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Abstract

Discrimination remains a persistent challenge with significant moral and economic consequences. While

extensive economics research has documented its existence, identifying effective strategies for reduc-

ing discrimination remains an evolving field. This chapter synthesizes theoretical perspectives from

economics and psychology, integrating them with recent empirical findings on discrimination reduc-

tion. It reviews interventions that mitigate bias by manipulating the cost of discrimination, shaping

information processing, leveraging intergroup contact, changing attitudes, and manipulating identity

perceptions. The discussion covers taste-based and statistical discrimination models, implicit bias

frameworks, and psychological theories of discrimination. A particular emphasis is placed on well-

identified and sufficiently powered studies, including field experiments with incentivized measures.

By bridging insights across disciplines, this chapter provides a comprehensive understanding of effec-

tive discrimination reduction strategies, highlights remaining gaps, and outlines directions for future

research to develop scalable solutions.

Keywords: Discrimination reduction; Bias mitigation; Statistical and taste-based discrimination; Im-

plicit bias; Intergroup contact

The final version of this chapter is forthcoming in Alessandro Bucciol and Simone Quercia (Eds.)

Research Handbook on Unethical Behavior. Edward Elgar.



Chapter 14

Breaking Bias: Pathways to

Reducing Discrimination

14.1 Introduction

Discrimination of minority or underrepresented groups remains prevalent in today’s world, underscor-

ing the need for effective paths toward combating it. Beyond the moral imperative, discrimination

imposes significant economic costs, leading to inefficiencies through reduced effort, self-confidence,

and productivity (Hjort, 2014; Glover et al., 2017; Carlana, 2019). This chapter examines theoreti-

cal predictions from economics and psychology on reducing intergroup discrimination, reviews recent

empirical evidence on effective methods, and highlights areas where further understanding is needed.

Bertrand and Duflo (2017) argue that, while the existence of discrimination is well documented through

rigorous field experiments across diverse fields, we lag behind in identifying what effectively reduces

discrimination—a domain ”ripe for picking”. The inspiration from psychology at the time has mostly

focused on contact hypothesis (Allport, 1954), although many other strategies have been proposed and

tested, typically using small samples in laboratory environments. Some researchers have risen to the

challenge and addressed some of these gaps. Nevertheless, as will become evident, there remain some

fruits to be picked.

I review recent contributions in the area of discrimination reduction, aiming to link the evidence

to existing theories in economics (Section 14.2) and psychology (Section 14.3). However, observed

behavior can often be challenging to map directly onto specific theories, making it difficult to generalize
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findings from individual empirical or experimental studies. Moreover, the theories themselves have

evolved, offering new nuances that researchers can leverage when studying interventions to reduce

bias.

The experimental and empirical evidence reviewed examine discrimination targeting individuals

based on race, ethnicity, gender, religion, nationality, migration background, sexual orientation and

identity, and income. Those who engage in discriminatory behavior include laboratory or online ex-

periment participants, members of the general population, customers, employers, classmates, teachers,

police officers, army cadets, judges, sports players, and referees. I focus on decision-making by individ-

uals who have already developed discriminatory preferences, thus omitting an alternative approach:

preventing the formation of discriminatory preferences in children during socialization. Fehr et al.

(2008) demonstrate that parochialism emerges at a very young age, indicating that effective interven-

tions would need to target pre-school children. This area offers ripe fruit for further exploration.

The approaches I cover are traditional interventions grounded in standard economic models of dis-

crimination, such as manipulating the cost of discrimination (Section 14.4.1) and the provision (Section

14.4.2) or withholding (Section 14.4.3) of information. Specifically, I focus on the formation of prior

beliefs, determinants of information processing—or lack of thereof—and how and whether individuals

update their beliefs in light of new information. In the context of withholding information, I distin-

guish between mandated withholding required by laws and regulations, and strategic withholding or

identity manipulation by individuals. Building on insights from psychology, I examine recent field

experiments on the role of intergroup contact (Section 14.4.4). While intergroup contact has demon-

strated positive effects, these interventions typically involve prolonged exposure. I therefore turn to

shorter-term interventions aimed at reducing bias by directly altering attitudes (Section 14.4.5), in-

cluding perspective-taking, habit-breaking, evaluative conditioning, exposure to role models, and the

use of narratives. Additionally, I discuss how reduction of bias counteracts the adverse psychological

effects of exposure to discrimination. Finally, I connect the evidence thus far to the concept of identity

(Section 14.4.6), exploring how identity is malleable to exogenous shocks, and considering how manipu-

lating perceptions of self and others’ identities can be leveraged for positive outcomes—or, regrettably,

for extremely negative ones. I discuss ideas for further research throughout the text and offer broader

perspectives in the conclusions (Section 14.5).

It is important to clarify what this chapter covers and what it does not. It offers a perspective

distinct from other literature reviews on discrimination by focusing strictly on ways to reduce dis-
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crimination, rather than merely documenting its existence. I encourage readers to consult the other

reviews for a more comprehensive understanding. Charles and Guryan (2011), Lang and Lehmann

(2012), and Neumark (2018) review literature on discrimination in labor markets, while Lang and

Kahn-Lang Spitzer (2020) focus on top also on criminal justice system. Bertrand and Duflo (2017) of-

fer a comprehensive and updated review of field experiments on the topic. Li (2020) reviews literature

on group identity and intergroup bias. Finally, Onuchic (2024) discusses recent advances in economic

modeling of discrimination, specifically focusing on the role of misspecified models and also on the

role of algorithmic decision-making. My focus also differs from Paluck et al. (2021) who exclusively

focus on reviewing discrimination reduction literature in psychology. I extend this by focusing on both

economics and selected work in psychology and political science. I also take seriously a main critique of

Paluck et al. (2021) that too many studies use relatively small samples sizes, non-representative sam-

ples, rely on self-reported measures as outcomes, or are not pre-registered. Therefore, I put emphasis

on well identified and sufficiently powered studies and often using samples beyond college students and

convenience online workers. By emphasizing rigorous methodologies and integrating perspectives from

both economics and psychology, I aim to summarize and challenge the discourse on effective strategies

for reducing discrimination.

This chapter is also not a meta analysis. For those, I refer the reader to studies such as Paluck et al.

(2021) on experiments on bias reduction in psychology, Lippens et al. (2023) on correspondence exper-

iments, or Lane (2016) on laboratory experiments. Forscher et al. (2019) use a network meta-analysis

to study effectiveness of bias reduction interventions on implicit bias using the Implicit Association

Test (IAT; Greenwald et al., 1998). Achieving a comprehensive meta-analysis of discrimination re-

duction approaches would require a more harmonized outcome variable, such as the IAT for implicit

bias, callbacks for correspondence studies, or monetary transfers in standardized experimental games.

Although recent research offers a variety of innovative measures, the lack of harmonization complicates

comparison across—and sometimes even within—studies.

14.2 Economic theories of discrimination and mitigation strate-

gies

The foundational economic theories explaining why people discriminate are taste-based (Becker, 1971)

and statistical (Phelps, 1972; Arrow, 1973) models. More recent theories have also emerged, which
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I summarize here along with their implications for discrimination reduction strategies. Bohren et al.

(2023b) propose a method for decomposing discrimination into its direct and systemic components.

Systemic components capture the effects of discrimination that targets have experienced in the past,

are currently experiencing, or expect to encounter in the future—factors that may influence their in-

vestment decisions and behavior. In this chapter, I focus exclusively on direct effects, though successful

mitigation of direct discrimination should have positive spillover effects in the systemic domain.

14.2.1 Taste-based discrimination

Taste-based model assumes that distaste towards a minority enters directly into decision makers’ (DM)1

utility function in a form of a utility penalty. In other words, when interacting with an individual from

a majority group g = maj, DMs utility is determined by the quality q of a relationship with an

individual2 and the utility function is Umaj = qmaj . In contrast, interacting with an individual from

a minority group g = min carries a penalty dg
3 and utility is Umin = qmin − dmin. There is thus an

interval where qmin > qmaj ≥ qmin − dmin where a majority individual of relatively lower quality is

preferred to a higher quality minority individual. This also implies that DMs are willing to accept

a loss—monetary or otherwise—to avoid an interaction with a member of a disliked group. Full

information is assumed, hence qmaj = E[qmaj ].

A policy aimed at reducing taste-based discrimination at an individual level needs to affect the

penalty d4 or to manipulate the cost of the discriminatory act. Affecting the penalty may operate either

via its direct reduction, for example by inducing empathy toward a discriminated group.5 Alternatively,

it can be affected by manipulating identity of the target. This could operate via increasing salience of

some other identity—selected from a range of social identities an individual may be associated with

(Akerlof and Kranton, 2000, p. 731)—that can be used to describe the same individual. Finally,

target’s identity can be hidden altogether. In contrast, manipulating costs could operate by direct and

enforceable anti-discrimination policies that exist to some extent in most countries, by resorting to

1For the sake of simplicity, I assume throughout the text that DMs come from a majority group. The model can
easily be generalized.

2For example, in labor markets the quality would be determined by applicants’ productivity or returns to the worker,
in education this would be student’s quality, in sports this would be leniency of referees, in marriage or partnership
markets this would be an expected quality of a match on whatever dimension deemed relevant to the DM, etc.

3For a majority, we can assume without loss of generality that dmaj = 0.
4While traditional economic theory relies on preference stability (Stigler and Becker, 1977), recent advances in em-

pirical literature have been questioning the assumption (Chuang and Schechter, 2015; Schildberg-Hörisch, 2018).
5I use the term empathy to refer to an individual’s ability to understand and respond to the experiences and feelings

of another person or group. While empathy does not necessarily lead to action, it can facilitate helping behaviors toward
that person or group.
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social sanctioning, or by directly increasing the monetary cost of discrimination. In a market setting,

discriminating firm may be driven out from the market by non-discriminating competitors (Becker,

1971).

14.2.2 Statistical discrimination

Statistical models, in contrast, assume that DMs do not have full information about individuals and

instead infer characteristics based on the average quality and its distribution within a group., E[qg] =

αg, with qg ∼ N(αg, σ
2
qg ). In the absence of individual signals, a rational DM compares E[qg]’s for

evaluated individuals and picks the one with higher E[qg]. Effect of information provision depends on

signal informativeness. Namely, DMs only observe a noisy quality indicator yi from which they try

to extract information about underlying true individual quality qi, with yi = qi + ug, u ∼ N(0, σ2
ug

).

The signal is processed as a weighted average of the individual signal yi and the group quality average

αg. The weight on group average corresponds to the informativeness of individual signal determined

by var(q)
var(q)+var(ug)

, where higher var(u) implies that DMs would put more weight on the group average

quality αg. In line with Cornell and Welch (1996), I let the variance of informativeness differ by group.

It can well be that having less information about minority individuals to begin with makes signals about

a minority individual less informative, relative to a majority applicant. I also do not make assumptions

as to whether the beliefs about the averages and distributions are corrects or not (Bohren et al.,

2023a) and how such beliefs are shaped (e.g., Eyting, 2022)6. When beliefs are correct, the observed

discriminative behavior under statistical discrimination can be rationalized. However, already Phelps

(1972, p. 661) argues against such simplistic interpretation and complacency: “Discrimination is no

less damaging to its victims for being statistical”. Eventually, even accurate statistical discrimination

produces more discrimination down the line, even across domains as evidence of inferior quality of

a specific group mounts, creating a vicious cycle. This can further be reinforced by self-confirming

expectations on the side of members of a statistically discriminated group (Lundberg and Startz, 1983;

Coate and Loury, 1993): if I know that my quality signal is less informative and is rewarded less, I

will not invest in the quality in the first place. In practice, such individuals may not value education

or training, further harming their and their groups’ prospects. Further, individuals may also perform

worse when stereotyped against.

A policy aimed at reducing taste-based discrimination should provide more information about an

6Also, invalid beliefs may also be shaped by invalid inference drawn from non-representative samples (Lang and
Kahn-Lang Spitzer, 2020).
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individual. Alternatively, if underlying beliefs about a group are biased, correcting such beliefs about

the distribution would be useful. Lastly, if DMs find it easier to judge individuals from own group

relative to individuals from other groups, perhaps due to language or cultural barriers, learning about

other groups may reduce the uncertainty over interpretation of signals from outgroup members.

14.2.3 Attention discrimination

More recently, Bartoš et al. (2016) proposed a theory of attention discrimination. This extends the

model of statistical discrimination by assuming that information processing is costly, building on models

of rational inattention (for an excellent review see Maćkowiak et al., 2023). DMs decide whether to

process individual quality signals only when the ex-ante expected value of the signal exceeds the cost of

information processing. We test the model predictions in Internet field experiments on rental housing

and labor markets and find supportive evidence. In “lemon dropping” markets where DMs screen

out the worst quality individuals, more attention would be paid to signals that would be expected to

change a prior belief to the domain of failure. In contrast, in “cherry picking” markets where only

top quality individuals are selected, signals ex-ante assumed to be changing the prior in favor of the

positive outcome would be paid more attention to. Consequently, even highly qualified individuals may

not be paid attention to or bad individuals are not screened out, typically magnifying discrimination

beyond what statistical models would assume. This asymmetry in attention further demonstrates why

attention (and more broadly statistical) discrimination may be beneficial to private individuals but is

harmful to the society. High quality individuals from a group discriminated against may, for example,

remain unemployed for too long.

A policy aimed at reducing attention discrimination may take two forms. First, by hiding the

signal about group attribute of an individual. For example, by removing any information about a

group characteristic from a resume or from own profile, or blind auditions, a common practice in

major orchestras nowadays. Second, by increasing salience of quality signals for individuals from

negatively-stereotyped groups, who would otherwise not be paid attention to by DMs. In labor market

setting, this could be done by highlighting qualities of an individual very early on in a cover email, even

if the exact same information is provided in a resume. This would increase the chance of recruiters to

pay attention to that particular resume that would otherwise go unnoticed to the rejection pile. Notice

that such practices should not have any effect if the underlying discrimination is driven by DM tastes.

A group attribute would anyways be revealed down the line and the negative penalty would apply in
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DM’s final decision.

14.2.4 Implicit discrimination

The models discussed above all assume that the discriminatory decision-making process is a conscious

act.7 In contrast, an implicit discrimination model, drawing on extensive psychology literature, chal-

lenges this assumption. It suggests that individuals often engage in subconscious processing of stimuli.

The basic theory is mute on what shapes the attitudes and how malleable these are or should be. No

formal model has been proposed, but it may be similar to that of taste-based discrimination, however,

the penalty dg applies only when a decision is processed unconsciously. That may happen when a

decision is split second, routine, or habitual. This has similarities with two-system models (Bernheim

and Rangel, 2004; Fudenberg and Levine, 2006) that model behavior as a conflict between a conscious

self, and an automated and impulsive self. Implicit discrimination is typically measured using the

Implicit Association Test (IAT) (Greenwald et al., 1998). IAT measures the speed of unconscious

mental associations. The basic assumption that an association is faster when it is compatible with the

underlying mental model of an individual (such as that between a photo of a White person and a word

“good”), while it is slower when the association goes counter to the model.

A policy aimed at reducing implicit discrimination may be the same as those proposed to manipulate

the penalty dg directly, as proposed for taste-based discrimination. On top, slowing-down decision

making processes as well as attracting attention to the decision itself may both attenuate implicit

discrimination, by shifting the decision-making to the conscious self, rather than the impulsive one

that is prone to implicit bias. This could also be done by highlighting the possibility of implicit biases

in general, or on an individual level.

14.3 Psychological theories of discrimination reduction

Before examining the empirical evidence on discrimination reduction, this section discusses the main

theories on the topic as considered in psychology. I aim to link these theories to economic models,

although they typically fall outside the standard framework of economic modeling. This section draws

heavily on the most recent comprehensive review of the literature on prejudice reduction by Paluck et al.

(2021). The chapter explores the most prominent models to explain the malleability of discrimination,

7Psychology would call conscious discriminative decision-making as “explicit discriminatory attitudes”.
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including intergroup contact (both in-person and imaginary), cognitive and emotional training, social

categorization, peer influence, and the roles of value consistency and self-worth.

14.3.1 Contact hypothesis

Literature in psychology posits that either interpersonal contact or imaginary contact can reduce

discrimination. This idea is grounded in the theory of Allport (1954), who proposed that prejudice

may be reduced if intergroup contact satisfies four facilitating conditions: it leads to a common goal,

exhibits intergroup cooperation, has support from authorities, and involves individuals of equal status.8

The effects of interpersonal contact can operate through all the economic models discussed above. It

may directly influence preferences, correct potentially mistaken belief distributions, enhance the DM’s

ability to process information from outgroup members through intergroup learning, and shape how

mental associations regarding outgroups are formed and processed. The facilitating conditions address

all these channels, while their absence may lead to less intense or less informative contact. The intensity

of these effects will depend on initial conditions, such as baseline knowledge of the outgroup’s quality

distribution or the initial outgroup penalty dmin. Thus, the effects of interventions may vary from group

to group, and from setting to setting.9 Moreover, non-cooperative—or outright adversarial—contact

may increase hostility toward outgroups through heightened parochialism. This mechanism has been

documented in the most severe forms of adversarial intergroup contact, such as war (Bauer et al.,

2016), but it may also operate in less intense non-cooperative interactions, such as competitive sports

(Lowe, 2021). Distinguishing between imaginary contact and actual interpersonal contact is crucial,

as imaginary interactions do not provide new information, potentially operating through different

channels.

14.3.2 Cognitive and emotional training

This stream of thinking assumes that mental associations are malleable. It can be broadly categorized

into several subgroups, with different implications for the economic fundamentals. Counteracting neg-

ative associations with outgroup members may be achieved by directly altering cognitive associations.If

a typical association with a member of an outgroup is negative, actively exposing a DM to any positive

signals alongside visualisations of members of the outgroup may affect such associations. Since no new

8Allport warns that if these conditions are not met, contact may even increase the likelihood of intergroup conflict.
9Suggestively, a meta-analysis by Paluck et al. (2019) shows that the effects of contact interventions are strongest for

disability and weakest for race.

8



information is learned about a particular group and the explicit penalty dmin is unlikely to be affected,

such model likely operates exclusively via unconscious channels. In case DMs also learn about a social

norm shunning discriminative behavior, an associated cost of discrimination may increase for that DM.

An alternative is habit-breaking (e.g., Devine et al., 2012). This theory assumes that mere increased

awareness of own biased behavior may lead to reduced discrimination. In the language of implicit

discrimination, habit breaking is supposed to activate decision making by the conscious, rather than the

unconscious self. Similarly, since emotions—or affect—may trigger bias, regulating emotions through

conscious training may counteract unconsciously triggered discriminatory acts. As long as the emotion

regulation operates through channels not directly related to discrimination, this manifests itself rather

through slowing down of the decision-making process, as well as through increased salience of own bias.

If the emotion regulation is related to discrimination directly, a direct effect on preferences may be

triggered, too. Similarly, a theory focused on shaping preferences towards outgroup members operates

through perspective taking (e.g., Galinsky and Moskowitz, 2000). It asks DMs to put themselves in

the shoes of imagined outgroup members. While perspective taking also slows down decision-making

process and reduces implicit bias, it may also have a direct effect on social preferences or empathy

towards outgroup members, hence directly affecting the penalty parameter dmin.

In contrast, activation of counter-stereotypical associations through exposure of DMs to counter-

stereotypical individuals from a given outgroups may reduce discrimination also via a statistical mo-

tives. Imagine providing information about highly successful individual from a group typically asso-

ciated with low success rates. DMs whose belief distribution was skewed towards the left may now

update with a new signal. Holding such incorrect beliefs is possible. Either individuals may not be

aware of existence of such types, or their beliefs may be produced by selection neglect (Enke, 2020)

or salience putting more weight on low quality of a given group (Bordalo et al., 2016). Drawing DMs’

attention to a neglected part of the quality distribution or highlighting that their belief-generating

process may have been incomplete may reduce discrimination.

14.3.3 Social categorization

Group identity is a social construct that is malleable and responds to economic incentives (e.g., Akerlof

and Kranton, 2000; Atkin et al., 2021). Social categorization takes this seriously and assumes that

it is possible to reclassify outgroups (Gaertner et al., 2000). An intervention building on this model

manipulates the DM to either embrace a common identity (e.g., we all are human beings) or to think
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of the other person in terms of a different identity against which the DMs is less biased. Since the

theory assumes direct manipulation of identity without necessarily providing any new information, it

is assumed to operate directly via manipulating the penalty. While before an intervention the penalty

was d1, manipulating an identity lowers the penalty to d2, which is attributed to the group with which

the other person is currently associated, including potentially being an ingroup where the penalty is

assumed to be dingroup = 0. However, while manipulating how the other is perceived, new information

may be provided. If, for example, one’s perceived identity shifts from that persons race (e.g., “Black”)

to their occupation (e.g., “teacher”), distribution of beliefs about a quality of a Black individual in

general differs from those of a Black teacher. Under this scenario, statistical models would apply.

14.3.4 Peer influence

We are surrounded by other people, we learn from our peers, and we care about what they think of

us. Peer effects may influence discrimination in two distinct ways.10 First, in line with statistical

models, information from peers may be readily available, and its value may be higher than that from

other information sources. Consequently, DMs may update their own beliefs by learning from ingroup

peers about their attitudes toward and perceptions of outgroups. Second, group-specific social norms

may be learned from or enforced by peers. Norm enforcement (or the expectation thereof), or simply

understanding the appropriateness of discriminatory behavior, may shape how DMs behave toward

outgroup members. This second mechanism is more closely related to taste-based discrimination. The

composition of the penalty parameter dg would need to be extended in line with theories of identity

(Akerlof and Kranton, 2000), where individuals gain utility from not deviating from a social norm

associated with their identity.11 In both cases—under social learning and social norms—the influence

of peers should increase with the social status of the messenger. Information or the threat of social

sanctioning from a respected ingroup leader is more influential than that from a random ingroup

member.

10In economics, peer effects have been mostly studied in the domains of education and labor markets. Boucher et al.
(2024) propose a general theory of peer effects that can accommodate studying the effects of peers on discrimination.

11Barr et al. (2018) propose a simple theoretical framework. In their model, they introduce an additional component
N(ai|g, s) to the standard taste-based discrimination model. This component captures DMs’ willingness to moderate
their own discriminatory behavior, depending on the level of perceived appropriateness ai of their behavior, conditional
on the outgroup’s identity g, and the salience of action appropriateness, s. The effects of the distaste penalty and the
moderation parameter enter the utility function in a weighted manner, where the weight is individual-specific. In other
words, some people care more about how they are viewed by others, while others care more about their underlying
preferences.
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14.3.5 Value consistency and self-worth

While we care about how others perceive us, we also place significant importance on our own moral

self-image, or self-worth. For instance, Bénabou and Tirole (2011a) propose a formal self-signaling

model that explores how beliefs about the self are shaped, particularly since individuals often have

uncertainty about their own moral type. Interventions that increase the salience of the morality of non-

discriminatory actions and one’s own moral values (affirmation interventions) may encourage decision-

makers (DMs) to avoid discriminatory practices. Such an intervention may function both by slowing

down decision-making processes—thereby addressing implicit discrimination—and by integrating noisy

beliefs about one’s own moral type directly into the utility function. One approach to achieving this is

by highlighting the DM’s own outgroup bias. However, it is important to note that maintaining one’s

identity may also be achieved by differentiating oneself from the outgroup, potentially even by actively

harmful acts.

14.4 Empirical evidence on discrimination reduction

We now turn to empirical studies documenting malleability of discriminatory behavior. I broadly try

to classify the evidence to fall under the umbrella of the respective theories of discrimination. But often

multiple theories may be at play simultaneously or are at least consistent with the empirical findings.

We start from more standard approaches in economics such as manipulating costs of discrimination,

and providing or withholding information. Then we turn to evidence from psychology or inspired by

its theories, ranging from intergroup contact, changes in attitudes, and manipulation of group identity.

14.4.1 Increasing cost of discrimination

Taste-based discrimination model assumes discriminators face a penalty dmin from interacting with

an individual from a minority group. That parameter is modelled as fixed (Stigler and Becker, 1977).

Increasing the price of discrimination may thus reduce discriminatory behavior, or in other words,

there is a ”price of prejudice” (Becker, 1971). Formally, if qmin > qmaj + dmin or alternatively if there

is a direct cost for not hiring a minority satisfying the condition, such as affirmative action policies, a

minority individual should be selected. Standard tests of discrimination such as correspondence studies

reduce the cost of discrimination to zero by design by equalizing characteristics of both majority and

minority applicants (qmin = qmaj). Thus, they do not allow for testing the implication.
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Hedegaard and Tyran (2018) fill this gap in the literature and directly manipulate the price of

discrimination by relaxing the characteristic equalization between groups. In a natural field experiment,

they invite Danish secondary school students with Danish- and Muslim-sounding names to prepare

letters for distribution. Students get paid a piece rate. Students work on the task in two consecutive

weeks. In the first week, students work independently and build their productivity histories. In the

second week, students are told that they will now work in teams of two. The wage for the second

week is determined by the piece rate for the joint team production. The students then get to choose

the workday. Together with the day, students are told the first name of their working partner on that

day—either Danish- or Muslim-sounding—and the first week productivity of that student. The choice

between a workday and a teammate from a specific group thus offers a plausible deniability.12 The

random draw of pairs of teammates to select from offers a distribution of productivity differences. This

serves as a manipulation of price of choosing a less productive worker. Prevalence of discrimination

is common and students are willing to forego a non-negligible amount to avoid working with Muslim-

sounding named students. Consistent with the price-of-prejudice hypothesis, the estimated elasticity of

discrimination with respect to price is very high, at -0.9. The authors try to relax a possible confound

of (perceived) group-specific production function complementarities using a beliefs survey. However,

actual productivity differences may still be better understood.13 More recently, in line with price

of prejudice, Rao (2019) also shows sensitivity of rich Indian students’ discrimination against poor

students to a monetary prize in relay race. His design is similar as it offers rich students a choice

between a better performing poor student and a worse performing rich student. The exogenous source

of variation is the monetary prize for a winning team. We discuss the paper in detail in Section 14.4.4.

Paths forward. Future research may take more seriously the concern about (beliefs about) com-

plementarities in joint production functions in cross-group interactions. Hjort (2014) shows that pro-

ductivity of ethnically heterogenous teams may be lower relative to homogenous ones. What remains

unclear is also how people justify their differential reaction to discrimination under different prices.

Do they change the narrative of how they perceive minorities to maintain their self-worth (Bénabou

and Tirole, 2011a)? Can this affect their beliefs about outgroups long-term or is the effect rather one

off?

12Preference for work day is ruled out in a NoName treatment in which only productivity of the student and not the
name is revealed. Another treatment in which only name and no productivity is revealed allows for testing statistical
motives.

13In Bartoš et al. (2024b), we document adverse causal effects of advisor race on advisee productivity.
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14.4.2 Beliefs and information provision, processing, and inference

Statistical discrimination models typically assume that decision makers have correct priors about

group-specific quality distribution. Decision making can be improved by provision of additional infor-

mation about individuals. For example, provision of information about White job applicants’ higher

levels of education increases their chances of receiving an interview invitation (Bertrand and Mul-

lainathan, 2004). Such positive returns to positive individual-level of information has been documented

in a range of settings (e.g., List, 2004; Lippens et al., 2022), including in settings when information is

not readily available and decision makers have to incur a cost, such as by engaging in online search for

private information on social media (Acquisti and Fong, 2020). However, information may often either

not be processed, not be processed correctly, or priors may be biased. We now discuss supporting

evidence and paths forward on these fronts.

Endogenous information processing. Bartoš et al. (2016) show that information processing may

be endogenous. If information processing is costly and if the expected value of an additional signal

is unlikely to change the prior belief in discrete decisions such as job recruitment, a decision maker

may decide not to process the available signal. Similar reasoning may explain the lack of returns to

quality for Black applicants in Bertrand and Mullainathan (2004). Four parameters affect whether

information is processed: cost of information processing, the prior belief, the expected signal value,

and the expected signal variance. New technologies such as use of artificial intelligence in assisting in

hiring decisions may, for example, reduce the cost of information processing. Cross-cultural learning

and contact discussed in section 14.4.4 may, beyond its possible direct effects on preferences, also reduce

the perceived or actual differences in learning from signals sent by outgroup members (Cornell and

Welch, 1996). This may be of particular importance in settings where observing underlying individual

quality is difficult.

Incorrect beliefs. A parameter affecting the decision to process additional information is the prior

belief about the group quality. Such beliefs are typically assumed to be correct, relying on the theory of

rational expectations. Yet a range of literature in psychology and economics documents that people’s

beliefs are often misperceived (Bursztyn and Yang, 2022), even in domains that can readily be fact-

checked (Nyhan, 2020). Such misperceptions are typically larger about outgroup members, relative to

ingroup members (Bursztyn and Yang, 2022), possibly due to greater uncertainty about a less known

group, or due to motivated beliefs as we discuss below.
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Bohren et al. (2023a) present a theoretical framework that allows for inaccurate beliefs and experi-

mentally test the models predictions. An important result of the model is that unless individual beliefs

are measured and contrasted to correct beliefs (or rather true distributions), a discriminatory outcome

cannot be unambiguously attributed to either taste- or statical-based model. They test the model in a

stylized online labor market experiment. Employers recruited workers from a pool of workers differing

in characteristics such as nationality and gender to solve logic tasks. Employers were more likely to

offer lower wages to Americans and slightly lower to females, as opposed to Indians and males. This is

despite the fact that Americans outperform Indians in the task, and women underperform men more

substantially. Without data on individual beliefs, the behavior would be attributed to taste-based

discrimination against Americans and men. Yet, elicited beliefs reveal that Americans are expected to

perform worse than Indians, while women are perceived to underperform less than they do in reality.

Still, the process of belief formation may already be influenced by tastes. An exogenous provision

of signals about true underlying productivity of a given group should lead to increased precision of

underlying beliefs and consequent behavior. Bohren et al. test this prediction by offering actual perfor-

mance data and show that wages are adjusted in line with belief updating. A taste-based model would

not predict such updating.14 Inaccurate beliefs of individuals may further propagate by spreading to

others through social learning or through computer algorithms learning from such beliefs (Kleinberg

et al., 2018). Provision of correct statistical information thus seems a promising path forward (Feld

et al., 2022; Grigorieff et al., 2020), even if corrected beliefs may not always translate in behavioral

change (Haaland and Roth, 2023; Hopkins et al., 2019), especially in the long-run (Bursztyn and Yang,

2022).

Statistical inference and learning. Biased beliefs about a minority group may emerge from in-

correct inference from statistical data or from endogenous data generation, even if the underlying

information is unbiased and is paid attention to. On inference, consider an example of a police force

that responds to a (perceived) higher crime rate in an area with a high share of minority group popu-

lation that also happens to be more frequently policed. Increased policing results in increased number

of crime reported. Neglecting such selection issues may lead to incorrect inference of a causal link

between minority group membership and increased propensity to commit crime. This in turn affects

police officers’ beliefs and possibly generates a vicious cycle. Hübert and Little (2023) provide evidence

14Experimenter demand may have played a role as the information was provided within the same study. Haaland et
al. (2023) advise to use obfuscated surveys to reduce such confounds, even though De Quidt et al. (2018) suggest that
experimenter demand effects are relatively small.
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consistent with this. Sample selection neglect is prevalent in other settings (Enke, 2020), and may be

exacerbated by environments and social bubbles in which decision makers operate (Levy and Razin,

2019). On a constructive side, Enke (2020) shows that nudging people to pay attention to the sample

composition reduces the bias. Levy and Razin (2017) propose that integration policies in schooling

systems may break the cycle of belief polarization and segregation.

Lepage (2024) instead focuses on how datasets are created in the first place and studies its effect

on exacerbating discrimination. In a dynamic setting, Lepage shows that decision makers learn about

group quality distribution from own experience with individual group members. In a hiring decisions,

individual qualities of hires inform hiring manager priors about the average group quality. Negative

experiences with group members generate negative bias against that group, and consequently affect

hiring. This affects subsequent learning—even if perfectly Bayesian and unbiased—about this group

and generates persistently negatively skewed belief distribution. These biases are more severe for

groups about which hiring managers hold initially more uncertain beliefs, typically minorities, even

if the two groups are equally productive on average. A stylized hiring experiment provides evidence

consistent with the theory.15 Incentivizing hiring managers to hire more individuals from the uncertain

group reduces the bias. Affirmative action policies may thus have a side effect in terms of improved

learning about minority group underlying quality distribution. Similarly, relying on algorithms trained

on large datasets may overcome the bias resulting from biased learning from own experience.

Motivated reasoning. Eyting (2022) goes further in understanding possible determinants of inac-

curate beliefs. In a stylized hiring online experiment, he shows that beliefs may be driven by own

motives and such motivated beliefs may in turn result in discriminatory behavior. In binary hir-

ing decisions, employers seek positive information about potential hires from their preferred group.

Specifically, when a previous piece of information was contradicting their motive, they would keep on

seeking additional information. Once a piece of information is consistent with their motive, they are

more likely to stop searching. Subsequently, employers act on the information received. Bohren et

al. (2023a) would classify such behavior as taste-based discrimination, while in fact motivated infor-

mation processing precedes the final outcome. This paper further blurs the lines between taste and

belief based discrimination models by endogenizing belief formation based on own motives. Further,

the paper suggests why information provision to recalibrate inaccurate beliefs may fall short of their

intended effects. If the provided information is not in line with own motives, individuals may put less

15Benson and Lepage (2024) show further supportive evidence from administrative records of a US retailer.
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weight on such signals16 and/or press on and search for information more in line with their motives.

Such asymmetric learning occurs in situations in which at least some ”wiggle room” in interpretation

of such signals exists, with clear implications for limiting the space for ambiguous interpretation of

information in information provision interventions.

Pluralistic ignorance. Another source of imprecision in beliefs may stem from the lack of individu-

als’ understanding that an observed group behavior may not reflect the true underlying preferences of

the plurality of others. Norm conformity, despite being in contrast to individual preferences and beliefs,

may thus self-perpetuate, cementing possibly obsolete norms, including discriminatory ones. Katz et

al. (1931) coined the term pluralistic ignorance to describe this phenomenon. Such misperceptions

may lead individuals to acquiesce to norms they internally disagree with but do not stand up to it in

public. Bursztyn et al. (2020) document this on a situation of support for female working outside of the

household in Saudi Arabia. By collecting private individual data on support for such practice among

young married males, they find overwhelming support. Simultaneously, they document substantial

underestimation of such support by others. Experimentally providing credible information about the

true support, they document subsequent long-lasting behavioral change that leads to increased rates

of job applications among their respondents’ wives. Similar unraveling has been documented in other

settings (Miller, 2023).

Stereotypes. (Bordalo et al., 2016) show how beliefs may be misperceived in their model of stereo-

types. The model builds on representativeness heuristic documented by Kahneman and Tversky (1972).

The core idea is that frequency of relatively more salient traits of a given group, relative to another

group, gets overweighted. Consequently, even relatively small differences in distributions of traits can

become exacerbated. This exaggeration in mean differences between groups may be one source of in-

correct beliefs about different groups discussed above, even if there is a ”kernel of truth” in such belief

formation. The paper provides both abstract experimental evidence, as well as supportive empirical

evidence using voter attitudes data.

A representative heuristic may distort not only beliefs but also belief updating when processing

new information. Esponda et al. (2023) derive a theory of ”representative signal distortion”. Their

16Motivated reasoning is also consistent with findings of Campos-Mercade and Mengel (2024) who show that non-
Bayesians are more likely to discriminate against members of disadvantaged group than Bayesians. In their experiment
is is rather that respondents do not incorporate the information accordingly. However, initial employer motives may
be another reason for not updating beliefs in line with Bayesian updating, even when being exposed to information.
Delavande and Zafar (2018) show that anti-American attitudes persist as Pakistani respondents do not update enough
on new information, also possibly in line with their initial motives.
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theory suggests that when evaluating signals from individuals belonging to a certain group, decision

makers put more weight to such individual signals representative of that group—relative to a reference

group—than they should. In turn, evaluators believe that such representative individual signals are

more representative of the entire group than it should be. This may further magnify the effect of

biased priors in Bordalo et al. (2016). Experimental evidence they provide is in line with such biased

updating process. In the context of statistical discrimination, such biases both increase statistical

discrimination by exacerbating differences in initial beliefs but such beliefs also diverge and become

less accurate with provision of new evidence, since such information is processed with a positive bias

for members of higher quality group, while the opposite is true for members of a lower quality group.

Importantly, Esponda et al. provide a remedy. Since Kahneman and Tversky (1972) theory requires

a reference group for representativeness heuristic to occur, not allowing for direct comparisons should

reduce a bias. In a hiring decision, e.g., this implies evaluating applications sequentially, by group.

Alternatively, withholding group information during information processing should eliminate the bias,

too. We discuss information withholding in more detail in Section 14.4.3.

Paths forward. While positive information provision often helps, it may not be a panacea. To have

a positive effect, information needs to be paid attention to. It also needs to be as unambiguous as

possible to minimize the wiggle room allowing for motivated reasoning. Further, direct comparison

should be reduced to minimize representativeness heuristic. With the increased knowledge in the

domain of how information is processed, we should now turn our attention to how exactly information

campaigns should work to durably change attitudes towards minorities and how to design hiring or

application procedures give a chance for equal treatment of information provided by everyone. For

the former, information provision about hardships may affect preferences directly, perhaps through

increasing empathy. We provide some suggestive evidence fur such channel in (Bartoš et al., 2024a)

but more work is needed to establish the link precisely. Computer algorithms may provide an option for

the latter. We now turn to a different approach, namely withholding group attribute, when possible.

This reduces both attention discrimination as well as representative signal distortion.

14.4.3 Withholding information

Hiding group attributes may be the simplest way of reducing discrimination. Since group attributes

on their own should should not have a direct effect on innate quality q, there is a cause for hiding
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information about group identity. Even though taste-based model would suggest discrimination persists

once the signal is eventually revealed, the attention discrimination model (Bartoš et al., 2016) as well

as models building on representativeness heuristic (Esponda et al., 2023) both provide an argument

for such information withholding. In the former case, potentially relevant quality information about

applicants may not be paid attention to. In the latter case, updating based on the information may

be biased. However, information withholding policies need to be treated with caution as unintended

consequences and indirect costs need to be taken into account.

Mandated information withholding. In their seminal paper, Goldin and Rouse (2000) show

that introduction of blind auditioning in US symphony orchestras led to an increased fraction of

women being hired, clearly documenting jurors male-bias in the absence of blind auditioning. The

lack of progress in discrimination reduction has led to introduction of legally mandated anonymous

application procedures in labor markets broadly. First, the intended effect is to increase the cost of

discriminatory behavior (See Section 14.4.1). Second, passing of such rules is intended to send a signal

to the society about the non-discriminatory norm (Benabou and Tirole, 2011b). This is referred to as

”expressive role of law”. Such policies have shown some progress in reducing gender discrimination

in job recruitment in Swedish labor markets (Åslund and Skans Nordström, 2012), and blind reviews

may be theoretically welfare-increasing (Taylor and Yildirim, 2011).17 In the era of Internet, however,

information not disclosed in the application may often be found using alternative means, such as using

social media, if deemed relevant (Acquisti and Fong, 2020).

However, mandated withholding of individual signals may have unintended consequences. When

individual information is unavailable, decision makers resort to relying on existing prior beliefs. Agan

and Starr (2018) present an example from a policy restricting employers from asking about criminal

records of their applicants, labeled ”Ban the Box”. Using a large-scale correspondence study conducted

before and after the law was introduced in New Jersey and in New York in 2015, the paper finds that

while reporting criminal records on own application leads to substantially lower callbacks prior to

the introduction of the law. However, withholding information about criminal records after the law

introduction has a negative effect on callbacks for Blacks, coupled with an increase in callbacks for

whites. This asymmetry stems from a simple heuristic that whites are unlikely to have a criminal

record, whereas Blacks are. Employers deprived of individual information thus rely on race as an

17Name-blind resumes have been introduced for hiring in the public sector in countries like Belgium, the Netherlands,
and Sweden. Several major global companies have voluntarily introduced the policy in their recruitment.
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imperfect proxy for criminal convictions. Similar evidence is found using quasi-experimental evidence

exploiting differences in timing of introduction of the law (Doleac and Hansen, 2020). This behavior

is consistent with models of statistical discrimination. However, employer beliefs about conviction

rates among Blacks are biased upwards. Such exaggeration is either in line with models of inaccurate

statistical discriminationn (Bohren et al., 2023a) or stereotypes (Bordalo et al., 2016). Raphael (2021)

extensively reviews the literature on the unintended effects of the policy, as well as related policies

such as bans on employer credit checks (Ballance et al., 2020; Bartik and Nelson, 2024) or drug testing

(Wozniak, 2015).

Strategic information withholding and norm conformity. Individuals in some cases do not

need to rely on legal restrictions on information provision but may instead strategically manipulate

or hide their identity. In a version of a trust game (Introduced originally in Berg et al., 1995) with

Georgian high school students, Kudashvili and Lergetporer (2022) show that, in a pre-play signaling

stage, Armenian minority trustees are willing to conceal their ethnicity by misreporting their names

to sound Georgian. Their behavior is rational, as they accurately anticipate discriminatory behavior

from the majority Georgian students. This manipulation effectively eliminates discrimination in this

context. The minority behavior is consistent with actual observed strategic name-changes among

minorities (Arai and Thoursie, 2009). Relatedly, (Zussman, 2013) document identity hiding by Arabs

sellers in an Israeli online market for used cars. They collect a large number of advertisements and

show, using a follow-up phone survey, that Arabs are more likely than Jews to leave the name field

blank in their advertisements. The response is rational as the same paper documents substantial

discrimination against both Arab sellers and buyers using a correspondence study.

In some cases, instead of hiding a trait that is impossible to hide, people from stereotyped groups

signal through their behavior conformity with the majority prescribed role to fit in. For example,

some Black student engage in costly social signaling through investment in characteristics typically

associated with white students, a behavior described as ”acting white”. This comes at a cost of having

fewer same-race friends at school (Fryer and Torelli, 2010). Similarly, female MBA students shy away

from signaling preferences for career-enhancing actions when observed by their male peers in order

not to hamper their marriage market prospects (Bursztyn et al., 2017)—this is referred to as ”acting

wife”.
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Paths forward. Understanding such strategic withholding of information or identity manipulation

is important also for interpretation of experimental results on discrimination. These studies typically

clearly signal ethnicity and hence do not account for this endogenous response by minority groups.

While psychological costs of hiding own identity have been documented (e.g., Camacho et al., 2020),

its economic impact is not well understood.18

14.4.4 Intergroup contact

We now turn to evidence that takes contact hypothesis seriously. Beyond general effects, we discuss the

role of facilitating conditions, whether the effects of contact generalize to all members of the outgroup,

and whether the effects of contact last beyond the period of studied exposure. Pettigrew and Tropp

(2006) and Paluck et al. (2019) offer useful reviews of the state of literature mainly in psychology,

but not exclusively. A general summary is that intergroup contact seems to be effective in reducing

discrimination. A methodological issue with most of the literature is that it focuses on self-reported

outcomes, measured typically after a short period of time. Focusing only on pre-registered studies,

Lowe (2024) adds a concern of publication bias. The effect of intergroup contact is still positive for

pre-registered studies, but of a considerably smaller magnitude compared to non-registered studies.19

Few papers stand out for their clever identification and measurement. Intergroup contact can

sometimes be studied in a natural setting, going beyond more traditional laboratory based studies.

Assignment to college dorms and to army barracks during military training is often determined by a

lottery and can serve as a natural experiment. Several studies used such settings to document reduced

prejudice (Boisjoly et al., 2006; Carrell et al., 2019; Corno et al., 2022; Finseraas and Kotsadam, 2017;

Marmaros and Sacerdote, 2006; Rao, 2019; Scacco and Warren, 2018). The naturalness of the setting

is important also for measurement related issues, since it minimizes possible reporting issues. If, for

example, the training intervention is directly aimed at improving intergroup relationships, surveyed

individuals may feel obliged to report positive attitudes towards outgroups to please the surveyor

(De Quidt et al., 2018). Beyond naturalness of the setting, eliciting true underlying revealed preference

is of crucial importance, as self-reported measures may be subject to social desirability bias. Paluck et

al. (2019) in their meta-study find that estimated effect sizes of intergroup contact are much smaller

when comparing behavioral measures to self-reported attitudes. An important addition to the toolbox

18Even though the link between stress and poverty has been documented (Haushofer and Fehr, 2014).
19Presenting results of a pre-specified analysis, even if along other exploratory analysis, offers reassurance to the reader

that the result was not obtained selectively Olken (2015).
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of researchers are measures of implicit attitudes. Corno et al. (2022) use the implicit association test

(IAT; Greenwald et al., 1998) to show that being randomly assigned a Black roommate at a South

African university reduces white students’ implicit attitudes towards Blacks. Barnhardt (2009) finds

similar effects in her study examining inter-religious attitudes using a policy of randomly allocating

public housing to Muslims and Hindus. She finds that Hindu children exposed to Muslims have more

positive implicit attitudes as measured using the IAT. While IAT may be manipulated to some extent

(Fiedler and Bluemke, 2005), it is unlikely that this would be the case in either of the two studies. In

both cases, it was the first time participants were exposed to the IAT and in neither case it is likely

that a possible experimenter demand would be treatment specific.

Several papers stand out for their use of novel behavioral measures. Rao (2019) studies how an

Indian policy aimed at eliminating costs of accessing elite private schools for poor students improved

rich students’ behavior towards poor students in general. The paper exploits two sources of variation

from the natural experiment: first, the program was implemented in a staggered way across schools and

across classrooms (within the same school), and uses a difference in differences framework to estimate

the effects. Further, it exploits a source of exogenous intensity of contact within classroom where

students are assigned to peer study groups in an alphabetical order. The findings that rich students

reduce their bias against poor children in general are documented on a range of domains. Allocations

to anonymous poor students from a different school in a dictator games increase, suggesting a genuine

increase in prosocial preferences towards poor students. But interestingly, prosocial behavior seems

to be affected in general, also towards rich students. While a dictator game offers a comparable

measure of individual preferences, unconfounded by a threat of norms enforcement or peer effects,

some may consider it artificial and possibly low stakes. Rao thus turns to field measures. Having

poor classmates increases willingness of rich students from treated schools to participate in a weekend

fundraiser for disadvantaged kids traditionally organized by the schools themselves, creating a natural

setting to study generosity, even if the observable nature of the measure may confound the outcome by

possible increased peer pressure. Since economic models of discrimination discuss the importance of

social interaction for segregation in labor (Beaman and Magruder, 2012) or housing (Schelling, 1971)

markets, Rao measures willingness to interact by organizing a relay race with a cash prize. Prior to the

relay race, students had a chance to observe performance of their potential teammates in individual

sprints. Rao then introduces a trade-off (discussed in Section 14.4.1): rich students can choose a low-

performing rich teammate or a high sprint performance poor teammate. Rich students from treated
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classrooms are more likely to pick higher performing poor students.

Role of facilitating conditions. The contact hypothesis, however, depends on the fulfillment of

facilitating conditions. When these conditions are not met, contact may be ineffective or even have

negative effects.20 Lowe (2021) tests this prediction in a field experiment with cricket players from

different castes in India by manipulating both team composition and the composition of leagues in the

teams compete. Playing on the same team induces positive, collaborative contact, while competing

against another teams induces negative contact with opponents. Consistent with Allport’s original

hypothesis, the study finds evidence supporting these predictions. The effect is driven by preference-

based channels: First, cooperative contract increases willingness to interact with other caste players,

adversarial contact reduces it. Second, the positive effect is experienced even by backup players who

only meet their teammates for the duration of the match. Third, the positive effect of cooperative

contract operates not merely by winning together with stronger other-caste teammates but rather by

working together, suggesting that perceptions about cooperativeness of other caste players is moder-

ated by the type of contact.21 To rule out statistical-based channels, both types of contact increase

information about quality of players in general. It seems that, at least in this setting, group attribution

error a la Allison and Messick (1985), i.e. group-specific attribution of success to luck and ability, may

not be at play. The paper also uses behavioral measures instead of self-reports to support its findings

and the effects are measured up to three weeks after the leagues ended.

Allport’s hypothesis suggests equal status is another facilitating condition required. Lowe (2021)

finds that the effect of collaborative contact is present in both upper and lower caste members, speaking

against equal status as a necessary condition for positive contact to occur.

Effects on peers versus general outgroup. Does positive contact reduce discrimination towards

the targeted outgroup in general or only to a narrower group of individuals targeted by the interven-

tions? Mousa (2020) answers this question in another experiment manipulating composition of sports

team within a sports league, this time of majority Christian and Muslim football players in a Christian

enclave in Iraq, following displacement by ISIS. Mousa uses a set of behavioral measures measuring

both interactions with outgroup peers (such as training with Muslim players, voting for a Muslim to

20Experiencing negative contact may lead to a higher increase in discrimination when compared to a reduction of
discrimination related to positive contact (Barlow et al., 2012). Model of stereotypes offers a theoretical rationale
behind this asymmetry (Bordalo et al., 2016).

21Economic settings shape how individuals perceive one another. As opposed to an experimentally induced competitive
environment, under cooperative conditions, individuals are more likely to describe their counterparts as more similar to
themselves (Hagenbach and Kranton, 2023).
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receive a best player award, or signing up for a next season tournament into a mixed team), as well

as with outgroup strangers (visiting a majority Muslim city, attending a mixed event, or donating to

an NGO serving mixed communities). She finds that while playing in the same team with Muslims

improves behavior towards Muslim peer football players, it does not affect any measure on the do-

main of Muslim strangers. A potential confound is that the peer/stranger measures are not directly

comparable, so it cannot be concluded with certainty that the difference can be clearly attributable

to the difference in effectiveness of contact with outgroup peers and outgroup strangers, even if the

consistency of null-results on the three stranger measures is suggestive. Yet under some circumstances,

contact manipulation may deliver positive effects even to outgroups strangers. For example, Ghosh et

al. (2024) document that willingness to engage with strangers increases in their randomized experiment

with Hindu and Muslim youth in India. Lowe (2024) documents in a meta-analysis that the effect

of contact with strangers is almost twice as small as the effect with peers. So far, we have little un-

derstanding of what conditions are necessary to achieve positive effects beyond the group of outgroup

peers and how are identities of individuals in such contact manipulation experiments perceived in the

first place.

Intensity of contact and spillovers. Does the intensity of contact affect outcomes? Ghosh et al.

(2024) examine this by varying the proportion of Hindu and Muslim youth in an Indian youth camp,

mixing either 20% or 50% of Muslims with Hindu participants. Results indicate that a 50% mix—an

atypical composition given Hindu dominance in India—leads to worse effects of contact on Hindus,

relative to the more moderate 20% mix. This suggests that exposure to an unusually high proportion

of a minority group may trigger feelings of outgroup threat.

Long term effects of contact. Intergroup contact effects can persist over extended periods (Billings

et al., 2021), sometimes lasting many years (Bursztyn et al., 2024; Ghosh et al., 2024), though this is

not always the case (Dahl et al., 2021). It remains unclear why some instances of exposure lead to

long-term shifts in attitudes while others do not. These seemingly inconsistent findings may, however,

be attributed to variations in outcome measures used across studies.

Paths forward. While research on contact hypothesis has thrived, there are still some open ques-

tions. First, we still lack comprehensive evidence on the role of facilitating conditions beyond that

of a role of cooperative contact and common goals. Lowe (2021) presents some suggestive evidence

23



speaking against equal footing being a necessary condition. We lack any study examining the role of

support of authority. Second, research so far has been focusing on effects of contact on individuals

directly targeted by the intervention. Spillover effects and general norm change onto individuals such

as friends, family, or community members of targeted individuals would be an interesting further av-

enue of research. Documenting such spillovers and conditions for such spillovers to occur would be an

important component when evaluating overall effectiveness of contact interventions. Third, while stan-

dardizing effect sizes allows for some comparison between different studies, use of harmonized measures

such as behavioral games may be a useful complementary tool. For example, adding a dictator game

measure to the outgroup peer versus stranger measures in Mousa (2020) would allow an even cleaner

evidence of the (lack of) generalized effects of contact onto the entire outgroup, including strangers.

Scacco and Warren (2018), Rao (2019), and Corno et al. (2022) are examples that stand out in this

respect. Finally, use of administrative data may be another way of dealing with possible experimenter

demand in measuring outcomes. Marmaros and Sacerdote (2006) use data on email exchange between

university students to measure effects of a random roommate assignment procedure.

14.4.5 Changing attitudes

The previous section presented evidence showing that attitudes toward outgroup members can shift

through intensive intergroup contact. If prejudice and discrimination were deeply ingrained, similarly

intensive interventions might be required. However, recent evidence suggests that meaningful attitude

change may be achieved through less intensive means. We now discuss the roles of perspective taking,

exposure to counter-stereotypical examples, exposure to role models, evaluative conditioning, and the

potential of narratives. We also consider how attitude changes within the majority group can produce

positive spillover effects on the behavior and well-being of minority groups.

Perspective taking. An example is a study by Broockman and Kalla (2016) who study effects

of 5 minute long door-to-door canvassing conversations on voting for a non-discrimination law. The

underlying theory of change is that eligible voters who exert mental effort in remembering how they

were judged negatively and relating such experiences to daily injustices endured by others, would be

more sympathetic to transgender individuals. In turn, this would translate in an increased support

for a proposed anti-discrimination law. Using a field experiment, the study finds that individuals

exposed to perspective taking canvassing exhibit increased support for the non-discrimination law.
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Such perspective-taking may increase the salience of counter-prejudice thoughts. This in turn affects

behavior. One possibility is that perspective taking reduces implicit biases through increased attention

to the topic that requires deliberation, rather than relying on automated stereotypes. This would be

in line with implicit discrimination. We revisit this idea in the next paragraph. An alternative

explanation for the results enhanced empathy, possibly through reduced social distance or through a

shift in perceived similarity.

A recent paper testing the empathy and perceived similarity channels is Andries et al. (2024). They

randomly elicit attitudes of museum goers towards unauthorized immigrants to the US before and after

they experience a 15 minutes long professional virtual reality piece documenting the plight of migrants

crossing the US Southern border directed by a renowned film director. The mere experience of the

immersive video increases an index of attitudes towards migrants, including an incentivized donation to

a pro-migrant charity measured either immediately after the experience or two moths later. The effect

is magnified when the virtual reality experience is preceded (not when it comes after the experience)

by a provision of neutral statistical information about migration in the US. They consider a theoretical

framework in which empathy towards members of an outgroup can be shocked by a salient event such

as the immersive virtual reality experience. Such emotional event can have lasting effects on individual

preferences, as documented in the two months follow-up. A shock to empathy can be further magnified

when indivduals feel closer to the outgroup, or putting themselves “in their shoes”. The closeness is

manipulated by the provision of statistical facts that is shown to increase perceived closeness using

a survey. A follow-up online study with a much less liberal-skewed sample confirms the reduction in

social distance following the provision of statistical facts.22

In Barsbai et al. (2022) we also suggest that emotions and perspective taking may affect intergroup

relations. We study a setting with heavily skewed bargaining situation between employers of Filipino

domestic workers in Hong Kong and Saudi Arabia and the workers. A simple behavioral intervention

that nudges the workers to bring a small, non-monetary gift and a photo of own family when starting

their employment improves the treatment they receive from their employers, measured up to two years

after the intervention. This includes a revealed preference measure documenting an increased share

of contract extensions initiated by the workers themselves. We document the positive effect even

among household members staying behind in the Philippines, who remain blind to the treatment. An

incentivized online experiment with potential employers suggests that the entire effect is driven by the

22Others have used immersive virtual reality to study perspective taking, too (Oh et al., 2016; Hamilton-Giachritsis
et al., 2018).
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photo, suggesting reduced social distance is a driving factor.

The studies above show that emotions may affect cross-group perceptions even in the absence of

optimal conditions for intergroup contact, and even in the absence of a direct contact in the first place.

While the evidence is encouraging, a better undestanding of exact mechanisms behind the lasting effects

of emotions may be needed to offer a more general path forward. Theoretical behavioral economics and

cognitive psychology offers some ideas in recently developed models of associative memory (Bordalo et

al., 2024), and memory retrieval (Kensinger and Ford, 2020). Thinking about the underlying theory

of change, it is plausible that emotions directly affect individual preferences through the effect on the

penalty dg.

Habit breaking. Another set of thinking in psychology assumes that discrimination is to some extent

driven by habitual, unconscious behavior. Such habits can be broken either by increasing salience of

own bias and possibly by learning contingency—or ”if-then”—planning strategies in situations in which

discrimination may occur. Pre-requisites for habit breaking are thus awareness of own bias, willingness

to update own beliefs, and concern about the bias, conditional on awareness (Plant and Devine, 2009).

This links the theory with implicit discrimination, statistical, and taste based models.

Alesina et al. (2024) show that randomly exposing Italian teachers to their implicit bias against

immigrants, as measured by an IAT, reduces their bias. Awareness of own bias—which was prevalent

in their sample—resulted in reduced immigrant-native grading gap, as reflected in administrative

school records. This effect is driven mostly by teachers who were surprised by their IAT results,

suggesting that belief updating may be the underlying mechanism. Similar effects are documented

among basketball referees following a media exposure of an academic study documenting racial bias

of referees (Pope et al., 2018). However, the personalized feedback in Alesina et al. (2024) is more

powerful among teachers with most negative stereotypes, relative to a debiasing treatment merely

highlighting the evidence of bias among teachers in general. Increasing bias awareness thus offers a

promising, low cost policy of effective bias reduction. Use of IATs in employee training is already

becoming an increasingly popular tool for raising awareness of individual biases in organizations and

educational institutions. A better understanding of exact mechanisms through which the behavioral

effect operates and whether the effect is merely driven by increasing salience of unconscious bias or

whether the attitude change is also affecting individual preferences, for example through perspective

taking, needs to be further understood. Finally, understanding belief formation about own implicit

bias may call for further inquiry.
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Although training requires more time and resources, teaching contingency planning can provide

individuals concerned about their own biases with additional tools to overcome them. This, in turn,

may enhance the effectiveness of bias awareness interventions. After participants were made aware of

their biases through their IAT results, Devine et al. (2012) randomly assigned psychology students to

a session discussing potential habit-breaking strategies: recognizing own stereotyping responses and

actively replacing them with non-stereotypic responses, engaging in counter-stereotypical imaging by

increasing salience of minority role-models, imagining minority group members as individuals with

own characteristics, rather than thinking about them in group-specific stereotypical terms, perspective

taking, and increased intergroup contact.23 Those in the treatment group exhibited reduced implicit

bias and increased concerns about bias and this reduction remained stable over a two month period.

(Forscher et al., 2017) replicate these results in a larger sample and even include a very long term

follow-up lasting over two years. There are two interesting features of this study. First, they use

an obfuscated survey in the follow-up, relaxing the concerns of experimenter demand. Second, they

introduce a clear revealed preference measure by measuring willingness to express public disapproval

of a controversial statement related to ethnic stereotypes. Unfortunately, the follow-up sample is

relatively small, reducing the statistical power. Training may thus offer additional benefits on top of

merely increasing awareness of own bias. It thus remains to be understood which sample should be

targeted by training to maximize its effectiveness.

Yet another form of defeating habitual stereotypes may be exposure to counter-stereotypical exam-

ples. The stark contrast between a non-stereotypical example and a held stereotype may act as another

way of reducing bias, possibly through belief updating about the group quality, perspecitve-taking,

or emotional cues. An example may be observing a male in a stereotypically female occupation or a

member of a minority group in a managerial position. While many studies in psychology document

positive attitudinal shifts when exposed to counter-stereotypical examples (Dasgupta and Greenwald,

2001; Dasgupta and Asgari, 2004), such attitudinal changes are not strong enough to encourage actual

behavioral change in labor maket setting. Delfino (2024) shows that male applications for stereotyp-

ically female work in social services remain unaffected when a male photograph is shown in actual

recruitment messages. However, this study is a first of its kind, focusing on a very particular topic.

More such studies are needed on the topic.

23For references to studies that inspired different training dimensions, see p.p. 1270-1271 in Devine et al. (2012).
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Self-fulfilling prophecies and stereotype threat. The total effect of bias reduction in majority

groups may also be indirectly complemented by its effect on those who are the targets of bias. Steele

and Aronson (1995) and subsequent work on stereotype threat (reviewed in Spencer et al., 2016) show

that if individuals feel at risk of confirming negative stereotypes about own group in a stereotyped task,

their performance and aspirations deteriorates under anxiety and stress. Carlana (2019) documents

this in a high stakes setting of Italian schools where girls exposed—quasi-randomly—to gender-biased

math teachers perform worse in standardized tests and are less likely to enrol to more demanding high-

school tracks compared to girls assigned to non-biased teachers. Consistent with stereotype threat,

girls with biased math teachers also exhibit lower self-confidence. Carlana does not find a similar

effect for literature, where gender stereotypes are not as strong. Similarly, in a labor market setting, a

quasi-random assignment to biased majority group managers increases absenteeism and, conditional on

showing up, reduces performance of minority workers measured using administrative data in a French

supermarket (Glover et al., 2017). The evidence is consistent with possible unconscious stereotype

threat, even though a survey reveals that workers do not explicitly perceive that managers’ have less

confidence in them. Spencer et al. (2016) document several studies in psychology that did not find

awareness of own experience of stereotype threat. At the same time, biased managers were shown

to be less likely to interact with minority workers, leading to reduced monitoring and subsequent

worker performance. Stereotype threat adversely affects individual productivity of minorities under

biased managers. Thus, minority group would be on average perceived as less productive as long as

the firm employs some biased managers. Consequentially, if employer beliefs are well calibrated but

do not account for unobserved bias, statistical discrimination would predict setting a higher bar for

hiring of minority workers. Glover et al. (2017) show this is the case. Minority workers working under

non-biased managers perform on average better, relative to majority workers.

Role models. Counter-stereotypical thinking and habit breaking in general may be triggered by

exposure to minority individuals in nontraditional roles or professions. These individuals, who challenge

stereotypes in a positive way can also be described as role models. Effects of role models may operate

both through changing attitudes in the broader population and by boosting confidence and aspirations

of minority groups, possibly counteracting stereotype threat. Beaman et al. (2009) exploit the staggered

roll-out of a gender mandate in local councils in India, showing that exposure to female council leaders

increases the likelihood of voting for a female leader in subsequent elections. This exposure also directly

affects male implicit stereotypes of female leaders, as measured by IATs, and weakens traditional gender

28



norms. Exposure to role models can reduce uncertainty about the quality of individuals from minority

groups, positively update beliefs, directly affect preferences, and change implicit attitudes. In a follow-

up study, Beaman et al. (2012) found that the same policy had a direct impact on the aspirations

of adolescent girls exposed to female leaders, leading to an increase in their educational attainment.

Since labor market opportunities of young adults—a likely comparison group for adolescents forming

their expectations about the future—did not change, the effect is unlikely to operate through updated

beliefs about labor market prospects. Instead, it appears to operate through increased aspirations.

While aspirations seem malleable, if the gap between current position and the aspiration level grows

too high, the individual may either form unrealistic expectations resulting in subsequent frustration

or may give up immediately (Dalton et al., 2016; Genicot and Ray, 2017). Understanding the correct

targeting that is motivational enough but not yet discouraging is especially difficult when using role

models at scale, reaching large and heterogenous audiences, for example in the media. Yet there is

evidence of such successful media applications in changing general perceptions about norms regarding

intergroup prejudice (Paluck, 2009), changing fertility norms (La Ferrara et al., 2012), as well as

promoting entrepreneurship especially among female entrepreneurs in Tanzania (Bjorvatn et al., 2020).

The scalability makes this approach particularly attractive, as a large audience can be reached at

relatively low cost. What remains to be understood is how most effectively to tailor such interventions,

especially in heterogeneous societies, and how extensive such exposure should be. Serra (2024) reviews

the literature on role models for developing countries, but not exclusively.

Evaluative conditioning. Preferences—referred to as affects in psychology—may be modified through

evaluative conditioning, a technique extensively studied in psychology (Moran et al., 2024), even in

the absence of awareness. This concept suggests that attitudes toward an object can shift through

repeated co-occurrence with an affective stimulus, even without explicit association. For instance, fre-

quent negative news coverage that triggers strong emotional responses may, if frequently paired with

the portrayal of an outgroup, influence implicit bias toward that outgroup and directly impact the

penalty parameter dmin. Psychology research explores evaluative conditioning across various domains,

including bias reduction (Olson and Fazio, 2006; French et al., 2013). However, these studies rely

on small samples recruited among university students and measure only short-term effects (Paluck et

al., 2021). Field experiments that employ larger, more representative samples and assess longer-term

outcomes have yet to be conducted.

29



Narratives. Humans use stories and narratives to justify own actions, maintain own self-image,

promote or reinforce social norms, define social identities, and possibly to change attitudes of others.

Economists have recently started to take note of narratives (Shiller, 2017) and devised models of

narratives (Bénabou et al., 2018). A first paper studying the role of narratives in discrimination

literature is Barron et al. (2023). They document discriminatory behavior of Jordanian children

against Syrian refugee children fleeing the war to Jordan using incentivized sharing games. The key

result is that while there is little discrimination on average, there is substantial heterogeneity in the

sample. The heterogeneity particularly revolves around own family history and narratives of childrens’

parents about the refugee crisis. If Jordanian children—all born in Jordan themselves and most of

their parents, too—come from families with Palestinian roots and thus also share refugee history, they

do not discriminate. In contrast, Jordanian children without such family experience discriminate, on

average. However, children also learn from narratives of their parents. These narratives then shape

the childrens’ preferences: If their parents are themselves supportive of policies helping refugees, their

children do not discriminate. The opposite holds true for children of parents who view the refugee

crisis rather as a burden. While the evidence is purely correlational and does not directly measure

how exactly the intergenerational transmission works, it is suggestive. Since narratives and narrative

persuasion may directly affect both beliefs and emotions, and offers ways of justifying a wide range

of behaviors, understanding its effectiveness offers a so far under-explored path to discrimination

reduction. Further, consistent with models of selective and associative memory, narratives seem to

be stickier in peoples’ memories than statistics (Graeber et al., 2024) and hence researchers studying

information provision treatments should take note. A first step would be establishment of a true causal

effect between narratives and discriminatory behavior, followed by better understanding of underlying

mechanisms. Finally, understanding what makes some narratives appealing and ”viral” may be key in

understanding how beliefs are formed and transmitted within groups.

14.4.6 Manipulating group identity

People value their identity. This, however, is multifaceted and malleable (Akerlof and Kranton, 2000).

Theories of social categorization suggest that discrimination may be reduced by directly manipulating

own identity, our beliefs about the identity of others, and by recategorising individuals, including self,

into a different identities. While the concept of group identity is central to the entire chapter, I only

devote relatively little space to its discussion. The reasons are twofold. First, the role of identity
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has been constantly in the background of the evidence discussed so far. For example, the effect of an

increased costs of discrimination may be accompanied by a change in our perception of own identity

relations in order to justify the differential action at different prices. Identity shapes beliefs that in turn

affect stereotyping and exaggerate group divisions (Bonomi et al., 2021). Motivated reasoning offers

a way to justify motives that may otherwise seem immoral identity behavior (Bénabou and Tirole,

2011a). Strategic information withholding may have adverse psychological effects through difficult

trade-offs minority group individuals have to make between fitting in majority identity to reduce

adverse effects of their prejudice, while simultaneously compromising on own identity. Intergroup

contact and perspective taking may directly affect intergroup relations, perhaps leading to thinking

in terms of shared identities with those we previously considered outgroup members. Role models

may challenge the boundaries of identity norms that may be holding aspiration levels down. And

narratives are directly linked to identity formation. Second, the literature on economics of identity has

been recently extensively reviewed in a series of excellent reviews (Charness and Chen, 2020; Li, 2020;

Shayo, 2020). Here, I focus on how exogenous shocks alter identity with implications for intergroup

relations, as well as specific ways in which identity recategorization may help reduce discrimination—

and cautionary examples of how it can sometimes go terribly wrong.

Exogenous shocks. External events, such as entry of new outgroups, shape majority attitudes to-

wards existing outgroups (Fouka and Tabellini, 2022) and influence relationships among the outgroups

themselves (Fouka et al., 2022). The perceived social status of previously homogeneous occupations

is also malleable with an entry of an outgroup (Goldin, 2014). Experiences of intergroup conflict

increase discrimination (Hjort, 2014) and parochialism (Bauer et al., 2016), which can accelerate post-

conflict recovery and strengthen state capacity by promoting ingroup cooperation. However, it also

heightens the perception of out-group threat and raises the likelihoood of renewed intergroup violence.

Additionally, identity choice also responds to monetary incentives. For example, changing prices of

consumption of goods associated with own group norms affect identity choice, which in turn affects

consumption patterns (Atkin et al., 2021). In other words, if following one identity’s norms become

too unattainable, one responds by identity change in order to prevent a utility loss from failing to meet

group expectations (Akerlof and Kranton, 2000).

Social categorization. Social categorization suggests that interventions can manipulate identities

such that two groups either become closer to one another or start perceiving one another as members of
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a larger, over-encompassing identity. For example, experimentally increasing salience of shared family

experience of refugee status may improve majority group relations with a recent immigrating refugee

minority group (Dinas et al., 2021). Correlational evidence from Barron et al. (2023) is consistent with

this.

Identity re-categorization can also be done at scale using media. On a dark side, propaganda

could be used to sow group division by simultaneous promotion of ingroup superiority and outgroup

dehumanization (Della Vigna et al., 2014; Yanagizawa-Drott, 2014). Yanagizawa-Drott (2014) exploit

Rwandan mountainous topography to study the effects of propaganda spread through the—no longer

existing—RTLM radio program. The radio program operated by Hutu extremists was responsible for

most inflammatory anti-Tutsi messaging preceding the 1994 Rwandan genocide, including referring to

Tutsi individuals as ”cockroaches” and signaling that the government would not prosecute violence

against the Tutsi. The study documents that radio signal availability at the time is linked to increased

number killing by both militia and civilians. The violence is linked not only to direct effects on

villages with signal availability, but also to neighboring villages, further magnifying the effect of hateful

propaganda. However, positive reconciliation efforts using media have also been documented. Using

a field experiment in Rwanda, Paluck (2009) shows that one-year exposure to a reconciliation soap

opera presenting stories of positive intergroup behavior in Rwanda resulted in improved perceptions

of intergroup social norms, generalized increased empathy towards other Rwandans, and cooperative

behavior. On a larger scale, Blouin and Mukand (2019) study effects of a national reconciliation

radio broadcast in Rwanda using a methodology similar to Yanagizawa-Drott (2014). Exposure to the

positive propaganda increases willingness to personally interact with members of other ethnic group.

The broadcast also reduces salience of own ethnic identity and replaces it with a strengthened national

identity.

Paths forward. The examples of identity malleability imply that we should be extremely sensitive

to political identity messaging. While people may not exhibit direct individual discriminatory behavior

(Berge et al., 2020), it may be relatively easily activated through social contagion (Bauer et al., 2018).

Understanding how hateful propaganda can be counteracted in its hot phase when violence can still

be prevented is of great importance. Further, more research is needed in understanding which policies

trigger which types of group recategorization. For example, is it possible that mixing of Christian

and Muslim football players in Mousa (2020) (in Section 14.4.4) increased the salience of common

footballer identity, while not necessarily improving attitudes towards the general Muslim population?
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14.5 Conclusions

This chapter has reviewed recent literature on discrimination reduction. Although much progress has

been made—perhaps in response to calls like that of Bertrand and Duflo (2017)—many questions

remain unanswered. While some of these have been addressed throughout the text, I would like to

conclude by highlighting a few from a broader perspective and discussing some overarching ideas.

The progress in modeling discrimination offers many ideas on how discrimination may be reduced.

First, since preferences are malleable, it is possible to design interventions that reduce intergroup

animosity directly. Second, recent research on beliefs and information processing has extended our

understanding of how information provision or withholding needs to be carefully implemented to lead to

desired outcomes and why some interventions may not work. Finally, theories from psychology can be

directly mapped to economics thinking about discrimination, offering novel ideas. While some progress

on formalizing economics of identity goes in this direction, there is still scope for formalization of other

ideas such as implicit bias, intergroup contact, or direct changes in intergroup attitudes. Understanding

the exact underlying mechanisms resulting in behavioral change would help in generalizing the findings

from specific studies and reconcile seemingly contradictory results of similar interventions in different

settings.

A welcome shift is the expansion of cleverly designed field experiments and quasi-experimental

studies, which offer insights from broader populations beyond the narrow university samples often

used in laboratory research. These types of studies enhance the reliability of findings, as they are less

susceptible to issues like experimenter demand, social desirability bias, learning effects, or Hawthorne

effects commonly present in lab settings. Also, these recent studies have introduced innovative, in-

centivized outcomes that mitigate concerns about misrepresented attitudes in surveys. However, the

diversity of outcome measures can complicate comparisons across studies—and sometimes even within

a single study. For instance, implicit bias is typically assessed using the IAT, callback rates are used

in correspondence studies, and laboratory experiments on intergroup discrimination use standardized

money allocation games like the dictator game. Adopting such standardized measures in field exper-

iments and quasi-experimental studies could improve comparability, ultimately allowing for clearer

assessments of intervention effectiveness.

To date, empirical and experimental research has largely focused on interventions rooted in a

single theory of change often within a specific environment and sample, and using convenient out-

come measures. As I argue above, there is still no perfect mapping between results and underlying
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theories. However, it also remains unclear whether more concentrated, multifaceted efforts that use

multiple tools simultaneously could be more effective—especially for specific sub-groups—compared to

less intensive approaches. For instance, such multifaceted approaches have proven effective in poverty

reduction (Banerjee et al., 2015). At the same time, existing evidence does not allow for a straightfor-

ward comparison of the effectiveness of different methods across similar samples, environments, and

outcomes. Designing a mega-study to test various methods within a controlled setting could be a

promising solution (Milkman et al., 2021), even though this method has primarily been applied to

simpler interventions, such as nudges.

An intriguing area for deeper study is the role of narratives in combination with interventions

focused on information provision or attitude change. Given recent interest among economists in the

power of narratives and evidence that narratives are often more memorable than statistics (Graeber et

al., 2024), drawing inspiration from fields like the arts, marketing, or political messaging could enhance

the effectiveness of discrimination reduction interventions. I covered some studies in which narratives

are the core of their interventions and all show relatively strong effects (e.g., Yanagizawa-Drott, 2014;

Blouin and Mukand, 2019; Andries et al., 2024), even if they do not offer comparison to non-narrative

type of messaging.

Two final areas would be worth exploring further. The first is whether the direct effects of discrim-

ination reduction have the predicted impact on systemic discrimination (Bohren et al., 2023b). For

instance, the findings of Beaman et al. (2012) may be consistent with this notion: young Indian girls

exposed to acceptance of female leaders exhibit an increased willingness to invest in their education,

potentially initiating a virtuous cycle of empowerment. The second area of interest pertains to the

chapter’s focus on pre-existing discriminatory preferences. Understanding how to prevent these pref-

erences from forming in the first place represents a promising avenue for research. Interventions aimed

at this goal would need to target very young children (Fehr et al., 2008).

Although discrimination may never be fully eliminated, the strategies discussed here underscore

that meaningful progress is attainable, guiding us toward a world where people are valued for their

individual qualities rather than through predefined categories.
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