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Author Questionnaire:

1. Microscopy: Does your protocol involve video microscopy, such as filming a complex dissection or microinjection technique? NO
2. Does your protocol include software usage? NO screen capture. 
If yes, we will need you to record using screen recording software to capture the steps. If you use a Mac, QuickTime X also has the ability to record the steps.
3. Which steps from the protocol section below are the most important for viewers to see? 
Steps 3.2 and 3.5
4. What is the single most difficult aspect of this procedure and what do you do to ensure success? 
Step 3.5
5. Will the filming need to take place in multiple locations? NO

Section - Introduction
Videographer: Interviewee Headshots are required. Take a headshot for each interviewee. 

Authors, these headshots will be used for the JoVE Dedicated Author Webpage. Here is one example if you wish to take a look.


1. REQUIRED Interview Statements: (Said by you on camera) 
[Authors – The interview statements are intended to introduce each author on camera, therefore one statement is permitted per author]

1.1. Marie Mazerolle: Negative aging stereotypes are likely to bias the assessment of cognitive functioning in older adults. Our protocol helps to highlight and then neutralize this bias in the laboratory and  in clinical settings.

1.1.1. INTERVIEW: Named talent says the statement above in an interview-style shot, looking slightly off-camera.

1.2. Isabelle Régner: By neutralizing the effects of negative aging stereotypes, our method contributes to better discrimination between normal and pathological cognitive decline. 

1.2.1. INTERVIEW: Named talent says the statement above in an interview-style shot, looking slightly off-camera.


OPTIONAL Interview Statements: (Said by you on camera)

1.3. Pascal Huguet: These methods provide useful recommendations about how to improve older adults’ cognitive assessment in clinical settings, in particular, for the diagnosis of the prodromal stage of Alzheimer's disease.

1.3.1. INTERVIEW: Named talent says the statement above in an interview-style shot, looking slightly off-camera.





1.4. François Rigalleau: The protocol can be applied to any situation where stigmatized individuals are about to perform a task that relies on a stereotyped ability. Of critical importance the intervention must help older adults to attribute the cause of their perceived difficulties to the stress related to the examination rather than to the presence of an illness.

1.4.1. INTERVIEW: Named talent says the statement above in an interview-style shot, looking slightly off-camera.


Ethics title card: (for human subjects or animal work, does not count toward word length total)

1.5. The present research was carried out in accordance with French standards, each participant provided informed consent and procedures were consistent with the guidelines of the American Psychological Association. 



Section - Protocol
2. Memory Test (Experiment 1)
2.1. For the first experiment, begin by informing the participant that they will complete two independent tasks [1-TXT]: the first is characterized as a memory test still under construction, to minimize evaluative pressure, while the second one is characterized as a valid memory test [2-TXT]
2.1.1. [bookmark: _GoBack]Talent speaks to participant in testing room. Talent holds up 2 fingers to indicate two tasks. 
TEXT: Randomly assign participants to one of two conditions, threat versus reduced-threat conditions 
2.1.2. Talent continues to speak to participant. Participant nods 'yes' in understanding. 
TEXT: See text protocol for recruitment criteria and experimental parameters. 
2.2. Prepare two alternative versions of the reading span test with different sentences, but match them in number of words and in length, frequency, and number of syllables of the last word [1-TXT].
2.2.1. MED-over shoulder: Talent at computer. Show reading span test. 
TEXT: Reading Span Test: 42 sentences: 12 series of two to five sentences with 3 series per length. 
2.3. Present one sentence at a time and instruct the participant to read it, at his/her own pace, while memorizing the last word of the sentence [1]. Ask participant not to interrupt his reading and not to pause between two sentences [2].
2.3.1. [Note to videographer – get multiple shots] MED-over shoulder: Participant at computer. Show one sentence at a time on the screen. 
2.3.2. [Note to videographer – get multiple shots] Talent speaks to participant. Participant nods ‘yes’. 
2.4. Then, have the participant recall the words immediately after he/she finished reading the last sentence of the block considered [1]. 
2.4.1. Participant speaks to talent.
2.5. Note, participant recall does not need to be serial, however,  ask them to avoid starting with the final word of the last sentence read. Do not limit the recall time and invite participants to find as many words as possible. Further, do not inform participants of their errors, and do not give them a second chance to answer [1].
2.5.1. Use shot 2.3.1.
2.6. Then, compute the final score of each participant using the mean proportion of correctly recalled words across the 12 series [1].
2.6.1. MED-over shoulder: Talent at computer, calculating final score in software. 
2.7. Next, inform the participant that they will complete a second task that is fully validated and diagnostic of memory capacity [1].
2.7.1. Use shot 2.3.2. 
2.8. Induce the stereotype threat or reduced threat, based on the participants’ assigned group. In the Threat condition, tell participant that "both younger and older adults are participating in the study". In the Reduced threat condition, tell participants that "both younger and older adults are participating in the study" but add that "younger and older adults usually obtain the same performances on the ongoing test" [1-TXT].
2.8.1. Talent speaks to participant. 
TEXT: Threat Condition or Reduced Thread Condition
2.9. Finally, have the participant complete the second version of the reading span test and use the exact same procedure as for the first version [1]. 
2.9.1. Show participant at the computer completing the reading span test. 
3. Cognitive Test (Experiment 2)
3.1. For the second experiment, have the participant complete two short cognitive tests, the MMSE (pronounced m-m-s-e) and the MoCA (pronounced moca) [1-TXT].
3.1.1. Talent sits across from a participant in the testing room and speaks to them. Participant nods head ‘yes’ in understanding. 
TEXT: Counterbalance the participants (MMSE then MoCA or MoCA then MMSE)
3.2. Then, before taking the first test, randomly assign participants to one of two threat conditions [1].  In the "threat condition", inform participants that both younger and older adults are taking part in the study about memory capacity. In the "reduced threat condition", inform participants that both younger and older adults are taking part in the study about memory capacity, but add that younger and older adults typically obtain the same performances on the ongoing tests [2-TXT].
3.2.1. MED-over shoulder: Talent writes down ‘Threat Condition’ on one of the study related papers.  Note to Videographer: Authors indicate that this step is important. 
3.2.2. Talent speaks to participant.  Note to Videographer: Authors indicate that this step is important.
TEXT: Threat Condition or Reduced Thread Condition
3.3. Administer the 8 subtests of the MMSE [1] to evaluate memory, orientation to time and place, attention and executive functioning, language and visuospatial abilities, by following Folstein and McHugh’s administration guidelines [2].
3.3.1. MED-over shoulder: Show talent holding a copy of the MMSE.
3.3.2. Show talent sitting across from participant and speaking to them to complete the MMSE interview. 
3.4. Compute the final score by adding the scores of every subtest, and obtaining a final score rated on a 30-point scale [1].
3.4.1. MED-over shoulder: Talent at table, calculating final score on the paper sheet. 
3.5. Then, before administering the second test, the MoCA, use an educational intervention to debrief the participant about age-based stereotype threat, regardless the threat or reduced-threat condition in which they were previously assigned [1-TXT].
3.5.1. MED-over shoulder: Talent demonstrates educational intervention. Note to Videographer: Authors indicate that this step is difficult..
TEXT: See text protocol for more detail. 
3.6. After the educational intervention, administer the 8 subtests of the MoCA [1] to evaluate memory, orientation to time and place, attention and executive functioning, language and visuospatial abilities, by following the administration guidelines available at www.mocatest.org [2-TXT]. 
3.6.1. MED-over shoulder: Show talent holding a copy of the MoCA.
TEXT: www.mocatest.org
3.6.2. Show talent sitting across from participant during MoCA interview. 
3.7. Lastly, compute the final score adding the scores of every subtest, and obtain a final score rated on 30-point scale [1].
3.7.1. MED-over shoulder: Talent at table, calculating final score on the paper sheet. 




Section – Results
[Note to video editor: Show two sets of results to reflect exp 1 and exp 2]
4. Results: Experiment 1: Older adults on memory tests are susceptible to stereotype threat effects. 
4.1. In the threat condition, older participants underperformed relative to younger participants [1], whereas the two age groups performed equally well in the reduced-threat condition [2].
4.1.1. LAB MEDIA: Figure 3. Video editor: Highlight the grey line.
4.1.2. LAB MEDIA: Figure 3. Video editor: Highlight the black line.
4.2. Moreover, older participants in the reduced-threat condition obtained a better working memory score, relative to those in the threat condition [1].
4.2.1. LAB MEDIA: Figure 3. Video editor: Highlight part of the graph showing older adults performance (the right part of the graph). 
5. Results: Experiment 2: Older adults on short cognitive tests are susceptible to stereotype threat effects. 
5.1. Participants’ performance was higher in the reduced-threat condition than in the threat condition on the MMSE [1]. The same pattern occurred on MoCA, with participants underperforming in the threat condition as compared to the reduced-threat condition [2]. 
5.1.1. LAB MEDIA: Figure 4. Video editor: Highlight white columns for MMSE for test 1 and test 2.
5.1.2. LAB MEDIA: Figure 4. Video editor: Highlight white columns for MoCA for test 1 and test 2.

Section - Conclusion
6. Conclusion Interview Statements: (Said by you on camera)
6.1. Marie Mazerolle: The protocol highlights the critical importance of test characterization when evaluating older adults’ cognitive functioning. Simply mentioning younger adults or memory is sufficient to create stereotype threat effects and to make them perform below their true potential.
6.1.1. INTERVIEW: Named talent says the statement above in an interview-style shot, looking slightly off-camera. [Note to Video editor: This corresponds to shot 3.2.1.]
6.2. Isabelle Régner: This intervention can be adapted to consider other types of threat that could be simultaneously triggered by the clinical context. For example, the specific threat of AD as a dramatic disease, the threat of being at hospital, and the threat of the white coat.
6.2.1. INTERVIEW: Named talent says the statement above in an interview-style shot, looking slightly off-camera.
6.3. Pascal Huguet: This protocol proposes recommendations to improve older adults’ memory assessment both in Iab studies and in clinical settings: presenting the test as age-fair or using educational intervention. 
6.3.1. INTERVIEW: Named talent says the statement above in an interview-style shot, looking slightly off-camera.
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