study 3; Rubinstein, Jussim, & Stevens, 2018, Studies 1 And 2) By A Small Amount Of Individuating Information.  Evidence Showing The Reduction Of Stereotypic Beliefs Rather Than Their Elimination (Cao & Banaji, 2016) Can Be Plausibly Interpreted As Support For Slow-Learning Perspectives On Implicit Evaluations Since, In That Research, Implicit Beliefs Did Not Fully Incorporate Valid Information In The Social Environment.  However, Studies Showing The Elimination Of Implicit Stereotypes By Individuating Information (Rubinstein & Jussim, 2019, Study 3; Rubinstein Et Al., 2018, Studies 1 And 2) Are Fully Consistent With Rapid Revision Of Implicit Evaluations.
Limitations Of Previous Research
Although Previous Research Has Examined The Effects Of Individuating Information On Stereotypes In Implicit Person Perception (Cao & Banaji, 2016; Rubinstein & Jussim, 2019; Rubinstein Et Al., 2018), These Studies Have Limitations.  In Two Previous Programs Of Research, Participants Were Provided With Information Suggesting That A Black And A White Target Were Equally Competent Or Equally Incompetent, And Implicit Evaluations Of Targets’ Competence Were Measured (Rubinstein Et Al., 2018; Rubinstein & Jussim, 2019).  However, This Research Did Not Provide Participants With Purely Counterstereotypic Individuating Information; Instead, The Targets Were Portrayed As Equal, And The Trait Was Consistent With The Stereotype Of One Race And Inconsistent With The Other.  By Extension, These Studies Also Did Not Provide Participants With Completely Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information.  Thus, The Research Was Not Capable Of Addressing Whether Implicit Stereotypes In Person Perception Can Be Reversed By Counterstereotypic Individuating Information, Nor Was It Capable Of Assessing Whether These Stereotypes Can Be Intensified By Stereotype-Consistent Information.  Moreover, In These Studies, Only One Stereotype Was Used: The Stereotype That Black People Are Unintelligent, And White People Are Intelligent.  The Intelligent-Unintelligent Dimension Inherently Incorporates A Contrast Of Valence, So It Is Likely That Implicit Attitudes Were Involved In The Implicit Evaluations That Were Made In Addition To Semantic Implicit Stereotypes.
Another Program Of Research (Cao & Banaji, 2016) Assessed Reliance On Individuating Information And Gender Stereotypes In Implicit Person Perception.  Participants Either Were Provided With The Information That A Man Had A Masculine Occupation And A Woman Had A Feminine Occupation, Or That The Man Had A Feminine Occupation And The Woman Had A Masculine Occupation.  Thus, Individuating Information Was Either Stereotype-Consistent Or Stereotype-Inconsistent.  Results Showed That Implicit Stereotypic Beliefs Were Reduced By Counterstereotypic Individuating Information, But Not Reversed.  Moreover, It Seems[footnoteRef:1] That Implicit Stereotypic Beliefs Were Not Intensified By Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information.  Thus, Implicit Beliefs Were Not Fully In Line With The Information That Was Available.   [1:  Although the relevant inferential statistic is not reported, highly overlapping error bars in figures displaying the relevant data suggest no significant intensification.] 

However, As Has Been Noted Previously (Rubinstein Et Al., 2018), In That Research, Cao & Banaji (2016) Used Semantic Beliefs That Were Technically Social Roles (Occupations), Which Can Play A Causal Role In Stereotype Formation (Koenig & Eagly, 2014, Study 4).  Therefore, The Beliefs That Were Examined May Have Been Particularly Resistant To Change.  Moreover, By Using Occupational Beliefs, The Researchers Arguably Were Providing Perceivers With Two Social Categories Rather Than A Social Category And Individuating Information, And In Such Circumstances, Both Categories Are Expected To Influence Social Evaluations, Whereas In The Case Of Diagnostic Individuating Information, The Individuating Information Generally Takes Primacy Over Stereotypes (See Kunda & Thagard, 1996, For A Review).  
The Present Research
The Present Research Aimed To Address The Limitations Of Previous Research Addressing Reliance On Individuating Information And Stereotypes In Implicit Person Perception In Order To Provide More Comprehensive Tests Of The Malleability Of Implicit Stereotype-Relevant Evaluations Of Individuals.  Specifically, It Addressed The Questions Of: (1) Can Stereotypic Implicit Perceptions Of Individuals Be Reversed By Counterstereotypic Trait Individuating Information, (2) Can Stereotypic Implicit Perceptions Of Individuals Be Intensified By Stereotype-Consistent Trait Individuating Information, And (3) Do The Observed Effects Apply Both In Situations In Which The Dominant Group Is Stereotyped Positively And The Subordinate Group Is Stereotyped Negatively, As Well As Situations In Which Both Stereotypes Have The Same Valence?  In Addressing These Questions, The Present Research Also Provides Empirical Evidence In The Domain Of The Theoretical Debate Regarding The Speed At Which Implicit Evaluations Are Updated.
Hypotheses
The Present Research Tested 3 Hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 1: Implicit Stereotypic Evaluations Of Individuals Will Be Neutralized Or Reversed In The Presence Of Counterstereotypic Trait Individuating Information.
Hypothesis 2: Reliance On Implicit Stereotypes In Evaluations Of Individuals Will Be Intensified By Trait Information Suggesting That An Individual Conforms To The Group Stereotype.
Hypothesis 3: These Effects Will Persist Regardless Of Whether The Dominant Group Stereotype Is Positive And The Stereotype Of The Subordinate Group Is Negative, Or Whether Stereotypes Of Both The Dominant And Subordinate Groups Are Positive.
Research Overview
	The Present Research Comprised Two Studies[footnoteRef:2].  The First Study Investigated The Effects Of Counterstereotypic Individuating Information And Stereotypic Individuating Information On Implicit Stereotype-Relevant Evaluations In The Domain Of Two Positive Traits.  Keeping The Valence Constant Was Done To Avoid Confounds With Attitudes And Provide A Purer Test Of Semantic (Rather Than Affective) Evaluations.  Study 2 Was Identical To Study 1 Except That, To Enhance Ecological Validity, We Employed A Trait In Which The Dominant Group Is Stereotyped Positively And The Subordinate Group Is Stereotyped Negatively, As Is Oftentimes The Case.   [2:  Preregistration for Study 1 can be found at https://osf.io/7956t. Preregistration for Study 2 can be found at https://osf.io/w7mpd.] 

Study 1
	The First Study Measured The Extent To Which Perceivers’ Application Of Stereotypes To Individuals Were Reversed Or Intensified By Individuating Information In The Domain Of Two Positive Stereotypes (Valence Was Established With Pilot Data; See Https://Osf.Io/Ruw3q/).  In This Study, Participants Either Were Provided With No Information About Individuals, Were Given Information Depicting A Black Target As Athletic And A White Target As Intelligent (Consistent With Racial Stereotypes; E.G., Devine, 1989; Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park, 1994) Or Reviewed Information Portraying The Black Target As Intelligent And The White Target As Athletic (Inconsistent With Racial Stereotypes; E.G., Devine, 1989; Wittenbrink Et Al., 1994).  In All Three Conditions, Participants Then Completed A Racial Stereotype Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald, Mcghee, & Schwartz, 1998) To Assess The Extent To Which They Associated The Black And White Targets With Intelligence And Athleticism.  Although The Focus Of The Present Research Was On Implicit Evaluations, Participants Also Completed Trait Ratings As Explicit Measures Of How Intelligent And Athletic They Perceived Each Of The Two Targets To Be.  
The Reason That Two Positive Stereotypes Were Used In This Study Was To Avoid Confounding Attitudes With Stereotypes; If There Were One Positive And One Negative Stereotype, There Would Be An Affective Contrast Involved, Which Would Potentially Obscure The Effects Of Semantic Processing (See Kurdi & Banaji, 2019). Using Two Stereotypes Of The Same Valence Allowed Us To Make A Clearer Distinction Between Semantic And Affective Processes.
Method
	Participants. A Power Analysis Was Performed For Both Studies In The Present Research Specifying An Effect Size Of F = .15 To Be Able To Detect Even A Small Individuating Information Effect, Α = .05, 80% Power, And A Correlation Between Repeated Measure Of R = .50[footnoteRef:3].  This Analysis Showed That 111 Participants Were Needed.  We Collected More Data Than Necessary In Anticipation Of Discarding Some Data. [3:  The power analysis was based off of the implicit experimental design rather than the explicit experimental design because that was the focus of the present research. Although our implicit experimental design was a one-way between-subjects design, we specified a within-between subjects interaction for a mixed-model ANOVA in the power analysis because IAT scores are difference scores, and between-subjects main effects for difference scores are statistically identical to within-between subjects interactions.] 

Participants Were 131 General Psychology Students Who Participated In Exchange For Course Credit.  Because Implicit Preferences Are Different For Black Perceivers Than For Others (E.G., Nosek Et Al., 2007; Nosek, Banaji, & Greenwald, 2002), We Did Not Collect Data From Black Or Biracial Students.  In Addition, Data From Three Participants Were Discarded Because They Had Unusable IAT Data (Excessive Fast Responding According To The Scoring Algorithm Suggested By Greenwald, Nosek, & Banaji, 2003).  No Participants Failed Excessive (>50%) Manipulation Checks Regarding The Content Of The Stimulus Information That Was Presented.  After Data Exclusions, We Were Left With A Final Sample Of N = 128.
Experimental Design. The Explicit Experimental Design Was A 3 (Individuating Information: No Information Vs. Stereotype-Consistent Information Vs. Stereotype-Inconsistent Information) X 2 (Target Race: Black Vs. White) Mixed-Model Design.  Individuating Information Was The Between-Subjects Factor.  The Implicit Experimental Design Was A One-Way (Individuating Information: No Information Vs. Stereotype-Consistent Information Vs. Stereotype-Inconsistent Information) Between-Subjects Design; Because IAT Are Difference Scores, They Inherently Incorporate The Within-Subjects Race Of Target Factor. 
Stimuli. Stimuli Varied Between The Three Experimental Conditions.
No Information Condition. In This Condition, Participants Did Not Receive Any Stimulus Information; They Evaluated The Targets Exclusively Given Their Racially Prototypical Names (Jamal Deshawn Robinson For The Black Target And Luke Connor Reed For The White Target; Racial Prototypicality Was Established With Pilot Data From Our Previous Research, Available At Https://Osf.Io/Ruw3q/).  We Used This Condition As A Baseline Measure Of Implicit Stereotypes Because, In The Absence Of Any Individuating Information, Perceivers Tend To Rely On Category Information In Judgments Of Individuals (E.G., Kunda & Thagard, 1996; Locksley, Borgida, Brekke, & Hepburn, 1980).
Stereotype-Consistent And Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Conditions. In These Conditions, Participants Read The Following Descriptions Of Jamal And Luke:
[Jamal Deshawn Robinson/Luke Connor Reed] Is Very Brainy.  He Has A Passion For Organic Chemistry And In His Spare Time, He Plays Chess, Solves Crossword Puzzles, And Reads In The Library.
[Jamal Deshawn Robinson/Luke Connor Reed] Is Very Athletic.  He Runs Half Marathons A Few Times Per Year.  In Addition To Training For These Races, He Plays In Recreational Basketball And Soccer Leagues, And Lifts Weights A Couple Of Times Per Week.
	In The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition, Jamal Was Depicted As Athletic And Luke As Intelligent (E.G., Devine, 1989; Wittenbrink Et Al., 1994).  In The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition, These Pairings Were Reversed.
	Measures. All Measures Were Administered Using Qualtrics Software.  The IAT Was Administered Using The Iatgen App (Carpenter Et Al., 2019) For Qualtrics.  The Categories Used In The IAT Were: “Jamal,” “Luke,” “Intelligent,” And “Athletic.”  The Stimuli In The Jamal And Luke Categories Were The Targets’ First, Middle, And Last Names.  In The Intelligent And Athletic Categories, Words Relevant To Intelligence And Athleticism Were Used As Stimuli (Available At Https://Osf.Io/Ruw3q/).  Thus, The IAT Measured Differences In The Extents To Which Participants Associated Jamal, Compared With Luke, With Intelligence And Athleticism.  
Explicit Measures Were Trait Ratings Of Targets’ Intelligence And Athleticism On A Scale Of 1 (E.G., Very Unintelligent) To 7 (E.G., Very Intelligent).  The Order Of Which Target Was Evaluated First Was Randomized For Explicit Measures, But The IAT Was Always Administered Before The Explicit Measures.  Trait Ratings Also Served As A Manipulation Check To Ensure That The Individuating Information Successfully Communicated The Intended Trait (See Https://Osf.Io/Ruw3q/ For These Analyses For Studies 1 And 2; These Analyses Showed That All Manipulations Were Successful).
Procedure.  In The Two Conditions In Which Participants Reviewed Individuating Information, They Were Told Via Instructions On The Computer Screen That They Would Be Presented With Information About Two Individuals And That They Would Need To Memorize The Information In Order To Be Able To Complete The Remainder Of The Study.  In These Conditions, After Reviewing The Information, Participants Immediately Completed Manipulation Checks To Ensure That They Were Attending To The Information On The Screen (E.G., “Which Of The Following Is One Of Jamal’s Hobbies?”).  They Next Completed The IAT, The Explicit Measures, Questions About The Purpose Of The Experiment, And Demographic Items.  Finally, They Were Debriefed And Thanked For Their Participation.
In The No Information Condition, Participants Started The Study By Completing The IAT; They Were Not Provided With Information About The Targets.  From That Point Forward, The Procedure Was Identical To The Conditions In Which Participants Were Provided With Individuating Information. 
Results And Discussion[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Data for both studies can be found at https://osf.io/ruw3q/] 

Preliminary Data Scoring And Coding. Implicit Stereotyping On The IAT Was Assessed Using D Scores, Which Were Computed Using The Revised Scoring Algorithm Suggested By Greenwald Et Al. (2003).  Larger Positive D Scores Indicated Stronger Stereotype-Consistent Responses—In Other Words, That Participants More Strongly Associated The Black Target With Athleticism And The White Target With Intelligence.  Larger Negative D Scores Indicated Stronger Stereotype-Inconsistent Responses—That Participants More Strongly Associated The White Target With Athleticism And The Black Target With Intelligence.  
Standards Of Comparison. It Is Traditional To Compare IAT Scores To Zero To Determine Whether Implicit Preferences Are Demonstrated (I.E., The “True Zero” Approach; E.G., Stout, Dasgupta, Hunsinger, & Mcmanus, 2011).  However, Even Proponents Of The True Zero Approach Concede That D Scores Falling Between -.15 And .15 Are “Close To Neutrality” (Cao & Banaji, 2016, P. 7477), And There Is Previous Precedent Of Using |D| = .15 As A Cutoff Value For “Showing An Evaluation In One Direction Or The Other” (Nosek Et Al., 2007, P. 10).  Moreover, Meta-Analytic Findings Have Suggested That Sample Scores On Implicit Measures May Overestimate The True Population Values (Forscher, Lai, Et Al., 2019).  Therefore, We Instead Chose To Compare IAT Scores To |D| = .15 To Assess Implicit Stereotypes.  If An IAT Score Was Inferentially Equal To Or Greater Than .15, Or Inferentially Equal To Or Less Than -.15, We Considered This Evidence Of A Non-Arbitrary Implicit Stereotype Since ±.15 Arguably Can Be Considered A Lower Boundary For A “Non-Neutral” D Score; If A Mean D Score Inferentially Equaled |.15|, It Had Reached The Lower Boundary, And If It Was Inferentially Greater Than |.15|, It Had Exceeded This Threshold. 
Indeed, Using |D| = .15 As The Comparison Point In The Present Research Provides A More Conservative Test Of Hypothesis 1 (That Regarding The Ability Of Stereotype-Inconsistent Individuating Information To Reverse Implicit Stereotypes) Than Does Using 0 As A Comparison Point For The Test Of Hypothesis 1.  This Is Because D Scores Needed To Be Larger In Magnitude In Order For Implicit Stereotypes To Have Been Considered “Reversed” By Individuating Information Than They Would If 0 Was The Comparison Point.  Using |D| = .15 As A Comparison Point Instead Of 0 Is Irrelevant To The Conservativeness Of The Tests Of Our Other Hypotheses (Which Predicted That Implicit Stereotype Bias Would Be Intensified By Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information And That The Presence Or Absence Of A Valence Contrast Would Not Change The Pattern Of Results).
Implicit Stereotypes. Hypothesis 1 Predicted That Implicit Stereotypes Would Be Neutralized Or Reversed In The Presence Of Counterstereotypic Individuating Information.  Using Our Standard Of Comparison Of |D| = .15, We Found Meaningful Stereotype-Consistent Or Inconsistent Implicit Evaluations In All Three Individuating Information Conditions.  In Other Words, In All Three Experimental Conditions, D Scores Were Inferentially Equal To Or Greater Than |.15|, Dnoinformation = 0.21, SD = 0.36, 95% CI = (0.09, 0.33) T(42) = 0.43, P = .67[footnoteRef:5]; Dstereotypeconsistent = 0.46, SD = 0.37, 95% CI = (0.35, 0.57), T(44) = 5.54, P < .001; Dstereotypeinconsistent = -0.24, SD = 0.34, 95% CI = (-0.35, -0.14), T(41) = -1.77, P = .09.  The Fact That D Scores Were Negative In The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition And That They Met The Criterion Of Not Differing From The Threshold Of D = -0.15 Lent Support To Hypothesis 1 Because These Findings Indicated That Implicit Stereotypes Were Reversed By Counterstereotypic Individuating Information. [5:  Effect sizes are not reported for t-tests for significance of D scores because the computation of D so closely resembles the computation of Cohen’s d.] 

Hypothesis 2 Predicted That, Compared With The No Information Condition, Implicit Stereotypes Would Be Intensified In The Presence Of Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information.  To Test This Hypothesis, We First Performed A One-Way ANOVA (Individuating Information: No Information Vs. Stereotype-Consistent Information Vs. Stereotype-Inconsistent Information) To Assess Differences In D Scores Between The Experimental Conditions.  This Analysis Revealed That D Scores Differed Among The Individuating Information Conditions, F(2, 117) = 42.22, P < .001, Η = .63.  A Series Of Independent Samples T-Tests Was Performed To Assess Which Of The Mean D Scores Differed, And Bonferroni’s Correction Was Applied To The P Values To Adjust For Multiple Comparisons.  These Analyses Showed That All Of These Differences Were Significant And Large. D Scores In The No Information Condition Were Smaller Than D Scores In The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition, T(85) = 3.50, P = .001[footnoteRef:6], D = .68, And Larger Than D Scores In The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition, T(82) = 5.25, P < .001, D = 1.29. D Scores In The Stereotype-Consistent Condition Were Larger Than D Scores In The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition, T(83) = 8.75, P < .001, D = 1.97.  The Finding That D Scores In The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition Were Significantly Larger Than Those In The No Information Condition Lent Support To Hypothesis 2; Implicit Stereotypes Were, Indeed, Intensified In The Presence Of Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information. [6:  Across both studies, every time Bonferroni’s correction was applied, p-values are reported after having been multiplied by 3 in accordance with Bonferroni’s correction.] 

We Also Performed An A Priori Linear Contrast To Assess The Extent To Which The Pattern Of Differences In Implicit Stereotypes Was Linear.  The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition Was Coded As -1, The No Information Condition As 0, And The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition As 1.  The Contrast Was Significant And Large In Magnitude, F(1, 117) = 82.48, P < .001, Η = .63.  Moreover, The Contrast Explained 97.58% Of The Between-Groups Variance.  Indeed, There Was No Significant Residual Between Groups Variance Left Unexplained By The Contrast, F(1, 117) = 1.97, P = .16.  To Further Assess The Strength Of The Linear Pattern, We Computed The Correlation Between The Contrast Coefficients And The Cell Means, And Found A Very Strong Correlation, R = .99.  Together, These Results Suggested That The Pattern Of Differences In Implicit Evaluations Between The Different Individuating Information Conditions Was Almost Perfectly Linear.  These Findings Lent Additional Support To Hypotheses 1 And 2.
In Sum, Hypotheses 1, Which Predicted That Implicit Stereotypes Would Be Reversed By Counterstereotypic Individuating Information, And Hypothesis 2, Which Predicted That Implicit Stereotypes Would Be Intensified By Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information, Were Strongly Supported By The Data.  There Was Meaningful Reverse Stereotyping In The Counterstereotypic Information Condition As Determined By The Comparison To D = -.15.  Similarly, There Was Meaningful Implicit Stereotyping In The Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information Condition, And These Stereotypes Were Larger In Magnitude Than Stereotypes In The No Information Condition.  Thus, The Results Of This Study Speak Strongly To The Malleability Of Implicit Stereotypes In Person Perception.
Explicit Stereotypes. Although The Hypotheses Tested By The Present Research Related Exclusively To Implicit Stereotypes, We Also Performed A 2 (Target Race: Black Vs. White) X 3 (Individuating Information: No Information Vs. Stereotype-Consistent Information Vs. Stereotype-Inconsistent Information) Mixed-Model ANOVA On Each Of The Two Explicit Dependent Measures With Target Race As The Within-Subjects Factor.  We Found Nonsignificant Target Race Main Effects On Both Intelligence Ratings, Mjamal = 5.08, Sdjamal = 1.62, 95% Cijamal = (4.85, 5.32), Mluke = 4.99, Sdluke = 1.72, 95% Ciluke = (4.74, 5.25), F(1, 125) = 0.29, P = .59, And Athleticism Ratings, Mjamal = 4.89, Sdjamal = 1.97, 95% Cijamal = (4.63, 5.14), Mluke = 4.76, Sdluke = 1.94, 95% Ciluke = (4.54, 4.98), F(1, 125) = 0.50, P = .48.  This Showed That, Across The Three Individuating Information Conditions, There Were No Differences In Stereotype-Relevant Trait Evaluations Of Jamal And Luke.  This Was Not Surprising Because Participants Were Given The Opposite Information About Jamal And Luke In The Two Conditions In Which They Were Provided With Individuating Information.
The Main Effects Of Individuating Information Were Significant For Both Dependent Measures, Intelligence Rating F(2, 125) = 4.19, P = .02, Η = .16, Athleticism Rating F(2, 125) = 3.94, P = .02, Η = .12.  To Test Which Means Differed, A Series Of Pairwise Comparisons Was Performed On The Average Trait Evaluations (Across Jamal And Luke) In The Different Individuating Information Conditions, And Bonferroni’s Correction Was Applied.  In Intelligence Evaluations, Means Were Higher In The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition, M = 5.18, SD = 1.34, 95% CI = (4.86, 5.51), Than In The No Information Condition, M = 4.66, SD = 1.43, 95% CI = (4.35, 4.98), T(82) = 2.28, P = .02, D = 0.38.  Intelligence Evaluations Likewise Were Higher In The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition, M = 5.26, SD = 1.41, 95% CI = (4.95, 5.57), Than In The No Information Condition,  T(85) = 2.68, P = .008, D = .42.  Intelligence Evaluations In The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition Did Not Differ From Those In The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition, T(83) = 0.35, P = .73.  For Athleticism Evaluations, Evaluations In The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition, M = 5.06, SD = 1.00, 95% CI = (4.77, 5.36), Were Higher Than Those In The No Information Condition, M = 4.50, SD = 1.63, 95% CI = (4.21, 4.79), T(82) = 2.69, P = .024, D = .41.  Athleticism Evaluations In The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition, M = 4.91, SD = 1.36 , 95% CI = (4.63, 5.19), Condition Did Not Differ From Those In The No Information Condition, T(85) = 2.01, P = .14.  Likewise, Athleticism Evaluations In The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition Did Not Differ From Those Made In The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition, T(83) = 0.72, P = 1.00.  The Lack Of Differences In Evaluations Between The Stereotype-Consistent And Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Again Was Not Surprising Because The Same Information Was Presented In Both Conditions; The Only Difference Was The Target To Which The Information Was Applied.
Most Relevant To The Question Of The Effects Of Individuating Information On Explicit Stereotypes Were The Large Individuating Information X Target Race Interactions Found On Both Measures, Intelligence Rating F(2, 125) = 54.45, P < .001, Η = .52, Athleticism Rating F(2, 125) = 124.75, P < .001, Η = .71.  We Performed Contrast Tests To Determine The Specific Nature Of The Interactions.  These Tests Revealed That Jamal Was Evaluated As More Intelligent Than Luke In The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition, T(40) = 8.04, P < .001, R > .79, And As Less Athletic Than Luke In That Condition, T(40) = 11.01, P < .001, R = .87.  The Reverse Was True In The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition; Jamal Was Evaluated As Less Intelligent Than Luke, T(44) = 6.65, P < .001, R = .71, And As More Athletic Than Luke In That Condition, T(44) = 11.30, P < .001, R = .86.  However, Participants Did Not Explicitly Stereotype Jamal As Less Intelligent Than Luke In The No Information Condition, T(43) = 0.73, P = .47, Nor Did They Stereotype Luke As Less Athletic Than Jamal, T(43) = 1.33, P = .19 (See Table 1 For Cell Means And Sds).  This Result May Have Been Attributable To Demand Characteristics; The Target Race Factor Was Within-Subjects, So Race Was Very Salient. 
We Next Computed Difference Scores That Represented Differences In Perceptions Of Jamal And Luke’s Intelligence And Athleticism; The Presence Or Absence Of Differences In Evaluations Of Jamal And Luke And The Direction Of These Differences Indicated Whether Participants Applied Explicit Racial Stereotypes To These Individuals.  To Compute These Scores, We Subtracted Each Participant’s Evaluation Of Luke On Each Explicit Dependent Measure From That Participant’s Evaluation Of Jamal On That Dependent Measure.  We Subjected These Difference Scores To A Priori Linear Contrasts To Assess The Linearity Of The Pattern Of Differences.  As Expected, The Pattern Was Strongly Linear On Both Explicit Measures, Fintelligence(1, 125) = 107.29, P < .001, Η = .68, Fathleticism(1, 125) = 248.89, P < .001, Η = .81. Specifically, The Change From Perceiving Jamal As Less Intelligent Than Luke But More Athletic In The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition, To Perceiving The Two Targets Equally In The No Information Condition, To Perceiving Jamal As Less Athletic Than Luke But More Intelligent In The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition, Was Highly Linear (Means, Standard Deviations, And 95% Confidence Intervals For These Scores Are Presented In Table 2). The Contrasts Explained At Least 98.52% Of The Systematic Between-Groups Variance On Both Measures, And There Was No Residual Between-Groups Variance Left Unexplained By The Contrast On Either Dependent Measure, Fs(1, 125) < 1.62, Ps > .20.  The Correlation Between Cell Mean Differences And Contrast Coefficients Was Larger Than R = .99 For Both Dependent Measures, Suggesting An Almost Perfectly Linear Pattern Of Change In Explicit Evaluations In Accordance With The Individuating Information That Was Provided.  
Study 2
	The Stereotypes Measured In Study 1 Were Both Positive. This Was Important Because It Avoided Confounding Attitudes With Stereotypes.  However, In Intergroup Relations, It Is Common For A Majority Group To Be Stereotyped Positively While The Minority Group Is Stereotyped Negatively.  Thus, Study 2 Was Identical To Study 1 Except That We Chose To Measure A More Ecologically Valid Stereotype Dimension—The Stereotype That White People Are Intelligent And Black People Are Unintelligent (E.G., Devine, 1989; Wittenbrink Et Al., 1994).  Although In Iats That Involve A Valence Contrast, There Oftentimes Is No Variance In Stereotypes That Is Unexplained By Attitudes, This Particular Combination Of Target Group And Attributes Does Have Variance That Is Unexplained By Attitudes, Suggesting That The Overlap Between Constructs Along This Dimension Is Only Partial (Kurdi & Banaji, 2019).
Method
	Participants. The Power Analysis And Required Sample Size (N = 111) Were Identical To That For Study 1. We Again Collected More Data Than Necessary In Anticipation Of Discarding Some Data.
Participants Were 166 General Psychology Students Who Participated In Exchange For Course Credit.  Because Implicit Preferences Are Different For Black Perceivers Than Others (E.G., Nosek Et Al., 2007; Nosek Et Al., 2002), We Excluded Data From Five Black Participants And One Biracial Participant[footnoteRef:7].  In Addition, Data From Three Participants Were Discarded Because They Had Unusable IAT Data (I.E., Excessive Fast Responding According To The Scoring Algorithm Suggested By Greenwald Et Al., 2003).  Finally, Data From One Participant Were Discarded Due To Suspicion About The True Nature Of The Experiment.  No Participants Failed Excessive (>50%) Manipulation Checks Regarding The Content Of The Stimulus Information That Was Presented.  After Data Exclusions, We Were Left With A Final Sample Of N = 156. [7:  The exclusions of Black and biracial participants were not included in the preregistration, but that was due to a researcher oversight; these exclusions were intended from the outset of the research.] 

Experimental Design. The Explicit Experimental Design Was A 3 (Individuating Information: No Information Vs. Stereotype-Consistent Information Vs. Stereotype-Inconsistent Information) X 2 (Target Race: Black Vs. White) Mixed-Model Design.  Individuating Information Was The Between-Subjects Factor.  The Implicit Experimental Design Was A One-Way (Individuating Information: No Information Vs. Stereotype-Consistent Information Vs. Stereotype-Inconsistent Information) Between-Subjects Design. Because IAT Are Difference Scores, They Inherently Incorporate The Within-Subjects Race Of Target Factor. 
Stimuli. As In Study 1, Stimuli Were Different Across The Three Experimental Conditions.
No Information Condition. The No Information Condition Was Identical To That In Study 1; Participants Received No Stimulus Information About Jamal And Luke Before Completing The Dependent Measures. 
Stereotype-Consistent And Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Conditions. In These Conditions, The “Intelligent” Description Was Identical To That Used For The Intelligent Target In Study 1.  However, Instead Of The Athletic Target Description, They Also Read The Following Unintelligent Target Description:
[Jamal Deshawn Robinson/Luke Connor Reed] Is A Brainless Person.  He Failed His Exams And Dropped Out Of School.  He Dislikes Reading And Enjoys Watching Trashy TV Shows.
	In The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition, Jamal Was Depicted As Unintelligent And Luke As Intelligent (E.G., Devine, 1989; Wittenbrink Et Al., 1994).  In The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition, These Pairings Were Reversed.
	Measures. The IAT Was Identical To That Used In Study 1 Except That “Unintelligent” Replaced “Athletic” As An Attribute, And Stimulus Words For That Category Were Changed Accordingly (Stimulus Words Available At Https://Osf.Io/Ruw3q/).  Thus, In This Study, The IAT Measured Implicit Evaluations Of The Targets’ Competence.  Explicit Measures Were Trait Ratings About Targets’ Intelligence On A Scale Of 1 (Very Unintelligent) To 7 (Very Intelligent) And Estimates Of Targets’ Iqs With Guidelines Provided (All Measures Available At Https://Osf.Io/Ruw3q/).  As In Study 1, The Order Of Which Target Was Evaluated First Was Randomized For Explicit Measures, But The IAT Was Always Administered Before The Explicit Measures.  
Procedure.  The Experimental Procedure Was Identical To That From Study 1.  
Results And Discussion
Preliminary Data Scoring And Coding. In Study 2, Larger Positive D Scores Indicated That Participants Evaluated The Black Target As More Unintelligent.  Larger Negative D Scores Indicated That Participants Evaluated The White Target As More Unintelligent.  	
Implicit Stereotypes. Hypothesis 1 Predicted That Implicit Stereotypes Would Be Neutralized Or Reversed In The Presence Of Counterstereotypic Individuating Information.  Using Our Standard Of Comparison Of |D| = .15, We Found Meaningful Implicit Stereotype-Consistent Or Inconsistent Evaluations In All Three Individuating Information Conditions.  In Other Words, In All Three Experimental Conditions, D Scores Were Inferentially Equal To Or Greater Than |.15|, Dnoinformation = 0.20, SD = 0.34, 95% CI = (0.10, 0.29) T(49) = 0.99, P = .33; Dstereotypeconsistent = 0.32, SD = 0.37, 95% CI = (0.21, 0.42), T(50) = 3.26, P = .002; Dstereotypeinconsistent = -0.25, SD = 0.39, 95% CI = (-0.35, -0.14), T(54) = -1.91, P = .06. The Fact That D Scores Were Negative In The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition And That They Did Not Differ From The Threshold Of D = -0.15 Lent Support To Hypothesis 1 Because These Findings Indicated That Implicit Stereotypes Were Reversed By Counterstereotypic Individuating Information.
Hypothesis 2 Predicted That Implicit Stereotypes Would Be Intensified By Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information.  To Test This Hypothesis, We First Performed A One-Way ANOVA (Individuating Information: No Information Vs. Stereotype-Consistent Information Vs. Stereotype-Inconsistent Information) To Assess Differences In D Scores Between The Experimental Conditions.  This Analysis Revealed Significant Differences Among The Different Individuating Information Conditions, F(2, 153) = 35.64, P < .001, Η = .56. To Identify Specifically Which Condition Means Differed, We Performed A Series Of Independent Samples T-Tests And Applied Bonferroni’s Correction For Multiple Comparisons.  The Mean D Score Was Significantly Higher In The No Information Condition Than In The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition, T(103) = 6.43, P < .001, D = 1.23, And The Mean D Score Was Significantly Higher In The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition Than In The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition, T(104) = 8.39, P < .001, D = 1.50.  However, Although D Scores In The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition Were Descriptively Higher Than Those In The No Information Condition (Ddifference = .12), This Difference Was Not Statistically Significant, T(99) = 1.71, P = .30.  Thus, Although Implicit Stereotype Bias Was Descriptively Intensified By Individuating Information, Inferentially, It Was Not.  This Provided Some Support For Hypothesis 2, But This Support Was Limited.
We Next Performed An A Priori Linear Contrast To Assess The Extent To Which The Pattern Of Implicit Evaluations Was Linear.  The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition Was Coded As -1, The No Information Condition As 0, And The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition As 1.  The Contrast Was Significant And Large In Magnitude, F(1, 125) = 81.79, P < .001, Η = .54.  Moreover, The Contrast Explained 90.6% Of The Between-Groups Variance.  However, There Was Residual Variance Left Unexplained By The Contrast, F(1, 125) = 6.72, P = .01, Η = .17.  To Further Assess The Strength Of The Linear Pattern, We Computed The Correlation Between The Contrast Coefficients And The Cell Means, And Found A Strong Correlation, R = .95.  Thus, Although The Difference Between Mean D Scores In The No Information And Stereotype-Consistent Information Conditions Was Nonsignificant, The General Pattern Of Evaluations Was Mostly Linear, Which Lent Support To Both Hypotheses 1 And 2.
In Sum, The Data Testing Hypothesis 1, Which Predicted That Implicit Stereotypes Would Be Reversed By Counterstereotypic Individuating Information, Strongly Supported The Hypothesis; There Was Meaningful Reverse Stereotyping As Determined By The Comparison To D = -.15.  The Pattern Of Evidence Regarding Hypothesis 2, Which Predicted That Implicit Stereotypes Would Be Intensified By Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information, Was Less Clear, But The Weight Of The Evidence Generally Supported The Hypothesis; Although The Mean D Score In The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition Was Not Inferentially Larger Than The Mean D Score In The No Information Condition, It Was Descriptively Larger, And The General Pattern Of Linearity Observed Among The Means In All Three Conditions In The Study Does Lend Support To The Intensification Of Implicit Stereotypes By Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information.  
Explicit Stereotypes. Although The Hypotheses That Were Tested In The Present Research Pertained Only To Implicit Stereotypes, As In Study 1, We Also Performed A 2 (Target Race: Black Vs. White) X 3 (Individuating Information: No Information Vs. Stereotype-Consistent Information Vs. Stereotype-Inconsistent Information) Mixed-Model ANOVA On Each Of The Two Explicit Dependent Measures.  Target Race Was The Within-Subjects Factor.  We Found Nonsignificant Target Race Effects Both On IQ Estimates, F(1, 153) = 1.46, P = .23, And Intelligence Ratings, F(1, 153) = 3.25, P = .07 (See Table 3 For Means, Standard Deviations, And 95% Confidence Intervals For All Study 2 Main Effects).  The Main Effect Of Individuating Information Likewise Was Nonsignificant For Both Measures, IQ Estimates, F(2, 153) = 1.62, P = .20, Intelligence Rating F(2, 153) = 0.33, P = .72.  
Given The Design Of The Study 2 (In Which Directly Opposing Individuating Information Was Counterbalanced Between The Stereotype-Consistent And Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Conditions), Nonsignificant Main Effects On Explicit Measures Were Uninformative[footnoteRef:8].  The More Informative Findings Were The Large Individuating Information X Target Race Interactions Found On Both Measures, IQ Estimate F(2, 153) = 150.30, P < .001, Η = .76, Intelligence Rating F(2, 153) = 255.25, P < .001, Η = .83.  We Performed Contrast Tests To Determine The Specific Nature Of The Interactions.  These Tests Revealed That, On Both Explicit Measures, As Expected, Jamal Was Evaluated As More Intelligent Than Luke In The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition, Ts(54) > 13.28, Ps < .001, Rs > .88, And Luke As More Intelligent Than Jamal In The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition, Ts(50) > 11.27, Ps < .001, Rs > .85. However, Participants Did Not Explicitly Stereotype Jamal As Less Intelligent Than Luke In The No Information Condition, Ts(49) < 0.55, Ps > .58 (See Table 4 For Cell Means, Standard Deviations, And 95% Confidence Intervals).   [8:  This was not the case in Study 1, in which significant individuating information effects were found.  In that study, the sets of individuating information provided about the two targets were not in direct opposition to one another.] 

We Next Computed Difference Scores That Represented Differences In Evaluations Of Jamal And Luke’s Competence;  The Presence Or Absence Of Differences In Evaluations Of Jamal And Luke And The Direction Of These Differences Indicated Whether Participants Applied Explicit Racial Stereotypes To These Individuals. To Compute These Scores, We Subtracted Each Participant’s Evaluation Of Luke On Each Explicit Dependent Measure From That Participant’s Evaluation Of Jamal On That Dependent Measure.  We Subjected These Difference Scores To A Priori Linear Contrasts To Assess The Linearity Of The Pattern Of Changes In Evaluations In Accordance With The Provided Individuating Information.  The Pattern Of Change Was Strongly Linear On Both Explicit Measures, FIQ(1, 153) = 300.58, P < .001, Η = .81, Fintelligence(1, 153) = 509.93, P < .001, Η = .88.  Specifically, The Change From Evaluating Luke As More Competent In The Stereotype-Consistent Information Condition, To No Differences In Evaluations In The No Information Condition, To Evaluating Jamal As More Competent In The Stereotype-Inconsistent Information Condition Was Highly Linear On Both Dependent Measures (See Table 5 For Means, Standard Deviations, And 95% Confidence Intervals For The Difference Scores). The Contrasts Explained At Least 99.90% Of The Systematic Between-Groups Variance On Both Measures, And There Was No Residual Between-Groups Variance Left Unexplained By The Contrast On Either Dependent Measure, Fs(1, 153) < 0.54, Ps > .47.  The Correlation Between Cell Mean Differences And Contrast Coefficients Was Larger Than R = .999 For Both Dependent Measures, Suggesting An Almost Perfectly Linear Pattern Of Change In Explicit Evaluations.

Comparing Patterns Across Studies 1 And 2
	It Was Only Possible To Assess Support For Hypothesis 3 (Regarding Any Observed Effects Persisting Regardless Of Whether The Two Stereotypes Had The Same Valence Or Whether There Was A Positive Stereotype Of The Majority Group And A Negative Stereotype Of The Minority Group) After Obtaining The Results For Both Of These Studies.  Considered Together, Studies 1 And 2 Provide Mixed Support For Hypothesis 3; Stereotype Reversal Was Present In Both Studies, But There Was Only Some Evidence Of Stereotype Intensification In Study 2, Whereas In Study 1 Stereotype Intensification Was More Clearly Demonstrated.  
General Discussion
The Present Research Investigated The Malleability Of Stereotypes In Implicit Person Perception.  We Assessed Whether These Stereotypes Can Be Intensified By Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information And Reversed By Stereotype-Inconsistent Individuating Information.  Study 1 Addressed This Question In The Domain Of Two Stereotypes That Shared The Same Valence In An Effort To Avoid Confounding Attitudes With Stereotypes. Study 2 Employed Evaluations Along The Dimension Of A Trait For Which There Is A Negative Stereotype Of A Racial Minority Group And A Positive Stereotype Of A Racial Majority Group To Enhance Ecological Validity.
In Study 1, We Found That Implicit Stereotypes In Person Perception Were, Indeed, Intensified By Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information And Reversed By Stereotype-Inconsistent Individuating Information Relative To A Third Condition In Which No Information About Individuals Was Provided.  Study 2 Showed Reversal Of Implicit Stereotypes By Stereotype-Inconsistent Individuating Information And Descriptive, But Not Inferential, Intensification Of Implicit Stereotypes By Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information.  
Contributions Of The Present Research
The Present Research Was The First (Of Which We Are Aware) To Find That Stereotypic Associations In Implicit Evaluations Of Individuals Can Be Fully Reversed By Counterstereotypic Individuating Information, And That They Can, At Times, Be Intensified By Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information.  Thus, It Provides The Strongest Evidence To Date Of Which We Are Aware Of The Highly Malleable Nature Of Implicit Stereotypes In Indirect Evaluations Of Individuals (See Also Rubinstein Et Al., 2018; Rubinstein & Jussim, 2019).  This Malleability Has Theoretical Implications In That It Provides Strong Support For Theoretical Perspectives On Implicit Evaluations That Argue For Their Ability To Incorporate New Information (E.G., De Houwer, 2014; Gawronski & Bondenhausen, 2006, 2011, 2018), And A Lack Of Support For Perspectives Asserting That Implicit Evaluations Are Slow-Learning Processes (E.G., Rydell & Mcconnell, 2006).  It Also Is Consistent With Meta-Analytic Findings Showing The Effectiveness Of Strengthening And Weakening Implicit Associations In Changing Scores On Implicit Measures, Though The Effects Found In This Meta-Analysis Were Modest (Forscher, Lai, Et Al., 2019).
The Present Findings Also Provide Systematic Insights Into The Circumstances Under Which Implicit Stereotypes Are More Or Less Likely To Inform Person Perception.  Specifically, In Line With Pervious Research (Cao & Banaji, 2016; Rubinstein Et Al., 2018; Rubinstein & Jussim, 2019), People Were Most Likely To Apply Their Stereotypes In The Absence Of Individuating Information Or When Information Was Stereotype-Consistent.  However, Given The Consistent Finding That Counterstereotypic Individuating Information Reversed Implicit Stereotype Biases In Person Perception, Perceivers Do Seem To Update These Stereotypes On The Basis Of Valid Information In The Social Environment.  The Problem With Regard To Mitigating Social Biases Is That Such Information Is Not Always Available To Perceivers.
The Consistent Finding Of The Reversal Of Implicit Stereotypes In Person Perception In The Presence Of Counterstereotypic Individuating Information Also Suggests That, If People Are Provided With Enough Counterstereotypic Exemplars, That May Help To Counteract Stereotype Biases In The Domain Of Perceptions Of Groups.  This Will Be An Important Question For Future Research To Address; Although Past Research Has Investigated The Effects Of Counterstereotypic Exemplars On Implicit Group Attitudes (E.G., Columb & Plant, 2011; Dasgupta & Greenwald, 2001; Joy-Gaba & Nosek, 2010; Lai Et Al., 2014, 2016), The Previous Research Of Which We Are Aware That Has Investigated The Effects Of Exemplar Exposure On Implicit Group Stereotypes Suffers From Serious Limitations.  In One Study, The Researchers Did Not Find A Significant Implicit Stereotype In The Control Group (Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004, Study 1), So The Data Were Not Able To Directly Answer The Question Of Whether Exemplar Exposure Reduced Stereotype Bias.  Another Set Of Studies (Plant Et Al., 2009) Found No Implicit Group Stereotyping When Barack Obama Was Salient Through Frequent Media Exposure, But This Research Employed A Correlational Design, So Causal Inferences About The Effects Of Exemplar Exposure Could Not Be Drawn (But See Columb & Plant, 2011). A Non-Experimental Design Also Was Employed In A Longitudinal Field Study Finding That Long-Term Exposure To Female Leaders Eliminated Implicit Gender Stereotypic Beliefs (Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004, Study 2).  Other Research (Blair, Ma, & Lenton, 2001) Examined The Effects Of Imagining Counterstereotypic Exemplars On Implicit Stereotypes, But In This Research, The Exemplars To Which Participants Were Exposed Were Not Constant Across Perceivers Because Participants Were Asked To “Imagine A Strong Woman”—Not To Consider A Specific Individual.  Thus, A Number Of Factors May Have Differed Between Participants (E.G., How Strongly Counterstereotypic The Exemplar Was), Introducing Experimental Confounds.  Given The Limitations Of Previous Research, The Effects Of Counterstereotypic Exemplars On Implicit Group Stereotypes Arguably Remains More Or Less An Open—And Important—Question.
Reconciling Discrepancies
One Question That Is Raised By The Present Research Is That Of The Circumstances Under Which Implicit Stereotypes In Evaluations Of Individuals Are, Versus Are Not, Intensified By Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information.  Available Data From Past Research Suggests That Implicit Stereotypes Were Not Intensified By Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information[footnoteRef:9] (Cao & Banaji, 2016), And In The Present Research, While We Found Inferential Intensification Of Implicit Stereotypes In The Domain Of Positive Stereotypes, We Found Only Descriptive Intensification In The Domain Of A Trait That Favors The Majority Group And Disfavors The Minority Group.  As With Previous Research (Rubinstein Et Al., 2018) The Discrepancy Between The Present Research And Findings Of Cao & Banaji (2016) May Be Explainable By The Fact That Cao & Banaji’s Research Involved Occupational Gender Stereotypes; Consistent With Social Role Theory (E.G., Eagly, 1987), Occupational Gender Stereotypes May Be Particularly Resistant To New Information, Especially Because Social Roles Can Play A Causal Role In Stereotype Formation (Koenig & Eagly, 2014, Study 4).  With Regard To The Slight Discrepancy Between The Results Of Studies 1 And 2 In The Present Research, It Is Possible That It Is In Part Attributable To The Fact That There Are Strong Egalitarian Norms At The Predominantly Liberal Northeastern Public University At Which This Research Was Conducted; Perhaps These Norms Prevent Intensification Of Negative Stereotypes Of Minority Groups Members.  Future Research Should Seek To Identify The Specific Circumstances That Lead To Stronger Intensification Of Implicit Stereotypes By Stereotype-Consistent Individuating Information. [9:  As mentioned in the Introduction, the actual inferential statistic was not reported, but a graph with highly overlapping error bars suggests nonsignificant differences between means.] 

Limitations And Future Directions
	One Limitation Of The Present Research Is That There Was No Study In Which Two Negative Stereotypes Were Employed.  Although One Of The Two Attributes That Were Used In Study 2 Was Negative, It Is Possible That Results Would Differ If Two Negative Stereotypes Were Measured (See Cone & Ferguson, 2015).  Future Research Should Investigate The Effects Of Individuating Information On Exclusively Negative Implicit Stereotypes In Person Perception.
	In Addition, The Only Measure Of Implicit Stereotypes That We Used Was The IAT, And The Interpretation Of IAT Scores Has Been The Subject Of Debate (E.G., Blanton Et Al., 2015).  Future Research Should Seek To Replicate The Present Findings Using A Different Implicit Measure.
	Finally, The Present Research Was Conducted At A Politically Liberal And Racially Diverse Public University.  It Is Possible That Results Would Have Differed In More Conservative Populations Or In Those That Have Less Exposure To Racial Minority Groups, So Future Research Should Address These Questions Using Other Populations.
Conclusion
	The Findings Of The Present Research Were Consistent With A Recent, Growing Body Of Research Showing That Implicit Evaluations Can Be Highly Malleable (E.G., Cone & Ferguson, 2015; Rubinstein Et Al., 2018; Rubinstein & Jussim, 2019; Cf. Cao & Banaji, 2016).  This Is Cause For Optimism With Regard To Identifying Additional Avenues To Mitigate Social Biases Because Implicit Evaluations May Not Be As Difficult To Change As Was Once Believed (E.G., Rydell & Mcconnell, 2006).  If People Are Implicitly Evaluated On Their Merits, As The Present Research Showed, With Enough Exposure To Outgroup Members, It May Be Possible To Reduce Implicit Group Biases.
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