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ABSTRACT
Political elites have formulated multiculturalism and colorblindness
to manage intergroup relations in diverse polities. Multiculturalism
celebrates intergroup differences, while colorblindness emphasizes
intergroup commonalities. Prior research finds varied effects for
these ideologies but primarily focuses on majority groups. We
report a pre-registered experiment that evaluates these
ideologies among Latinos – America’s largest ethnically
minoritized group. We hypothesized that multiculturalism and
colorblindness would increase (decrease) one’s inclination to view
oneself as Latino, with downstream consequences for their
political views. We also explored whether each ideology’s impact
was moderated by individual differences in preferences towards
cultural assimilation. We find that multiculturalism has no
measurable effects, yet colorblindness undermines participants’
sense of being Latino. This effect emerges among Latinos who
strongly prefer to remain culturally distinct and is associated with
greater ingroup favoritism and stronger support for policies that
broadly improve the life chances of people of color (e.g.,
affirmative action). We discuss how our results improve our
understanding of intergroup politics in a diversifying United States.
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The latest U.S. Census reveals a simmering cauldron of racial diversity. People of color
are poised to soon demographically supersede non-Hispanic Whites (Pérez 2021). This
heightened heterogeneity foreshadows a nation that will soon become majority-minority,
with some U.S. cities – e.g., Los Angeles, Phoenix, New York, Miami, and Chicago –
already experiencing this reality (Wilkinson 2015; Benjamin 2017).

In anticipation of these changes, political elites in nations deeply impacted by chan-
ging demographics have formulated political strategies to manage intergroup relations
between majority and minoritized groups (Plaut, Thomas, and Goren 2009; Ng
Tseung-Wong and Verkuyten 2018; Citrin and Sears 2014). Two widely touted
approaches are multiculturalism and colorblindness, which operate under different
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assumptions and psychological principles. Plaut, Thomas, and Goren (2009, 444) define
multiculturalism as a pluralistic ideology that “stresses recognizing and celebrating group
differences.” In contrast, colorblindness is a framework that “stresses ignoring or mini-
mizing group differences.”

Evidence on the effects of these two ideologies continues to accumulate. We know, for
example, that both frameworks have different effects on people (Wolsko et al. 2000;
Guimond, de la Sablonnière, and Nugier 2014; Plaut et al. 2018). Specifically, multicul-
turalism heightens individual awareness of racial diversity but also strengthens a sense
of racial threat among members of a majority, which is linked to greater intergroup
conflict between a majority and minoritized groups (Vorauer and Sasaki 2011; Velasco
González et al. 2008). This pattern can be traced to a distinctiveness motive, which
underlies many intergroup dynamics (Brewer 1991). When individuals become aware
that other outgroups exist in a field of intergroup relations, they become motivated to
preserve what makes their own ingroup positively unique and better than other
groups in order to preserve its cachet (Turner et al. 1987). For example, in polities charac-
terized by sustained immigration flows, multiculturalism incentivizes the crystallization
of unique groups, each focused on its own well-being and goals (Citrin and Sears 2014).
In the US, this sometimes leads White individuals to defend their sense of being Amer-
ican and express hostility to “foreign and un-American” groups, such as Latinos
(Danbold and Huo 2015; Zou and Cheryan 2017). However, among members of minor-
itized groups (e.g., Latinos), multiculturalism can drive them toward shared political
commitments with others, independent of ascriptive traits, like race and ethnicity (e.g.,
Pérez, Deichert, and Engelhardt 2019). In other words, greater national cohesion is some-
times stimulated by recognizing and respecting the social value of racial and ethnic diver-
sity and people of color’s contribution to it (Huo and Binning 2008).

In contrast, colorblindness expressly minimizes attention to intergroup differences.
Instead of recognizing and celebrating intergroup diversity, it overlooks these
nuances for the sake of affirming what various groups hold in common. Part of the
attraction of colorblind ideology is that it aligns with a system-affirming view that
racism is minimal or non-existent (Alamillo 2019; Jost 2020) – a perspective that
exists within majority and minoritized communities. Thus, if one denies that racism
exists or is even a problem (Alamillo 2019), a colorblind ideology serves to justify
this view. Moreover, by emphasizing intergroup commonalities, colorblindness is also
expected to weaken intergroup threats (Morrison, Plaut, and Ybarra 2010). One way
this occurs is by reassuring members of a majority that their own ingroup will
remain homogenous (Brewer 1991) and powerful (Sidanius and Pratto 1999). But
among members of minoritized outgroups, colorblindness promotes a lack of recog-
nition and respect for them, which is associated with deficits in social engagement
and psychological well-being (Huo, Binning, and Molina 2010). In the context of
immigration and U.S. intergroup relations, the promotion of colorblindness reassures
Whites that they embody most clearly what it means to be American, with minimal
risk of minoritized groups destabilizing this status. Yet among minoritized outgroups,
the lack of recognition that colorblindness produces can generate political disengage-
ment from a host society and from their ingroup, as well as cement intergroup inequi-
ties between a majority ingroup and minoritized outgroups (Pérez, Deichert, and
Engelhardt 2019; García Bedolla 2005).
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Two major blind spots arise from this work, which we address in this paper. First,
although much is known about the impact of these ideologies on some people’s social
well-being, how the connections between these ideologies and political outcomes
emerge is less firmly understood. Solving this demands more than just adding dependent
variables that are expressly political. It requires isolating the psychological mechanisms
that translate these ideologies into changes in people’s political views.

Second, evidence for these ideologies’ effects is primarily based on studies with
majority group members, which leaves many question marks around whether such ideol-
ogies operate in the same way among members of minoritized groups. The underlying
mechanisms connecting these ideologies to politics among minoritized individuals are
likely different, since minoritized groups are in an unequal position with respect to a
majority group (Tajfel 1981; for a review, see Pérez and Vicuña 2022). Indeed, intergroup
hierarchies and the inequities they enshrine generally motivate members of minoritized
groups to improve their relative station, if not transform the actual configuration of inter-
group relations altogether (Tajfel and Turner 1986).

We help resolve these blind spots by theorizing some possible pathways behind the
political effects of multiculturalism and colorblindness on Latinos: the largest ethnically
minoritized group in the US. We reason that multiculturalism and colorblindness hold
special relevance for Latinos’ sense of “groupiness,” which is formally known as
self-stereotyping: i.e., the degree to which individuals view themselves as members of a
coherent ingroup (Leach et al. 2008). Self-stereotyping is a flexible precursor to group
identities, which are more stable and harder to shift. From a social identity theory per-
spective (Tajfel 1981; Turner et al. 1987), one’s affinity toward a group is structured by
the categories that a setting makes relevant. The setting here revolves around ideologies
that seek to manage intergroup relations. Accordingly, self-stereotyping captures the ten-
dency to align oneself with the prototype of a salient category in a specific setting (Leach
et al. 2008; McGarty et al. 1992). In turn, identity captures the stable degree to which a
certain category is central to one’s self-definition (Ellemers et al. 1997). Indeed, as Spears,
Doosje, and Ellemers (1999, 63) explain, self-stereotyping:

is the basic categorization process from which many… other perceptual and behavioral
consequences follow: before we can judge others and decide how to behave ourselves, we
have to decide who we are.

Given the emphasis of each ideology on celebrating (versus downplaying) racial diver-
sity, we hypothesize that multiculturalism and colorblindness will produce different
effects on Latinos’ degree of self-stereotyping as a member of their pan-ethnic group,
with downstream consequences for their political attitudes toward intergroup relations.
We believe that the extent to which these patterns manifest will depend on Latinos’ pre-
ferences for assimilation; that is, the extent to which they wish to (not) be absorbed by a
host culture (Pérez, Deichert, and Engelhardt 2019; Citrin and Sears 2014).

We test this moderated-mediated framework, depicted in Figure 1, through a large
pre-registered experiment with Latino adults in the US (N = 1025). Our argument stipu-
lates that self-stereotyping as Latino (our mediator) will be catalyzed by exposure tomulti-
culturalist or colorblind discourse, with these causal effects being moderated by individual
differences in preferences to assimilate. In turn, this galvanized sense of self-stereotyping
as Latino should have downstream consequences for their political attitudes toward
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themselves and other racially minoritized groups. Our analyses reveal that exposure to
multiculturalism has no measurable effects, yet exposure to colorblindness impacts self-
stereotyping as Latino among participants with weaker assimilation preferences. These
effects are associated with greater ingroup favoritism and stronger downstream
support for policies that broadly improve the life chances of people of color (e.g., affirma-
tive action). We discuss the implications of our results for further theorizing about the
role of multiculturalism and colorblindness for intergroup politics in the US.

Theory and hypotheses

As noted in the introduction, prior work on the effects of multiculturalism and color-
blindness generally overlooks the perspectives of racially and ethnically minoritized
groups, whose discrimination results in an unequal and stratified society (e.g., Pérez,
Robertson, and Vicuna 2022; Oskooii 2016). We help to correct this by focusing on
Latinos: the largest ethnically minoritized group in the United States (Rodríguez-
Muñiz 2021; Mora 2014), whose life chances and perspectives are heavily structured
by discrimination and inequality (e.g., Schildkraut 2005; Pedraza 2014; Roman 2021).
Prior work reveals that Latinos’ sense of being a coherent pan-ethnic group is sensitive
to a variety of contextual factors (Zepeda-Millán 2017; Silber Mohamed 2017; Pérez,
Deichert, and Engelhardt 2019), including elite rhetoric, political discourse, and social
activism (Hickel et al. 2020; García-Ríos and Wilcox-Archuleta 2018; Pérez 2015; see
also Pantoja, Ramírez, and Segura 2001; Jordán Wallace, Millán, and Correa 2014).
This indicates some fluidity in terms of the degree to which Latinos construe themselves
as co-ethnics: a pattern aligning with social identity theory research, which highlights the
situational triggers behind the formation of ingroups (Tajfel 1981; Tajfel and Turner
1986). For example, Lisa García Bedolla (2005) demonstrates that in an intragroup
setting centered around Proposition 187 – an anti-Latino ballot measure in California
– some Latino individuals dissociated from their pan-ethnic group as a way to cope
with its stigmatization by the proposition (cf. Miller and Major 2000), an outcome
made possible by the permeability of alternative ingroups (e.g., Americans) (Abascal
2020; Pérez et al. 2022). In intergroup settings, however, Pérez (2015) shows that some
Latinos more strongly embrace their pan-ethnic group as a way to push back against

Figure 1. Predicted moderated-mediated model among Latinos.
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stigmatizing discourse around undocumented immigration. These examples underline
the importance of the information environment in structuring how Latinos respond to
membership in their pan-ethnic group.

We believe thatmulticulturalist and colorblind ideologies can play a role in structuring
these responses among Latinos. As blueprints for managing intergroup relations, these
ideologies enshrine different principles to guide an individual’s relationship to their
ingroup and their ingroup’s relationship to the larger society (Ng Tseung-Wong and
Verkuyten 2018; Citrin and Sears 2014). Fundamentally, multiculturalism acknowledges
and affirms the uniqueness of ingroups and the differences between them and other out-
groups (Plaut, Thomas, and Goren 2009). This means that multiculturalism encourages
members of racially and ethnically minoritized groups to focus more sharply “on their
own” – a move that, psychologically, trains one’s perspective on the attributes that
make one’s ingroup special and unique (Brewer 1991; Pérez, Deichert, and Engelhardt
2019). Some scholars believe this focus on one’s ingroup automatically produces antip-
athy toward outgroups (Sniderman, Hagendoorn, and Prior 2004; Sniderman and
Hagendoorn 2007; but see Brewer 1999). Yet the evidence for this expectation is
yielded from samples of majority group members, who hold more power and are motiv-
ated to preserve it in light of distinct minoritized groups (Knowles, Tropp, and Mogami
2021). Since minoritized groups are collectively disadvantaged vis-à-vis a majority (Pérez
and Vicuña 2022), this lowlier station often predisposes them to express more generous
attitudes toward similarly situated others as a way to challenge a racial hierarchy and
rectify racial disparities (Pérez 2021; Sirin, Valentino, and Villalobos 2021; see also
Brewer 1999; Tajfel and Turner 1986).

In contrast to multiculturalism, colorblindness downplays racial and ethnic diversity,
focusing instead on minimizing intergroup differences by focusing on those attributes
that are shared between ingroups and outgroups. In principle, colorblindness operates
by training people’s focus on a shared group, such as Americans in the US. Yet, psycho-
logically, colorblindness implies different consequences for majority versus minoritized
groups. For example, in the United States, White individuals project their own character-
istics, symbols, and norms onto the shared category, American (Waldzus et al. 2004;
Wenzel, Mummendey, and Waldzus 2007; Danbold and Huo 2015; Zou and Cheryan
2017). In other words, White individuals take cognitive and affective ownership over
the ingroup, Americans, such that beingWhite is considered synonymous with American
(Devos and Banaji 2005). Colorblindness affirms this relatively advantaged station of a
majority group, which makes this a non-threatening ideology to them. But for
members of minoritized outgroups, colorblindness can be threatening. Since colorblind-
ness overlooks the uniqueness of minoritized groups by design, it conveys a lack of
respect for their distinct communities while assigning them a lower social value, as indi-
cated by their unequal status in society (Huo and Binning 2008; Huo, Binning, and
Molina 2010). This can motivate some co-ethnics to distance themselves from their
ingroup as a way to cope with these threats (Miller and Major 2000). For example, in
light of discourse encouraging Latinos to “choose” between their national and ethnic
identity, Pérez, Deichert, and Engelhardt (2019) show that Latino individuals momenta-
rily recoil from their ethnic identity, only to then express aggressively pro-ingroup atti-
tudes and behaviors (e.g., less political trust). However, other work suggests this
momentary dissociation from one’s pan-ethnic group can also lead Latinos to express
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attitudes and behaviors that undermine the unity and coherence of their ingroup (García
Bedolla 2005). Thus, while uncertainty remains about how, exactly, Latinos respond pol-
itically to these threats, what is clear is that colorblindness is sufficiently jarring to loosen
Latinos’ affiliation with their pan-ethnic group.

Based on this discussion, we stipulate two pairs of hypotheses. First, we anticipate that
exposure tomulticulturalism will affirm Latino individuals’ sense of membership in a dis-
tinct ingroup (H1a). We capture this through self-stereotyping as Latino, which indicates
the inclination to perceive oneself as similar to one’s ethnic group and less as a unique
individual (Leach et al. 2008). If self-stereotyping as Latino is catalyzed, then we
predict it will motivate Latinos to express political attitudes that affirm the well-being
of their ingroup and similarly stationed outgroups (H1b).

In turn, colorblindness emphasizes shared commonalities and minimizes the unique-
ness of minoritized outgroups. Thus, we hypothesize colorblindness will undermine
self-stereotyping as Latino, since this ideology expressly calls for a downplaying of
those practices and experiences that distinguish minoritized groups from a majority
(H2a). Although one could argue that colorblindness should increase self-stereotyping
as Latino, we construe this ideology as a form of social rejection, given its emphasis
on minimizing a minoritized group’s positive distinctiveness (Branscombe, Schmitt,
and Harvey 1999). Social rejections like these are known to produce negative self-apprai-
sals in some contexts (Armenta and Hunt 2009; Ramos et al. 2012), suggesting a
reduction in self-stereotyping as Latino as individuals contend with the threat posed by
colorblind ideology. Thus, we expect a negative effect from colorblindness to self-stereo-
typing as Latino. Insofar as this effect manifests, we anticipate it will weaken Latino atti-
tudes that affirm the well-being of their ingroup and similarly positioned outgroups
(H2b).

We also explore whether the effects on multiculturalism and colorblindness on self-
stereotyping as Latino are moderated by differences in assimilation preferences
(Guimond, de la Sablonnière, and Nugier 2014; Pérez, Deichert, and Engelhardt 2019).
That is, we evaluate whether Latino reactions to these ideologies are driven by their
degree of preference for assimilation. Minoritized individuals vary in the degree to
which they prefer to conform to the cultural standards of a majority group (Gonlin
and Campbell 2017; Shapiro and Neuberg 2008; Wood et al. 1996). Given their
unequal station in a hierarchy, minoritized individuals seek ways to combat this lower
station, including dissociation from their ingroup (Tajfel and Turner 1986). This can
manifest itself by assimilating into a dominant group when possible (e.g., immigrant
assimilation) (Abascal 2020; Pérez et al. 2022). If true, then we believe that those who
oppose assimilating will react positively to multiculturalism (H3a), with downstream
consequences for Latino political attitudes. In contrast, a rival hypothesis is that those
who oppose assimilating will react negatively to colorblindness (H3b), with downstream
effects on Latino political attitudes.

To ensure that any moderating effects are, in fact, due to assimilation preferences, we
also consider another moderator: Social Dominance Orientation (SDO). In particular, we
focus on SDO’s dimension related to preferences for intergroup equality, SDOegalitarianism

(Ho et al. 2015; Yogeeswaran, Davies, and Sibley 2017). Unlike assimilation preferences,
which are specific to the domain of a minoritized group(s)’ relationship to a majority,
SDOegalitarianism is a more generalized predisposition toward intergroup hierarchies
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and how much (in)equality should exist between groups in these orders. This means that
Latinos with stronger preferences for intergroup equality could be especially responsive
to multiculturalism and colorblindness. We reason that Latinos who favor more inter-
group equality should be more likely to view themselves as a coherent ingroup when
exposed to multiculturalism (H4a), since this ideology celebrates the uniqueness of
racial and ethnic groups. This elevation of each group’s distinctiveness aligns with
SDOegalitarianism’s spirit of treating all groups with greater equality. If true, then this inter-
active relationship should have reliable downstream consequences for Latinos’ political
attitudes, pushing them toward a more pro-minority outlook that is consistent with
this preference for greater intergroup equality. In contrast, a rival hypothesis is that
Latinos with higher levels of SDOegalitarianism will resist this ideology by bolstering the dis-
tinctiveness of Latinos (H4b); again, with downstream impacts on their political
opinions. Table 1 details our pre-registered hypotheses.

Experimental design

We tested our predictions with a pre-registered experiment on U.S. Latino adults
(N = 1025). Our pre-registration is reported in the supplementary material (SM.1).
We pre-registered hypotheses (H1–H2) as confirmatory and hypotheses (H3–H4) as
exploratory (see Table 1). This large-scale experiment is the first in terms of size
and focuses on U.S. Latino adults, a key demographic in U.S. politics. In partnership
with Dynata, an online survey platform, we recruited Latino adults residing in the US
for our study. As indicated in SM.8, this diverse sample is comprised of largely
Mexican-origin individuals who were born in the US and consider themselves
ideologically moderate, which broadly aligns with these benchmarks as observed in
population surveys of Latinos (cf. Noe-Bustamante and Flores 2019; García and
Sanchez 2021; Abrajano and Michael Alvarez 2010). This heterogeneous sample
helps to raise confidence that any observed likely generalizes to a broader Latino popu-
lation. A balance check for our study is also reported in (SM.3).

Our study randomly allocated Latino participants (Ps) to one of three conditions:
(1) a control group; (2) a multiculturalism treatment; or (3) a colorblindness treatment.
Ps assigned to the control received no information, while those in each treatment
received information consistent with our operationalization of multiculturalism or col-
orblindness, respectively. Both treatments were presented as news briefs attributed to

Table 1. Confirmatory and exploratory hypotheses.
Confirmatory Exploratory

Multiculturalism increases self-stereotyping as Latino (H1a) X
Heightened self-stereotyping as Latino increases pro-minority attitudes (H1b) X
Colorblindness decreases self-stereotyping as Latino (H2a) X
Reduced self-stereotyping decreases pro-minority attitudes (H2b) X
Preferences for assimilation moderate impact of multiculturalism on self-stereotyping as
Latino (H3a)

X

Preferences for assimilation moderate impact of colorblindness on self-stereotyping as
Latino (H3b)

X

Preferences for intergroup equality moderate impact of multiculturalism on
self-stereotyping as Latino (H4a)

X

Preferences for intergroup equality moderate impact of multiculturalism on
self-stereotyping as Latino (H4b)

X
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the Associated Press (AP) (see SM.2). In the multiculturalism condition, a short article
discussed how national unity can be achieved by “recognizing the various differences
between racial and ethnic groups in the United States and emphasizing what makes us
distinctive” – a recommendation attributed to social scientists. A similar news brief
was provided to those in the colorblind condition, but discussed how greater national
unity can be achieved by “overlooking the various differences between racial and
ethnic groups in the United States and emphasizing what makes us one” – a sugges-
tion also attributed to social scientists. Each treatment was followed by a manipulation
check that verified whether Ps processed their assigned news brief. About 9.8% of
Ps failed these checks.

Post-treatment, we assessed our mediating variable, self-stereotyping as Latino, which
we measured with two statements (r = .75, p < .001) on a scale from 1 – strongly disagree
to 7 – strongly agree: “I have a lot in common with the average Latino” and “I am similar
to the average Latino.” We adapted these items from a battery previously validated by
Leach et al. (2008). As a precursor to identity, self-stereotyping is more sensitive to situa-
tional dynamics (Turner et al. 1987), such as political discourse, which is why it is our
focal mediator. We combine our measures of this mediator into a summated index
where higher values indicate greater self-stereotyping as Latino.

After our mediator, we measured support for various policies and ingroup favoritism,
with some of the former outcomes focused on minoritized groups who are not Latino.
These policies broadly capture Latino opposition to racial discrimination against
various communities of color (e.g., African Americans, Middle Eastern and North Afri-
cans). We did this to appraise how broad (or narrow) any impact from self-stereotyping
is in light of multiculturalism and/or colorblindness. All of these outcomes are coded so
that higher values indicate greater support for the pro-minority position. In particular,
we appraised support for affirmative action and police reforms, as well as opposition to
anti-terrorism initiatives focused on Middle Easterners (answered on the same 7-point
scale). All item wordings are in (SM.2). We tapped support for affirmative action with
three statements: “allowing universities to consider race or ethnicity along with other
factors when admitting students”; “Increasing business opportunities for Black, Latino,
and other entrepreneurs of color”; and “Reducing federal oversight of companies with
prior histories of mistreating Black and Latino employees (reverse-worded).” In turn,
we measured support for police reform with two statements: “Setting stricter criteria
for the use of deadly force by police officers” and “Limiting police officers’ ability to
engage in racial profiling.” We also gauged opposition to anti-terrorism initiatives
with three items: “Putting stronger restrictions on immigrant visas for individuals
from Middle Eastern countries who wish to enter the United States”; “Singling out
Middle Eastern individuals for special attention when they come to work and live in
the United States”; and “Placing Middle Eastern individuals within the U.S. under
special surveillance.”

Additionally, Ps reported their views of how “untrustworthy vs. trustworthy” four
racial groups are (on 7-point scales): African Americans, Asian Americans, Latinos,
and Whites (randomized order). We took ratings of Latinos (ingroup) and subtracted
their averaged ratings of non-Latino groups (outgroups), thus providing a measure of
ingroup favoritism (Tajfel 1981).
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Finally, since our moderators (e.g., assimilation preferences) are construed as stable
predispositions, we measured them at our study’s conclusion. We appraised our focal
moderator, assimilation preferences, with a pair of items (7-point scale): “It is more
important for Latinos to blend into larger society than to maintain their distinct cultures”
and “Latinos should adapt to the customs and traditions of the United States.” Consistent
with our construal of this moderator as a stable predisposition, we find no evidence that
this variable was directly affected by our manipulations (βmulticulturalism = .002, s.e. = .021,
p < .924; βcolorblindness = .012, s.e. = .022, p < .593). In addition, we tapped SDO-egalitar-
ianism with 4 validated items (Ho et al. 2015), answered on a scale from 1-strongly
oppose to 7-strongly favor, which included the statement “Group equality should not
be our primary goal (reverse-worded).”1

Our analyses rest on a mediation framework where the effect of a treatment (e.g., col-
orblind ideology) on an outcome (e.g., support affirmative action) is transmitted through
a mediator (i.e., self-stereotyping as Latino). These distinct paths are estimated simul-
taneously as part of the same system of equations (Hayes 2022). This means inferences
about any one path in this mediation framework depend on the other path(s), including
any theorized moderators. In plainer language, we test whether our mediation framework
operates differently on the basis of individual differences in assimilation preferences. This
enables us to better pinpoint who reacts to our treatments (e.g., those who oppose assim-
ilation), how that reaction manifests (i.e., reductions in self-stereotyping), and with what
consequences (support for pro-minority outcomes).

In the analyses below, all our variables are re-scaled to range along an interval from 0
to 1, which allows us to interpret any effects as percentage point shifts. All reported
p-values are exact and two-tailed.

Does exposure to multiculturalism and colorblindness affect
self-stereotyping?

Our proposed framework is a conditional process that captures a mental chain reaction
from our treatments, to our outcomes, through our mediator, which is self-stereotyping as
Latino (Hayes 2021). Although this conditional process is estimated from one model, we
discuss its component parts sequentially to facilitate its interpretation. The value of our
proposed moderated-mediated model is that it stands to help scholars better understand
when (in light of multiculturalism or colorblindness), how (through self-stereotyping as
Latino), and who (those with weaker vs. stronger preferences for assimilation) reacts pol-
itically to the intergroup ideologies we studied.

We predicted that exposure to multiculturalism and colorblindness should directly
affect our mediator, self-stereotyping as Latino. We find no evidence for this hypoth-
esis. Table 2 reports complete statistical results with all variables in our estimated
models included. As the left-most column suggests, exposure to multiculturalism
(−.008, s.e. = .018, p < .678) and colorblindness (−.020, s.e. = .019, p < .274) yielded
null effects on Ps’ self-stereotyping as Latino. These patterns fail to support H1a and
H2a (see Table 1).

Recall that we pre-registered two hypotheses exploring themoderating effects of assim-
ilation preferences and intergroup equality. These moderators test whether some Ps self-
stereotype as Latino in reaction tomulticulturalism and colorblindness. As the last entry in
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Table 2 shows (under our mediator), assimilation preferences appear to be a viable mod-
erator of colorblindness, with exposure to this ideologymarginally reducing the inclination
to self-stereotype as Latino among Ps with the weakest assimilation preferences (−.081,
s.e. = .042, p < .056). This is consistent with colorblindness as a form of social rejection
(Armenta and Hunt 2009; Ramos et al. 2012), which can yield negative self-appraisals.
Among those with stronger assimilation preferences, colorblindness has no effect (.107,
s.e. = .072, p < .137). These patterns support (H3b). As further evidence, an F-test confi-
dently rejects the null that colorblindness, assimilation preferences, and their interaction
are indistinguishable from zero (F(3,909) = 4.27, Prob > F = .005).

Figure 2 depicts the marginal effects of this interaction. The quantities displayed
reflect the impact of colorblindness among those scoring -/+1-standard deviation on
our assimilation index. Recall that Ps with weaker assimilation preferences wish to
remain culturally distinct. This means colorblindness, which rebuffs the positive distinc-
tiveness of minoritized groups, could be interpreted by them as a threatening form of
social rejection. The quantities in Figure 2 affirm this reasoning. There we see that as a
form of social rejection, colorblindness reduces the inclination to self-stereotype as
Latino (−.052, s.e. = .026, p < .049) among Ps with weaker assimilation preferences.
This pattern aligns with prior work, where exposure to threats can cause some individ-
uals to retreat from their ingroup before gathering themselves to counter the threat
through available political means (e.g., Pérez, Deichert, and Engelhardt 2019; Pérez
and Enya Kuo 2021; see also Branscombe, Schmitt, and Harvey 1999). In contrast, no
reliable effect from colorblindness emerges among those with stronger preferences to
assimilate (.006, s.e. = .027, p < .839), suggesting this ideology is innocuous to them
since they are already at ease with overlooking their pan-ethnic group’s positive
distinctiveness.

Table 2. The effects of multiculturalism and colorblindness on Latino political attitudes through
self-stereotyping.

Self-stereotype
as Latino (M)

Support
affirmative
action

Support
police
reform

Oppose anti-
MENA policy

Ingroup
favoritism
(pro-Latino)

Multiculturalism −.008 (.018) .005 (.063) −.057 (.043) – – – –
Colorblindness −.020 (.019) .030 (.064) −.081* (.042) – – – –
Prefer Intergroup
Equality

– .050 (.050) – – – – –

Prefer Assimilation – – .061 (.048) – – – –
Multiculturalism ×
Equality

– −.014 (.088) – – – – –

Colorblindness ×
Equality

– −.078 (.095) – – – – –

Multiculturalism ×
Assimilation

– – .095 (.073) – – – –

Colorblindness ×
Assimilation

– – .107(.072) – – – –

Self-stereotype as
Latino
(mediator)

– – – .424***(.026) .199***(.032) .184***(.037) .056***(.017)

Note: Entries are OLS coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. MENA = Middle Easterners and North Africans.
***p < .001.
**p < .05.
*p < .10, two-tailed.
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The reaction to colorblind ideology just observed indicates that any downstream
influence of self-stereotyping is propelled by those individuals with weaker assimilation
preferences. If Ps with weaker assimilation preferences do, in fact, find our colorblind
treatment threatening, then we should observe an association between increases in
self-stereotyping as Latino and pro-minority attitudes and beliefs.2 This is what is
observed in Table 2’s remaining panels. Holding constant colorblindness’ effect on self-
stereotyping among those with weaker assimilation preferences (−.081, s.e. = .042,
p < .056), a unit increase in self-stereotyping as Latino is associated with an estimated
42-percentage point increase in support for affirmative action (.424, s.e. = .026,
p < .001), an estimated 20-percentage point increase in support for police reform (.199,
s.e. = .032, p < .001), and an estimated 18-percentage point increase in opposition to
anti-terrorism policies focusing on MENA individuals (.184, s.e. = .037, p < .001). We
also find an estimated 6-percentage point increase in ingroup favoritism among our
Latino Ps (.056, s.e. = .017, p < .001). Each of these downstream associations remains
highly significant with a Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons (p < .0125).
We note that these positive associations actually contradict our pre-registered hypothesis
(H2b), which anticipated reductions in pro-minority attitudes and beliefs in light of
exposure to colorblind ideology through our mediator, self-stereotyping as Latino. Never-
theless, the consistency and reliability of these downstream associations suggest these
patterns are real, even if our theoretical framework requires some revision in light of
this evidence. We return to this point in the paper’s conclusion.3

Figure 2. Marginal effect of Colorblind treatment among Latino Ps with low versus high assimilation
preferences (95% confidence interval).
Note: This figure depicts the marginal effect of exposure to colorblind ideology among Latinos who hold low versus high
assimilation preferences (±1 std.)
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For now, Figure 3 depicts the entire moderated-mediated relationship we uncovered.
The mediated relationship is captured by the paths from colorblind ideology to an
outcome (i.e., affirmative action) through our mediator, self-stereotyping as Latino. The
box, assimilation preferences, indicates this mediated relationship depends on one’s
level of assimilation preferences (i.e., moderated by assimilation preferences). The quan-
tities in this figure imply that exposure to colorblindness is threatening to Latinos who
prefer to remain culturally distinct, as captured by the negative sign on our mediator
(self-stereotyping). Bolstering against this threat, an additional increase in self-stereotyp-
ing as Latino then leads these Ps to express stronger pro-minority opinions, in this case,
support for affirmative action. Note that for all other outcomes, the interaction between
assimilation preferences and colorblind ideology remains the same. What changes are the
downstream associations between self-stereotyping and each outcome. The remainder of
those downstream associations is reported in the last row in Table 2, demonstrating that a
heightened sense of self-stereotyping as Latino consistently produces greater support for
pro-minority attitudes and beliefs.

We now address the robustness of these results in two ways. First, we compare themod-
erating influence of assimilation preferences on our colorblind treatment to the anticipated
moderated influence of preferences for intergroup equality, SDOegalitarianism. Table 2 reveals
that stronger preferences for intergroup equality fail to moderate the impact of either
manipulation on self-stereotyping as Latino. For example, the coefficient formulticultural-
ism is small and unreliable (.005, s.e. = .063, p < .934), a pattern that hardly changes among
thosewith stronger preferences for intergroup equality (−.014, s.e. = .088,p < .877). Indeed,
an F-test reveals we cannot reject the null that ourmulticultural treatment, preference for
intergroup equality, and their interaction are distinguishable from zero (F(3,901) = .38, Prob
> F = .770). A similar pattern arises when we test colorblindness, preference for intergroup
equality, and their interaction (F(3,901) = .74, Prob > F = .528).

A second robustness check involves appraising how sensitive our reported results are
to confounding between our mediator and outcomes, since our mediator (self-

Figure 3. Moderated-mediated effects of colorblind ideology by levels of assimilation preferences
among Latinos.
Note: This figure indicates that colorblind ideology causes Latinos with weaker assimilation preferences to self-stereotype
less as Latino (−.081), which then heightens their support for affirmative action (.424). These estimates are from Table
2. **p < .05, *p < .10, two-tailed.
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stereotyping) was measured, not randomly assigned (Hayes 2022). Accordingly, we esti-
mate a rho (ρ) for each downstream path, which tells us how correlated an omitted vari-
able must be with our mediator for the proposed pathway to break down. We find that
our ACMEs display a wide range of robustness that depends on the outcome, from strong
(ρaffirmative action = .50) to modest (ρpolice reform = .20, ρanti-MENA= .20) all the way to very
weak (ρingroup favoritism = 0.05). Further innovations based on these findings will need to
consider this wide variance in sensitivity due to outcome type.

Implications

Our experiment reveals that exposure to colorblindness causes Latinos with weaker
assimilation preferences to feel that their sense of being Latino is jeopardized. That is,
Latinos who prefer to remain culturally distinct (rather than assimilate) are threatened
by the homogenizing implications of our colorblind treatment. In the wake of this
threat, these Latino individuals express a variety of political attitudes that enhance the
life chances of their ethnic group and other racially minoritized outgroups. In this
way, our analyses help illuminate when (in light of colorblindness), how (via self-stereo-
typing), and who among Latinos (those with weaker assimilation preferences) reacts pol-
itically to the intergroup ideologies we studied.

In contrast, we failed to observe any effects from exposure to multiculturalism among
Latinos. Two reasons strike us as relevant for explaining this null result. One is simply
that, perhaps, multiculturalism is the status quo for people of color like Latinos, whose
demographic growth continues to contribute to the nation’s heightened racial and
ethnic diversity (e.g., Rodríguez-Muñiz 2021). However, it is just as plausible that this
null pattern stems from our treatments’ parsimony, as our manipulations focused
squarely on the role that a minoritized ingroup’s distinctiveness plays in reactions tomul-
ticulturalism and colorblindness. Going forward, then, we find it worthwhile to further
assess whether other manipulations that focus more strongly on the distributional con-
sequences of these ideologies (e.g., sharing of power, resources, etc.) animate stronger
reactions among Latinos than the ones we observed here.

We interpret our results as a contribution to a literature that largely focuses on the
effects that multiculturalism and colorblindness on majority group members. Our research
highlights how the enormous heterogeneity of minoritized groups like Latinos calls for
more granular theories that translate this internal diversity into more unified political
views. We say this because, as Figure 2 shows, small effects on our proposed mediator
still yielded substantial political consequences as indicated by the size of our downstream
effects. One way to view our findings is that they rest on a methodologically conservative
set of treatments focused on triggering a distinctiveness motive among Latino adults. We
focused on this aspect of each ideology because this is the first examination (that we are
aware of) of these ideologies among Latino adults. Thus, additional nuances about these
ideologies, such as their role in cementing inequalities and power asymmetries between
groups, should be further evaluated through new treatments in subsequent experiments.
This can be complemented through the examination of additional moderators, including
the plausible role of individual differences in perceived discrimination (e.g., Oskooii 2016).

There are many ways to build on these results, but we conclude our paper by dis-
cussing three possibilities we deem important. First, although we uncovered evidence
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that one of these ideologies (i.e., colorblindness) triggered a chain reaction among
Latinos, only part of this process was anticipated a priori. Specifically, we pre-
registered a pair of hypotheses that anticipated an interaction between colorblindness
and preferences for assimilation (which we found) and negative downstream associ-
ations between self-stereotyping as Latino and support for pro-minority policies (we
found positive downstream relationships). Going forward, this requires updating
and modifying the theoretical framework we proposed by allowing for the possibility
that in the wake of a threatening ideology, members of a minoritized group like
Latinos will bolster against it, rather than succumb to it: a pattern uncovered by scho-
lars in other domains (e.g., Pérez, Deichert, and Engelhardt 2019; Pérez and Enya
Kuo 2021).

Second, although the evidence for the mediating role of self-stereotyping as Latino is
firm, our sensitivity analyses suggest the chain reaction we stipulated might be more
involved than anticipated. This does not mean self-stereotyping as Latino is the wrong
mediator, but rather, that there might be additional mediators that feed into each
other to generate the strong downstream associations we observed. For example, it is
plausible that self-stereotyping as Latino increases one’s sense of identification with
this group, which then produces the robust downstream patterns we detected (Hayes
2022).

Finally, while we found that our moderated-mediated pathway is reasonably robust to
confounding, we also discovered that it varies by outcome. This implies a very real need
to grapple with the possibility that the mediation we uncovered is sensitive to the types
of opinions that minoritized individuals express when they are exposed to colorblind
ideology – a prospect that only more intricate research designs than ours can verify
and extend.

Notes

1. Despite accumulated evidence that SDO is a stable trait, we find that this measure was
affected by one of our treatments (βmulticulturalism= .013, s.e. = .017, p < .451; βcolorblindness
= -.036, s.e. = .017, p<.037). We call attention to this direct effect because it aligns with
what one would expect: namely, exposure to colorblind ideology reduces preferences for
greater equality between groups. It is all the more important to underline this unanticipated
finding since most work on SDO does not center around Latinos.

2. To be sure, this downstream association between self-stereotyping and these outcomes can
emerge without any involvement of exposure to colorblind ideology. But our claims are
about the indirect effect of colorblindness on our outcomes through our proposed mediator,
self-stereotyping as Latino. Thus, both empirical patterns must emerge in order to lend some
support to our proposed mediation framework.

3. Although we expected that a reduction in self-stereotyping would produce decreases in our
pro-minority outcomes, what we observe instead is a series of positive associations. This
unexpected pattern can be interpreted as normatively reassuring, since the social rejection
that colorblindness implies for Latinos is countered by some of them through their
expression of support for a broad suite of pro-minority outcomes.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).
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