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Research on intergroup ideologies (colorblindness, multiculturalism) has increased our understanding of
intergroup attitudes. This article reports empirical tests of the relation between a newly studied ideology,
polyculturalism (ideology focusing on interactions and connections among racial/ethnic groups), and
intergroup attitudes. Across four studies (with racially/ethnically diverse U.S. undergraduates, and Black
and White American adults), greater endorsement of polyculturalism was related to greater equality
beliefs; appreciation for and comfort with diversity; willingness for intergroup contact; and endorsement
of liberal immigration and affirmative action policies. Polyculturalism explained unique variance after
controlling for colorblindness, multiculturalism, assimilation ideology, social dominance orientation, and
right-wing authoritarianism. Implications and future directions of studying polyculturalism are discussed.
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Intergroup conflict continues to be a pressing social problem in
racially and ethnically diverse societies such as Canada, England,
the Netherlands, South Africa, and the United States (e.g., Esses &
Gardner, 1996; Zárate, 2009; Zirkel & Cantor, 2004). Abundant
research has shown how a greater understanding of intergroup
attitudes and behaviors can be obtained by studying belief systems
such as social dominance orientation (SDO; belief in social hier-
archy and inequality), right-wing authoritarianism (RWA; beliefs
in authoritarian submission, authoritarian aggression, and conven-
tionalism), colorblindness (belief that group memberships like race
and ethnicity should be ignored), and multiculturalism (belief that
racial and ethnic differences are important and should be recog-
nized and celebrated; e.g., Correll, Park, & Smith, 2008; Pratto,
Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994; Richeson & Nussbaum,
2004; Ryan, Casas, & Thompson, 2010; Ryan, Hunt, Weible,
Peterson, & Casas, 2007; Verkuyten, 2005; Vorauer, Gagnon, &
Sasaki, 2009; Wolsko, Park, & Judd, 2006; Zirkel, 2008). In this
article, we report empirical tests of an intergroup belief system or
ideology that may hold great promise in providing a fuller under-
standing of intergroup attitudes and relations (Kelley, 1999; Pra-
shad, 2001, 2003; Rosenthal & Levy, 2010). We examine the
relation between endorsement of polyculturalism (that focuses
attention on past and present interactions and connections among
different racial and ethnic groups; Kelley, 1999; Prashad, 2001)
and established measures relevant to intergroup relations. To de-
termine whether polyculturalism makes a unique contribution to
the understanding of intergroup attitudes, we also measure and

control for the contributions of other pertinent intergroup ideolo-
gies (colorblindness and multiculturalism each measured in mul-
tiple ways) as well as other long-standing intergroup-relevant
belief systems (SDO and RWA). Studying polyculturalism ad-
dresses recent interdisciplinary calls to better understand people’s
dynamic representations of cultures and racial and ethnic identities
as complex processes in an increasingly globalized and diverse
world (e.g., Banks, 2004; Chiu & Hong, 2006, 2007; Hong,
Morris, Chiu, & Benet-Martinez, 2000; Kelley, 1999; Ma-
halingam, 2006, 2008; Prashad, 2001; Zárate & Shaw, 2010;
Zirkel, 2008).

Intergroup Ideologies

As background, we first provide a brief review of past work on
colorblindness and multiculturalism, the two intergroup ideologies
that have been well-studied and to which polyculturalism has been
compared (e.g., Prashad, 2001; Rosenthal & Levy, 2010). Then we
elaborate on polyculturalism and give an overview of the four
studies aimed at testing the links that polyculturalism has with
intergroup attitudes.

Colorblindness

People who endorse the colorblind ideology essentially believe
that group categories (e.g., race) should be de-emphasized, which
presumably fosters reduced prejudice because groups and group
memberships are therefore not highlighted in getting to know or
judging others (Ryan et al., 2007; Wolsko, Park, Judd, & Witten-
brink, 2000). Colorblind ideology can take different forms (for a
review, see Rosenthal & Levy, 2010). For one, people can focus on
the similarities across groups of people (“we are all members of X
nationality”); indeed, focusing on people’s common ingroup iden-
tity (“we”), which transcends intergroup distinctions (“us” vs.
“them”), can improve intergroup attitudes (see Gaertner & Dovi-
dio, 2000). A focus on cross-group “similarities” could be taken to
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an extreme—often referred to as the assimilation ideology, which
is captured by the “melting pot” notion (e.g., see Allport, 1954;
Zárate & Shaw, 2010) that people from diverse backgrounds
should adopt the same ways of the mainstream, dominant culture
(see Neville et al., 2000). While there is debate over whether
assimilation ideology is a form of colorblindness or a distinct
ideology (see support for distinction in Ryan et al., 2010), both the
similarities form of colorblindness and assimilation ideology have
been criticized for being less suited to or desirable for members of
marginalized groups. Downplaying group distinctions in a society
still wrought with racism can lead one not to notice or care about
persistent racism and lead to the marginalization of nondominant
cultures (Neville et al., 2000; Nieto, 1996; Prashad, 2001; Scho-
field, 1986; Zirkel, 2008). Furthermore, assimilation in particular
is not necessarily successful or desirable for members of nondomi-
nant groups, particularly those who have strong ethnic identities
(e.g., Garcia & Hurtado, 1995; Gonzales & Cauce, 1995; Van
Oudenhoven, Prins, & Buunk, 1998; Zárate & Shaw, 2010).

In addition, people can be colorblind by focusing their attention
on individual differences (e.g., “each person is unique”), as cap-
tured by the popular saying: “You can’t judge a book by its cover”
(see Ryan et al., 2007; Schofield, 1986). Focusing on people’s
individual differences has been related to reduced prejudice (e.g.,
Brewer & Miller, 1984). Nonetheless, this “uniqueness” form of
colorblindness has been criticized as being too cognitively taxing
for people to realistically use in their day-to-day lives (e.g., Fiske,
Lin, & Neuberg, 1999; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). All forms of
colorblindness have been criticized for directing attention away
from the valued identity of members of marginalized racial and
ethnic groups and for working against people’s needs for affilia-
tion (e.g., see Baumeister & Leary, 1995) and to divide their world
into distinct social categories (e.g., Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Richer,
& Wetherell, 1987; also see Brewer, 1991).

Multiculturalism

In contrast to the colorblind ideology, people who endorse the
multicultural ideology think it is important to pay attention to and
be knowledgeable about people’s group memberships such as their
race and ethnicity; presumably prejudice is reduced for people who
hold this ideology and have developed sufficient knowledge about
and understanding of other groups’ rich histories and current
customs (Banks, 2004; Sleeter, 1991; Zirkel, 2008). Like color-
blindness, multiculturalism has taken different forms (for a review,
see Rosenthal & Levy, 2010). In a popular version of the multi-
cultural ideology, people focus their attention on learning about
different racial and ethnic groups, including their customs and
traditions, as a way to obtain a better understanding of the lives,
experiences, and perspectives of diverse others (e.g., Ryan et al.,
2007, 2010; Wolsko et al., 2000, 2006). Endorsement of multicul-
turalism may also take the form of learning to appreciate and value
different groups’ positive contributions to a diverse society (“ap-
preciate contributions” form; e.g., Ryan et al., 2007, 2010; Wolsko
et al., 2000, 2006). Additionally, people who endorse multicultur-
alism may focus their attention on groups maintaining their own
cultures and traditions, such as for immigrants in a new country or
society, or for nondominant groups in relation to the dominant
culture (“maintain cultures” form; e.g., Berry & Kalin, 1995),

which is in opposition to the assimilation ideology (e.g., Zárate &
Shaw, 2010).

Yet, noting concerns with all three forms of multiculturalism,
critics suggest that if people emphasize the distinctness of racial/
ethnic groups within a diverse society, even if casting those dif-
ferences in a positive light, they are focusing on how cultures are
separate, bounded, and unchanging entities, which is an inaccurate
portrayal and can inadvertently increase their stereotyping and
discrimination (e.g., Bigler, 1999; Prashad, 2001). Critics have
also argued that endorsement of multiculturalism (especially in its
“important differences” form, but possibly also in other forms) can
support nationalism and racism by promoting the use of cultural
explanations to legitimize beliefs about the differences between
racial and ethnic groups, as a replacement for the biological
explanations that were used in the past and have been scientifically
invalidated (e.g., Prashad, 2003).

Colorblindness versus Multiculturalism

Studies that have directly compared colorblindness and multi-
culturalism have produced somewhat mixed results (for a review,
see Rosenthal & Levy, 2010). Multiculturalism has generally been
related to more positive intergroup attitudes than colorblindness,
although both ideologies, consistent with criticisms, are associated
with some negative intergroup attitudes. As examples, multicul-
turalism has been related to lower ingroup bias and ethnocentrism
(e.g., Richeson & Nussbaum, 2004; Verkuyten, 2005; Vorauer et
al., 2009), greater willingness for intergroup contact and prodiver-
sity views regarding affirmative action and immigration policies
(e.g., Wolsko et al., 2006), and improved self-esteem for members
of marginalized groups (e.g., Verkuyten, 2009), but also more
stereotyping (e.g., Ryan et al., 2007, 2010; Wolsko et al., 2000).
Colorblindness has been related to lower ingroup bias and ethno-
centrism in some samples (e.g., Correll et al., 2008; Wolsko et al.,
2000), but also greater ethnocentrism and stereotyping compared
with multiculturalism, in other samples, or with implicit measures
(e.g., Correll et al., 2008; Richeson & Nussbaum, 2004; Ryan et
al., 2007; Vorauer et al., 2009). Additionally, some of the associ-
ations these ideologies have with intergroup attitudes vary by
respondents’ race/ethnicity or social group status, or by the social
context or circumstances (e.g., Correll et al., 2008; Morrison,
Plaut, & Ybarra, 2010; Plaut, Thomas, & Goren, 2009; Ryan et al.,
2007; Verkuyten, 2005, 2009; Vorauer et al., 2009; see also Zárate
& Shaw, 2010).

Polyculturalism

Given the aforementioned theoretical concerns and mixed find-
ings, scholars have called for shifts in the study of intergroup
ideologies (e.g., Banks, 2004; Ryan et al., 2010; Zárate & Shaw,
2010; Zirkel, 2008). We suggest that a particularly promising
ideology relevant to racial and ethnic relations is polyculturalism,
which was first described by historians Kelley (1999) and Prashad
(2001, 2003). People who endorse polyculturalism focus their
attention on how cultures have interacted, influenced, and shared
ideas and practices with each other throughout history, and how
they continue to do so today. Thus, individuals who endorse
polyculturalism view people of all racial and ethnic groups as
deeply connected to one another through their past and current
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interactions and mutual influences on each other’s cultures (Kel-
ley, 1999; Prashad, 2003). Moreover, individuals who endorse
polyculturalism do not view cultures as static, unchanging entities
that belong to only one group or divide up different groups of
people. Accordingly, polyculturalism may foster more positive
intergroup attitudes by making people feel more connected to
members of different groups, similar to the goals of other related,
but distinct lines of significant work on intergroup contact and
mutual interdependence models (e.g., Common Ingroup Model:
Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000; Mutual Intergroup Differentiation
Model: Hewstone & Brown, 1986; also see, Brown, Vivian, &
Hewstone, 1999; Brown & Wade, 1987; Deschamps & Brown,
1983; Hornsey & Hogg, 2000). However, polyculturalism is dis-
tinct from these models because individuals who endorse polycul-
turalism are focused on the ways that the cultures of all racial and
ethnic groups around the world have always been and continue to
be influenced by each other and are not, by definition or by
extension, focused on developing a superordinate identity or com-
mon goals with other groups. In addition, endorsing polycultural-
ism does not mean that one needs to have had or seek out
intergroup contact; instead the polycultural ideology focuses peo-
ple’s attention on the outcomes and products of past and current
contact between racial and ethnic groups and cultures. Nonethe-
less, polyculturalism likely fosters increased interest and comfort
with intergroup contact.

Endorsement of polyculturalism, like endorsement of multicul-
turalism, involves recognizing people’s racial and ethnic back-
grounds. However, rather than focusing on differences or distinc-
tions between groups, people who endorse polyculturalism focus
on the many connections among groups. These “interconnections”
are not the same as the cross-group similarities that can be the
focus of the colorblind ideology (e.g., all being American). In-
stead, endorsement of polyculturalism focuses people’s attention
on connections among racial/ethnic groups through their shared
past and current interactions and exchanges that have actually
greatly influenced different cultures, such as with ideas, customs,
or behaviors. Kelley (1999) conveys the polycultural ideology in
the following quote: “All of us, and I mean ALL of us, are the
inheritors of European, African, Native American, and even Asian
pasts, even if we can’t exactly trace our blood lines to all of these
continents” (p. 81). Others endorsing a polycultural ideology
might point out as examples that salsa music and dance derive
from the influences of African, European, and Indigenous Amer-
ican cultures, that African and Asian (among other) cultures mu-
tually influenced Kung Fu (see Prashad, 2001), and that the com-
bined Zulu and Indian influences on health and medical practices
are readily apparent in contemporary South Africa (see Flint,
2006).

Taken together, polyculturalism should be related to greater
appreciation for and more positive attitudes toward all racial and
ethnic groups. Yet, the relationship that polyculturalism has with
racial and ethnic attitudes has yet to be empirically tested, which
was the main goal of the current studies.

We hypothesized that endorsement of polyculturalism would
relate to a wide variety of markers of positive intergroup attitudes.
Because people who endorse polyculturalism focus on the mutual
influences and interactions (historical and current) among different
racial and ethnic groups, they should view groups on a more level
playing field with each other, thereby opposing social hierarchies

or inequality (e.g., lower social dominance beliefs; Pratto et al.,
1994) and be more supportive of social policies that undermine the
social hierarchy and promote greater equality, such as naturalizing
all immigrants in the United States and increasing representation
and diversity in educational and work settings (affirmative action).
Moreover, the focus of polyculturalism on these mutual influences
and interactions among all groups (including their ingroups), likely
results in seeing greater connections between themselves and other
groups such that they are more comfortable with people of many
backgrounds (e.g., greater comfort with differences; Fuertes, Miv-
ille, Mohr, Sedlacek, & Gretchen, 2000). Furthermore, because
people who endorse polyculturalism more give greater recognition
to the contributions of all groups to all other groups (including
ingroups) and society at large, greater endorsement of polycultur-
alism should foster greater interest in getting to know people from
and learning about other racial and ethnic groups’ cultures (e.g.,
greater interest in diversity and greater appreciation for differ-
ences; Fuertes et al., 2000; greater desired intergroup contact;
Esses & Dovidio, 2002).

Overview of the Current Investigation

In the present investigation, we studied polyculturalism among
undergraduate and adult community participants from diverse ra-
cial and ethnic backgrounds because studying a wide range of
racial and ethnic groups is needed to uncover whether ideologies
operate the same or differently for different racial and ethnic
groups (e.g., Shelton, 2000; Zárate & Shaw, 2010; Zárate, 2009).
In four studies, we tested the relation between endorsement of
polyculturalism and the aforementioned established indicators of
intergroup attitudes, including support for social inequality, inter-
est in, appreciation for, and comfort with diversity, willingness for
intergroup contact, and attitudes toward immigration and affirma-
tive action policies. Because polyculturalism is a newly empiri-
cally studied ideology, another important goal of the present in-
vestigation was to test whether polyculturalism has unique
associations with intergroup attitudes while controlling for rele-
vant and well-established predictors of those same attitudes. Ac-
cordingly, across studies we also assessed the two ideologies
discussed as most pertinent to polyculturalism–multiculturalism,
colorblindness (including multiple measures of these two ideolo-
gies, as well as the assimilation ideology that is often discussed in
the intergroup ideology literature), and two well-established pre-
dictors of individual differences in intergroup attitudes—RWA
and SDO.

Across studies, we used factor analyses to test the hypothesis
that polyculturalism is a distinct ideology from the other inter-
group ideologies. We used regression analyses to test the hypoth-
esis that polyculturalism has unique associations with intergroup
attitudes while taking into account the contributions of other
intergroup ideologies and predictors of intergroup attitudes. In
addition, we used multivariate analyses of variance (all studies),
tests of interactions (Studies 2 and 3), and separate regression
analyses (Study 1) to test the hypothesis that polyculturalism can
be relevant to all groups such that there are not racial/ethnic
differences in endorsement of polyculturalism nor the relationships
that polyculturalism has with intergroup attitudes.
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Study 1

In Study 1, we examined the relationships between polycultur-
alism and established intergroup measures among a large sample
of racially and ethnically diverse undergraduates. Our measure of
polyculturalism was developed beforehand through a series of
pilot studies with racially and ethnically diverse undergraduate
students. The polyculturalism scale was designed to measure a
neutral form of polyculturalism, focusing generally on intergroup
interactions, influences, and connections with no mention of pos-
itive or negative interactions between groups, to make it free of
confounding valence issues (see Appendix for all items). We also
set out to compare polyculturalism to multiculturalism and color-
blindness, and thus developed and simultaneously piloted mea-
sures of these ideologies, which were also designed to be free of
confounding valence issues. Our multiculturalism measure focuses
on the popular form of recognizing important differences between
racial and ethnic groups, and our colorblindness measure focuses
on the two most popular forms, combining a focus on the unique
individuality of people and commonalities across groups of people
(Rosenthal, Levy, & Moss, 2011). To foreshadow, in Study 4, we
also use other measures of colorblindness and multiculturalism,
namely Ryan et al.’s (2007, 2010) and Wolsko et al.’s (2006)
ideological measures, which were not yet published when we
conducted Studies 1 through 3.

Method

Participants. In total, 694 (445 women; mean age � 19.72,
SD � 2.95) undergraduates (253 White American, 217 Asian
American, 69 Black American, 68 Latino American, and 87 Other
or Mixed) at Stony Brook University completed a survey for
course credit in their Psychology courses. Because these ideologies
have culturally bound meanings, for this study and the other three
studies, we only included participants living in the United States
six or more years (following Richeson & Nussbaum, 2004, inclu-
sion criteria). In Study 1, data was collected in two waves, with
445 participants completing the same survey, and the 249 remain-
ing completing a slightly longer survey with two additional mea-
sures (see below).

For all four studies in the present investigation, participants
were told that the study involved completing questions about their
own beliefs, that their data would be kept completely confidential,
and that their participation was voluntary. All participants gave
informed consent before being given the surveys to complete. All
four studies were conducted in compliance with the university’s
Internal Review Board.

Measures.
Polyculturalism. Participants completed a 5-item measure of

polyculturalism in a neutral form (1 � Strongly Disagree, 7 �
Strongly Agree; � � .88; see Appendix; also see use in Rosenthal
et al., 2011).

Multiculturalism. Participants completed a 5-item measure
of multiculturalism in a form focused on recognizing important
differences between racial and ethnic groups (1 � Strongly Dis-
agree, 7 � Strongly Agree; � � .80; see Appendix; also see use in
Rosenthal et al., 2011).

Colorblindness. Participants completed a 5-item measure of
colorblindness in a combined form focused on the unique qualities

of individuals as well as commonalities across groups (1 �
Strongly Disagree, 7 � Strongly Agree; � � .86; see Appendix;
also see use in Rosenthal et al., 2011).

Social dominance orientation (SDO). Participants completed
the 16-item SDO scale (Pratto et al., 1994; e.g., “It’s OK if some
groups have more of a chance in life than others”; �3 � Very
Negative, 3 � Very Positive; � � .92).

Universal-diverse orientation. Participants completed the 15-
item Miville-Guzman Universality-Diversity Scale (MGUDS;
Fuertes et al., 2000; 1 � Strongly Disagree, 6 � Strongly Agree)
with three subscales: Diversity of Contact (e.g., “I would like to
attend events where I might get to know people from different
racial backgrounds”; � � .84); Relativistic Appreciation (e.g.,
“Knowing how a person differs from me would greatly enhance
our friendship”; � � 78); Comfort with Differences (reverse-
scored; e.g., “I would only be at ease with people of my race”; � �
.79).

Willingness for intergroup contact. As a measure of willing-
ness for intergroup contact, the 249 participants with a longer
survey also completed the 12-item Behavioral Intentions Scale
(Esses & Dovidio, 2002), with items referring to any outgroup (“If
given the opportunity, how willing would you be to have a person
from a racial/ethnic group other than your own as a neighbor?”;
1 � Not at all willing, 7 � Extremely willing; � � .77).

Right-wing authoritarianism (RWA). The 249 participants
with a longer survey also completed the 22-item RWA scale
(Altemeyer, 2006; �4 � Very Strongly Disagree, 4 � Very
Strongly Agree; � � .94).

Results

We conducted a factor analysis (principal components extrac-
tion) with all of the items from the polyculturalism, multicultur-
alism, and colorblindness scales to test that these scales represent
three distinct ideologies. Examination of eigenvalues and a scree
plot suggested extraction of three expected factors. The three
unrotated factors accounted for 64% of the variance. The eigen-
values for these three factors in order (polyculturalism, colorblind-
ness, multiculturalism) were 4.65, 3.25, and 1.74, and the percent-
ages of variance accounted for by each were 31, 22, and 12%.
Varimax-rotated factor loadings for all items were .71 or greater on
their intended factor, and below .26 for the other two factors.

Table 1 displays means, standard deviations, and bivariate cor-
relations for all study measures with all participants together for
Studies 1, 2, and 3. Table 2 displays means, standard deviations,
and bivariate correlations for all Study 1 measures separately for
Asian, Black, Latino, and White American participants. Overall,
participants strongly agreed with polyculturalism and multicultur-
alism but disagreed slightly with colorblindness. Polyculturalism
and multiculturalism were significantly positively correlated, il-
lustrating their shared emphasis on acknowledging groups, and
multiculturalism and colorblindness were significantly negatively
correlated (although weakly). Polyculturalism was significantly
correlated with every outcome measure in the predicted directions,
indicating associations with positive intergroup attitudes. Multi-
culturalism was significantly correlated with all outcomes except
for willingness for intergroup contact, also indicating associations
with positive intergroup attitudes. Colorblindness was only signif-
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icantly correlated with less appreciation for diversity (although
weakly).

Testing the unique associations of polyculturalism with in-
tergroup attitudes. Next, we conducted regression analyses
with colorblindness and multiculturalism controlled for in the first
step, polyculturalism by itself in the second step, and SDO and the
three MGUDS subscales as the four outcomes for all 694 partic-
ipants, plus willingness for intergroup contact was an additional
outcome for the subset of 249 participants (see Table 3). In short,
polyculturalism was significantly related to all outcomes (i.e.,
lower SDO, greater interest in, appreciation for, and comfort with
diversity, and greater willingness for intergroup contact) even
when controlling for multiculturalism and colorblindness, indicat-
ing a unique and consistent association with more positive inter-
group attitudes. Consistent with past work showing that multicul-
turalism has positive intergroup associations, multiculturalism was
significantly related to lower SDO, greater interest in diversity,

and greater comfort with differences in Step 1 of those regressions,
but these relationships became nonsignificant in Step 2 when
polyculturalism was also included. Multiculturalism was signifi-
cantly associated with greater appreciation for diversity in both
steps, and was not associated with willingness to have intergroup
contact in Step 1 but became significantly associated with less
willingness for intergroup contact in Step 2. In addition, consistent
with past work showing the associations that colorblindness has
with some positive intergroup outcomes, colorblindness was sig-
nificantly related to lower SDO in both steps.

Although SDO was used as an outcome measure, it is also an
established individual difference construct related to negative in-
tergroup attitudes (e.g., Pratto et al., 1994). Thus, with all 694
participants, we conducted regression analyses with the contribu-
tion of SDO controlled for by being entered along with colorblind-
ness and multiculturalism as another predictor in Step 1, and
polyculturalism in Step 2 for predicting the MGUDS subscales.

Table 1
Bivariate Correlations, Means, and SDs of Study Variables for Study 1 (N � 694, Except Correlations With Willingness for
Intergroup Contact and RWA Are With 249), Study 2 (N � 132), and Study 3 (N � 101)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Polyculturalism
2. Multiculturalism

Study 1 .40�� —
Study 2 .40�� —
Study 3 .36�� —

3. Colorblindness
Study 1 �.06 �.17�� —
Study 2 .07 �.04 —
Study 3 �.05 �.18† —

4. Social dominance orientation
Study 1 �.28�� �.09� �.07 —
Study 2 �.44�� �.20� �.11 —
Study 3 �.32�� �.24� .11 —

5. Interest in diversity
Study 1 .30�� .13�� .01 �.37�� —
Study 2 .43�� .20� .04 �.29�� —
Study 3 .11 �.11 �.12 �.00 —

6. Appreciation for diversity
Study 1 .36�� .25�� �.10� �.31�� .61�� —
Study 2 .40�� .21�� .05 �.29�� .67�� —
Study 3 .24� .06 �.11 .01 .16† —

7. Comfort with differences
Study 1 .33�� .11�� �.07 �.38�� .29�� .23�� —
Study 2 .42�� .14 �.09 �.35�� .46�� .35�� —
Study 3 .24� .00 �.09 �.17† .05 .01 —

8. Willingness for intergroup contact
Study 1 (N � 249) .30�� �.06 .06 �.37�� .40�� .28�� .46�� —

9. RWA
Study 1 (N � 249) �.24�� .03 �.03 .40�� �.21�� �.18�� �.31�� �.38�� —

10. Affirmative action
Study 3 .16† �.08 �.08 �.08 .27�� .18† .14 — — —

11. Legalizing immigrants
Study 3 .10 �.15 �.15 �.04 .24� .16† �.04 — — .29�� —
Study 1: Means 5.80 5.40 3.40 �1.84 4.57 4.71 4.90 6.21 �1.92 — —
Study 1: SDs 0.89 0.94 1.38 0.98 0.92 0.76 0.84 0.94 1.40 — —
Study 2: Means 5.70 5.36 3.84 �1.65 4.56 4.62 4.87 — — — —
Study 2: SDs 1.14 1.06 1.44 1.16 1.02 0.91 0.89 — — — —
Study 3a: Means 4.42 4.34 3.44 1.92 3.19 2.77 3.55 — — 2.26 2.17
Study 3a: SDs 0.86 1.08 1.58 1.06 0.76 1.11 0.84 — — 1.06 1.16

a Response scales for Study 3 were shortened for telephone survey: 1–5 for intergroup ideologies and 1–4 for all other items.
† p � .10. � p � .05. �� p � .01.
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Controlling for SDO did not change the results of any of the
regressions for polyculturalism. Additionally, with the subset of
249 participants that completed a slightly longer survey, we con-
ducted regressions controlling for both SDO and RWA (only
RWA with SDO as the outcome) in Step 1 along with multicul-
turalism and colorblindness, and again found no changes in the
results for polyculturalism, suggesting polyculturalism contributes
to all of these intergroup outcomes over and above the contribu-
tions of SDO, RWA, and the other ideologies.

Testing for racial/ethnic differences. A multivariate analy-
sis of variance (MANOVA) testing for differences in endorsement
of the three ideologies by race/ethnicity (Asian, Black, Latino, and
White American) was significant overall (p � .001). There was
only a significant difference by race/ethnicity in endorsement of
multiculturalism (p � .006), with Black and Asian Americans
endorsing it (M � 5.58, SD � 1.01 for Black Americans, M �
5.55, SD � 0.91 for Asian Americans) to a greater extent than did
Latino and White Americans (M � 5.28, SD � 095 for White
Americans, M � 5.24, SD � 0.88 for Latino Americans).

Because of our fairly large samples of different racial/ethnic
groups in this study and the continued importance of race/ethnicity
to intergroup attitudes and relations (e.g., Zárate, 2009; Zirkel,
2005), we were then able to conduct the regression analyses with
SDO and MGUDS as the outcomes (i.e., the four outcomes with
the full sample and therefore large enough numbers across all
racial/ethnic groups) separately for the four racial/ethnic groups to
test whether within groups, the relationships between polycultur-
alism and intergroup outcomes were the same as when testing
everyone together. Polyculturalism was significantly associated
with lower SDO, greater interest in, appreciation for, and comfort
with diversity and differences for all groups. Colorblindness was
significantly associated with lower SDO for only White Ameri-
cans, and also marginally significantly associated with less com-
fort with differences for White Americans (p � .070). Multicul-
turalism was marginally significantly associated with greater
interest in diversity for White Americans (p � .052), and signif-
icantly greater appreciation for diversity among Asian and Black
Americans.

Discussion

Polyculturalism was consistently associated with positive inter-
group attitudes, was endorsed across racial and ethnic groups, and
had similar positive relations with intergroup attitudes across those
groups. Consistent with past work, multiculturalism and color-
blindness also demonstrated some associations with positive inter-
group attitudes, but not consistently across measures or racial/
ethnic groups.

Study 2

Study 2 was intended to extend Study 1’s findings to a com-
munity sample of adults, focusing on Black and White Americans
because of their historically strained relations.

Method

Participants. In total, 132 (73 women; mean age � 35.07,
SD � 15.78) adults (97 White American, 35 Black American) inT
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New York completed a survey in public places (e.g., train stations,
parks, bus stops), and were offered a candy bar in exchange for
participation.

Measures. The measures were the same as those used in
Study 1: polyculturalism (� � .89), multiculturalism (� � .74),
colorblindness (� � .76), SDO (� � .91), and MGUDS (�s � .82
for Diversity of Contact, .75 for Relativistic Appreciation, .71 for
Comfort with Differences).

Results

Consistent with Study 1, we conducted a factor analysis (prin-
cipal components extraction) with all of the items from the poly-
culturalism, multiculturalism, and colorblindness scales to test that
these scales represent three distinct ideologies. Examination of
eigenvalues and a scree plot suggested extraction of three factors,
as expected and consistent with Study 1. The three unrotated
factors accounted for 59% of the variance. The eigenvalues for
these three factors in order (polyculturalism, multiculturalism,
colorblindness) were 4.42, 2.65, and 1.76, and the percentages of
variance accounted for by each were 29, 18, and 12%. Varimax-

rotated factor loadings for all items were .55 or greater on their
intended factor, and below .35 for the other two factors.

As seen in Table 1 and consistent with Study 1, participants
strongly agreed with polyculturalism and multiculturalism and
slightly disagreed with colorblindness. Polyculturalism and multi-
culturalism were again significantly positively correlated. Polycul-
turalism was again significantly correlated with each outcome
measure in the predicted directions. Multiculturalism was also
significantly correlated with each outcome measure except com-
fort with differences. Colorblindness was not significantly corre-
lated with any outcomes.

Testing the unique associations of polyculturalism with in-
tergroup attitudes. Similar to Study 1, we conducted regres-
sion analyses with SDO and the MGUDS subscales as outcomes;
because there were only two racial/ethnic groups in this sample,
race was included as a dichotomous predictor and the interactions
between race and the three ideologies were tested. For all analyses,
race and the three ideologies were entered into Step 1, and the
products of race by each of the three ideologies (i.e., three inter-
action terms) were entered into Step 2 (see Table 4). Only poly-

Table 3
Regression Analyses for Study 1 (N � 694 For SDO, and All Subscales of MGUDS, But 249 for Willingness for Intergroup Contact)

Social dominance
orientation

Interest in
diversity

Appreciation for
diversity

Comfort with
differences

Willingness for
intergroup contact

(N � 249)

�R2 b �R2 b �R2 b �R2 b �R2 b

Step 1 .02�� .02�� .07�� .02�� .01
Colorblindness �.09� .03 �.05 �.06 .05
Multiculturalism �.10�� .14�� .24�� .10�� �.05

Step 2 .07�� .07�� .08�� .10�� .12��

Colorblindness �.09� .03 �.05 �.06 .06
Multiculturalism .02 .02 .12�� �.04 �.16�

Polyculturalism �.29�� .30�� .32�� .34�� .36��

� p � .05. �� p � .01.

Table 4
Regression Analyses for Study 2 (N � 132)

Social dominance
orientation Interest in diversity

Appreciation for
diversity

Comfort with
differences

�R2 b �R2 b �R2 b �R2 b

Step 1 .20�� .23�� .20�� .21��

Race (White) �.01 �.23�� �.20� .14†

Polyculturalism �.42�� .40�� .37�� .46��

Multiculturalism �.04 �.01 .02 �.02
Colorblindness �.09 �.01 .00 �.11

Step 2 .01 .04† .05† .01
Race (White) �.02 �.28�� �.25�� .11
Polyculturalism �.61�� .02 .02 .56��

Multiculturalism �.02 �.07 �.11 �.29
Colorblindness �.03 �.11 �.02 �.17
Polyculturalism by race .21 .42� .39† �.11
Multiculturalism by race �.01 .08 .15 .29
Colorblindness by race �.08 .09 �.01 .06

† p � .10. � p � .05. �� p � .01.
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culturalism was significantly associated with lower SDO in either
step. Polyculturalism was significantly associated with greater
interest in diversity, and race was significant, with White Ameri-
cans reporting significantly lower interest in diversity than did
Black Americans. However, in Step 2, the effect of polycultural-
ism became nonsignificant because the interaction between race
and polyculturalism was significant. Follow-up regression analy-
ses ran separately for Black and White Americans revealed poly-
culturalism as a significant predictor of interest in diversity for
White (b � .48, p � .001) but not Black Americans (b � .02, p �
.926). Polyculturalism was significantly associated with greater
appreciation for diversity, and race was significant, with White
Americans reporting significantly lower appreciation for diversity
than did Black Americans. However, in Step 2, the effect of
polyculturalism became nonsignificant because the interaction be-
tween race and polyculturalism was marginally significant.
Follow-up regression analyses ran separately for Black and White
Americans revealed polyculturalism as a significant predictor of
appreciation for diversity for White (b � .46, p � .001) but not
Black Americans (b � .02, p � .917). Polyculturalism was sig-
nificantly associated with greater comfort with differences, and
White Americans reported marginally significantly greater com-
fort with differences than Black Americans in Step 1. Multicul-
turalism and colorblindness were not significant predictors of any
outcomes in these regression analyses.

As in Study 1, results from regression analyses predicting the
MGUDS subscales while additionally controlling for SDO were
unchanged, replicating the finding that polyculturalism contributes
to diversity attitudes independent of SDO and the other ideologies.

Testing for racial/ethnic differences. A MANOVA testing
for differences between Black and White Americans’ endorsement
of the three ideologies was marginally significant overall (p �
.070). Results revealed significant differences in only multicultur-
alism (p � .022), with Black Americans (M � 5.71, SD � 0.93)
endorsing multiculturalism more than did White Americans (M �
5.24, SD � 1.09).

Discussion

Results from Study 2 with a sample of community adults rep-
licate the associations that polyculturalism had with positive in-
tergroup attitudes found in Study 1 with undergraduate students.
Two of the findings for polyculturalism were not significant for
Black Americans, suggesting that polyculturalism may be a more
relevant predictor of some intergroup attitudes (such as those
relating to attitudes toward diversity) for White than Black Amer-
icans. Multiculturalism had some significant correlations with
positive intergroup measures, which did not remain significant
when tested in regression analyses with other predictor variables,
and colorblindness did not have any significant associations in this
sample (see Ryan et al., 2010, for similar null findings with
colorblindness).

Study 3

We next sought to replicate the findings of Studies 1 and 2
among adults living in different regions in the United States, to
increase the generalizability of the findings (see Wolsko et al.,
2006, for national samples). Study 3 was a brief telephone survey

of Black and White American adults across the United States.
Because of the brief nature of the telephone survey, for this study
we included single items taken from the larger measures used in
Studies 1 and 2, as well as single items to assess attitudes toward
immigration and affirmative action policies, which are relevant to
racial/ethnic attitudes and have been examined in relation to in-
tergroup ideologies in past work (e.g., Wolsko et al., 2006).

Method

Participants. In total, 101 (57 women; mean age � 34.20,
SD � 6.02) adults (56 White American, 45 Black American)
across the United States completed a telephone interview by the
Survey Research Center at Stony Brook University (that uses
GENESYS).

Measures. Single-item versions of Study 1’s measures were
administered (first items for polyculturalism and multiculturalism,
and fifth item for colorblindness listed in Appendix). Policy items
were “How strongly would you favor or oppose the government
legalizing the status of those immigrants now in the country
illegally?” and “How strongly do you favor or oppose some racial
groups getting preference for hiring, promotions, or college entry
so that the workforce or college population has the same racial
makeup as its community?” (1 � Oppose Strongly, 4 � Favor
Strongly).

Results

As shown in Table 1, participants again strongly endorsed
polyculturalism and multiculturalism but not colorblindness, and
polyculturalism and multiculturalism were significantly positively
correlated. Polyculturalism was significantly associated with the
outcome variables in the predicted directions, except for a mar-
ginally significant association with more comfort with differences
and nonsignificant correlations with greater interest in diversity
and favoring affirmative action. Consistent with correlations in
Studies 1 and 2, multiculturalism was significantly associated with
lower SDO, but it was also marginally significantly associated
with less support for affirmative action. Colorblindness was mar-
ginally significantly associated with less interest in and apprecia-
tion for diversity.

Testing the unique associations of polyculturalism with in-
tergroup attitudes. We conducted the same regression analyses
as in Study 2, but added the immigration and affirmative action
questions as additional outcomes (see Table 5). Consistent with the
results from Study 2, only polyculturalism was associated with
significantly lower SDO. In Step 1, polyculturalism was signifi-
cantly associated, and multiculturalism was marginally signifi-
cantly associated with greater interest in diversity; colorblindness
was significantly associated with less interest in diversity; and race
was significant, with White Americans reporting significantly less
interest in diversity than did Black Americans. However, in Step 2,
the effects of polyculturalism, multiculturalism, and colorblind-
ness became nonsignificant while the interaction between race and
polyculturalism was significant, the same as in Study 2. Follow-up
regression analyses ran separately for Black and White Americans
revealed polyculturalism as a significant predictor of interest in
diversity for White (b � .38, p � .010) but not Black Americans
(b � .07, p � .701). Polyculturalism was significantly associated
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with greater and colorblindness was significantly associated with
less appreciation for diversity in Step 1. Only polyculturalism was
significantly associated with greater comfort with differences in
either step. Polyculturalism was significantly associated with more
support for affirmative action policies to increase representation/
diversity in schools and the workforce, while multiculturalism was
significantly associated with less support for that policy, and
colorblindness was marginally significantly associated with less
support for that policy; White Americans showed significantly less
support for this policy than did Black Americans. Polyculturalism
was significantly associated with greater support for legalizing the
status of undocumented U.S. immigrants, and White Americans
showed marginally significantly less support for this policy than
did Black Americans.

As in previous studies, regression analyses controlling for the
influence of SDO did not change any results for polyculturalism.
Thus, polyculturalism contributes positively to diversity and pol-
icy attitudes independent of SDO and the other ideologies.

Testing for racial/ethnic differences. The overall
MANOVA testing for differences between Black and White
Americans in endorsement of the three ideologies was not signif-
icant, nor were the individual effects.

Discussion

Study 3 replicated previous findings and extended them to
important social policies, overall showing the positive associations
of polyculturalism even among a U.S.-wide sample of Black and
White Americans. Consistent with Study 2, polyculturalism was
significantly associated with greater interest in diversity for White
Americans, but this association was nonsignificant for Black
Americans, suggesting that polyculturalism may be a more impor-
tant predictor of particular intergroup attitudes for White than
Black Americans. Again consistent with past mixed results, mul-
ticulturalism showed some associations with positive intergroup
attitudes, somewhat inconsistently, and also showed some associ-
ations with negative intergroup attitudes.

Study 4

As noted earlier, endorsement of multiculturalism or colorblind-
ness can take different forms, and thus these ideologies have been
defined and operationalized in various ways throughout their long-
standing investigation (for a review, see Rosenthal & Levy, 2010).
In our work, we designed measures of these ideologies to be free
of valence issues and to fit with what we thought were promising
aspects of multiculturalism (recognizing important differences be-
tween racial and ethnic groups) and colorblindness (focusing on
individuals’ uniqueness and cross-group commonalities) in the
literature. After Studies 1 through 3 were already underway, two
groups of researchers published novel studies with measures that
captured various forms of colorblindness and multiculturalism
from the literature, which were related to both positive and nega-
tive intergroup attitudes (Ryan et al., 2007, 2010; Wolsko et al.,
2006). Thus, in Study 4, to provide a fuller examination of poly-
culturalism in comparison to these long-standing ideologies, we
sought to test whether associations that polyculturalism has with
intergroup attitudes would still stand while statistically controlling
for these other conceptualizations and measurements of multicul-
turalism and colorblindness, as well as measures of the assimila-
tion ideology, which has often been studied in relation to color-
blindness (e.g., see Ryan et al., 2010).

Method

Participants. In total, 500 (282 women; mean age � 19.64,
SD � 2.52) Stony Brook University undergraduates from a wide
range of classes, such as business, chemistry, history, economics,
statistics, and psychology (217 White American, 187 Asian Amer-
ican, 34 Latino American, 31 Black American, and 31 Other or
Mixed) completed surveys in classrooms for course credit.

Measures. Participants completed the same measures as
those used in Studies 1 and 2: polyculturalism (� � .85), SDO
(� � .93), and MGUDS (�s � .87 for Diversity of Contact, .81 for
Relativistic Appreciation, .80 for Comfort with Differences).

Table 5
Regression Analyses for Study 3 (N � 101)

Social
dominance
orientation

Interest in
diversity

Appreciation
for diversity

Comfort with
differences

Affirmative
action

Legalizing
immigrants

�R2 b �R2 b �R2 b �R2 b �R2 b �R2 b

Step 1 .12� .14�� .06 .10� .21�� .10�

Race (White) .02 �.28�� �.08 .09 �.35�� �.17†

Polyculturalism �.27�� .20� .22� .29�� .23� .26�

Multiculturalism �.13 �.17† �.06 0.11 �.21� �.14
Colorblindness .07 �.14 �.11 �.10 �.17† �.10

Step 2 .00 .06† .01 .04 .02 .03
Race (White) .02 �.28�� �.08 .10 �.35�� �.17†

Polyculturalism �.26� .05 .21† .39�� .23� .20
Multiculturalism �.14 �.17 �.02 �.04 �.33� �.02
Colorblindness .06 .04 �.05 �.12 �.13 .07
Polyculturalism by race �.02 .25� �.03 �.22† �.02 .01
Multiculturalism by race .02 .02 �.05 �.09 .19 �.15
Colorblindness by race .01 �.15 �.10 �.06 �.05 �.23

† p � .10. � p � .05. �� p � .01.
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Multiculturalism. Participants completed three measures of
multiculturalism. The first was a 6-item measure created and used
by Wolsko et al. (2006; e.g., “In order to live in a cooperative
society, everyone must learn the unique histories and cultural
experiences of different ethnic groups”; 1 � Strongly Disagree,
7 � Strongly Agree; � � .84), which taps into several forms of
multiculturalism, including recognizing important differences
among racial/ethnic groups, appreciating the contributions of dif-
ferent racial/ethnic groups, as well as emphasizing the mainte-
nance of customs and traditions from people’s cultures. The sec-
ond was a 5-item measure created and used by Ryan et al. (2007,
2010; e.g., “Recognizing that there are differences between
groups”; 1 � Not at all likely to improve interethnic relations in
the United States, 7 � Very Likely to improve interethnic relations
in the United States; � � .83), which taps into the recognizing
important differences and appreciating the contributions of differ-
ent racial/ethnic groups forms of multiculturalism. The third was a
5-item measure that Ryan et al. (2010) adapted from a measure
created by Berry and Kalin (1995; e.g., “Ethnic minorities should
be helped to preserve their cultural heritage in the U.S.”; 1 �
Strongly Disagree, 7 � Strongly Agree; � � .79), which taps into
the recognizing important differences, appreciation contributions,
and maintenance of cultures forms of multiculturalism.

Colorblindness. Participants completed a 5-item measure of
colorblindness created and used by Ryan et al. (2007, 2010; e.g.,
“Recognizing that all people are basically the same regardless of
their ethnicity”; 1 � Not at all likely to improve interethnic
relations in the United States, 7 � Very Likely to improve inter-
ethnic relations in the United States; � � .79), which taps into the
uniqueness of individuals and commonalities across groups forms
of colorblindness.

Assimilation. Additionally, participants completed two mea-
sures of the assimilation ideology, which has been associated with
colorblindness by some researchers, and thought of in contrast to
multiculturalism (e.g., Zárate & Shaw, 2010). The first was a
6-item measure created and used by Wolsko et al. (2006; e.g.,
“Children from all ethnic groups should be taught to adopt main-
stream American values from an early age”; 1 � Strongly Dis-
agree, 7 � Strongly Agree; � � .84), and the second was a 4-item
measure that Ryan et al. (2010) adapted from a multiculturalism
measure created by Berry and Kalin (1995; e.g., “It is best for the
U.S. if people forget their different cultural backgrounds as soon as
possible”; 1 � Strongly Disagree, 7 � Strongly Agree; � � .77).

Evaluative bias. Participants also completed a 6-item mea-
sure of evaluative bias or social distance created and used by
Wolsko et al., (2006; e.g., “I would prefer to live in a neighbor-
hood with people of my same ethnic origin”; 1 � Strongly Dis-
agree, 7 � Strongly Agree; � � .85), which is similar to the
willingness for intergroup contact (behavioral intentions) measure
used in Study 1.

Results

Bivariate correlations, means, and standard deviations for all
study variables for all participants together can be found in Table
6, and separately by race/ethnicity of participant can be found in
Table 7. We conducted an exploratory factor analysis (principal
components extraction) with all of the included measures of all
four ideologies (polyculturalism, multiculturalism, colorblindness,

assimilation) to test whether polyculturalism is a distinct ideology
from the other ideologies. A secondary goal of the factor analysis
was to examine whether the different measures that are intended to
measure a single ideology (e.g., for multiculturalism and assimi-
lation) seem to constitute a single construct representing that one
ideology and thus could be combined in subsequent planned re-
gression analyses. Examination of eigenvalues and a scree plot
suggested extraction of four expected factors representing each of
the four ideologies. The four unrotated factors accounted for 50%
of the variance. The eigenvalues for these four factors in order
were 9.48, 4.04, 2.39, and 2.13, and the percentages of variance
accounted for were 26, 11, 7, and 6%. Varimax-rotated factor
loadings on the four factors are shown in Table 8. The first factor
had high loadings on all of the items from all three measures of
multiculturalism. The second factor had high loadings on both
measures of assimilation. The third factor had high loadings on all
of the items from our polyculturalism scale. The fourth factor had
high loadings on all of the items from Ryan et al.’s (2010)
colorblindness scale. This factor analysis, combined with the fac-
tor analyses from Studies 1 through 3, confirmed that polycultur-
alism is indeed a distinct factor from measures of multiculturalism,
colorblindness, and assimilation tested across these studies. It also
suggests that multiple measures of the same ideology do constitute
the same factor and therefore could be combined for later analyses
(see regression analyses section). As well, these findings suggest
that consistent with past findings, assimilation is a distinct ideol-
ogy from colorblindness (Ryan et al., 2010).

Overall, participants again strongly endorsed polyculturalism
and multiculturalism in all its forms of measurement. Participants
also endorsed Ryan et al.’s (2010) measure of colorblindness.
Participants did not endorse assimilation ideology either way that
it was measured. Polyculturalism as well as all the measures of
multiculturalism and Ryan et al.’s (2010) measure of colorblind-
ness were significantly correlated with lower SDO, greater interest
in, appreciation for, and comfort with diversity and differences,
and lower evaluative bias. Both measures of assimilation were
significantly correlated with greater SDO, less interest in, appre-
ciation for, and comfort with diversity, and greater evaluative bias.

Testing the unique associations of polyculturalism with in-
tergroup attitudes. Similar to Studies 1, 2, and 3, we sought to
test polyculturalism’s unique associations with intergroup attitudes
while controlling for other intergroup ideologies, but in this study,
we compared polyculturalism to other established measures of
intergroup ideologies, which were developed after the first three
studies were already underway. Based on the results of the factor
analysis, to simplify the regression analyses, we created composite
measures of multiculturalism (a mean of the items from all three
measures of multiculturalism included) and assimilation (a mean
of the items from both measures of assimilation included). These
composite measures demonstrated good internal reliability (�s �
.91 for multiculturalism and .85 for assimilation). We conducted a
series of regression analyses in which Ryan et al.’s (2010) measure
of colorblindness and the composite scales of multiculturalism and
assimilation were entered into Step 1 of the regressions; our
measure of polyculturalism was entered in Step 2, with SDO, the
three subscales of MGUDS, and the measure of evaluative bias as
the five outcomes (see Table 9). In line with findings from Studies
1 through 3, polyculturalism was significantly associated with
lower SDO, greater appreciation for and comfort with diversity
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and differences, as well as lower evaluative bias, even while
controlling for the other three ideologies, although the relationship
with greater interest in diversity became nonsignificant. Replicat-
ing past work demonstrating some positive intergroup implications
of multiculturalism, the composite scale of multiculturalism was
significantly associated with lower SDO, and greater interest in
and appreciation for diversity. Consistent with results from Study
1 and some positive intergroup implications of colorblindness,
Ryan et al.’s (2010) measure of colorblindness was significantly
associated with lower SDO, greater comfort with differences, and
lower evaluative bias. Consistent with past work demonstrating
negative implications of assimilation ideology, the composite as-
similation measure was significantly associated with greater SDO,
less interest in and comfort with diversity, and greater evaluative
bias.

As in previous studies, regression analyses controlling for the
influence of SDO did not change any results for polyculturalism.
Thus, polyculturalism contributes to greater appreciation for and
comfort with differences and diversity, as well as lower evaluative
bias, independent of SDO, and the colorblind, multicultural, and
assimilation ideologies.

Testing for racial/ethnic differences. The overall
MANOVA testing for racial/ethnic differences in endorsement of
the ideologies (including polyculturalism, Ryan et al.’s (2010)
measure of colorblindness, and the composite measures of multi-
culturalism and assimilation) was significant, (p � .001). In this
sample, there were significant differences by race/ethnicity in
endorsement of all four ideologies (ps � .028 for polyculturalism,
.016 for colorblindness, �.001 for multiculturalism, and .007 for
assimilation). Black Americans tended to endorse polyculturalism
as well as Ryan et al.’s (2010) measure of colorblindness to the
greatest extent. Consistent with past work, White Americans
tended to endorse the composite measure of multiculturalism less
than did all other groups. Also consistent with past work, White
and Asian Americans endorsed the composite measure of assimi-
lation to a greater extent than did Latino and Black Americans.

General Discussion

Across four studies with different racial/ethnic groups, both
college and community samples, and a variety of established
indicators of intergroup attitudes, greater endorsement of polycul-
turalism was consistently associated with more positive intergroup
attitudes. Moreover, polyculturalism accounted for a unique
amount of variance in these intergroup variables, even after con-
trolling for the contributions of other relevant ideologies (color-
blind, multicultural, and assimilation ideologies, each measured in
multiple ways), and long-standing intergroup-relevant variables
(SDO and RWA). Factor analyses in each study also support that
polyculturalism is a distinct ideology from multicultural, color-
blind, and assimilation ideologies. Taken together, consistent find-
ings across studies suggest that polyculturalism is a unique belief
with potentially far-reaching implications for general beliefs about
social inequality and diversity, willingness to have contact with
diverse groups members, and social policies across diverse indi-
viduals.

Limitations and Future Directions

Overall, findings suggest that endorsement of polyculturalism is
associated with positive intergroup attitudes for both dominant and
marginalized groups. However, in Studies 2 and 3 with the adult
community samples, polyculturalism had a nonsignificant relation-
ship with interest in diversity for Black Americans, while having
a significant positive relationship for White Americans. It seems
possible that for particular intergroup attitudes, particularly feel-
ings toward diversity, polyculturalism may be more relevant or
important for White Americans, while it does not matter as much
to these attitudes for Black Americans. To increase our under-
standing of polyculturalism and its generalizability, future work
should continue to study the relationship that polyculturalism has
with intergroup attitudes across diverse samples in different parts
of the United States and the world.

The current studies were all correlational, limiting causal con-
clusions. In this study, we were able to control for the confounding

Table 6
Bivariate Correlations, Means, and SDs of Study Variables for Study 4 (N � 500)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. Polyculturalism —
2. Multiculturalism (Wolsko et al., 2006) .46�� —
3. Multiculturalism (Ryan et al., 2010) .40�� .59�� —
4. Multiculturalism (Berry & Kalin,

1995; Ryan et al., 2010) .35�� .68�� .52�� —
5. Colorblindness (Ryan et al., 2010) .24�� .30�� .46�� .27�� —
6. Assimilation (Wolsko et al., 2006) �.09� �.19�� �.14�� �.30�� �.02 —
7. Assimilation (Berry & Kalin, 1995;

Ryan et al., 2010) �.26�� �.37�� �.25�� �.38�� �.02 .49�� —
8. Social dominance orientation �.35�� �.50�� �.41�� �.52�� �.40�� .32�� .43�� —
9. Interest in diversity .32�� .44�� .32�� .48�� .14�� �.29�� �.36�� �.40�� —

10. Appreciation for diversity .42�� .45�� .43�� .43�� .21�� �.15�� �.17�� �.37�� .62�� —
11. Comfort with differences .43�� .35�� .29�� .28�� .21�� �.19�� �.38�� �.50�� .35�� .31�� —
12. Evaluative bias �.28�� �.28�� �.16�� �.24�� �.18�� .24�� .31�� .39�� �.43�� �.24�� �.57�� —

Means 5.70 5.36 5.47 5.21 5.01 4.14 3.39 �1.61 4.40 4.61 4.73 3.31
SDs 0.88 1.01 1.13 1.01 1.29 1.25 1.27 1.07 1.03 0.82 0.86 1.30

� p � .05. �� p � .01.
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role of several variables, including SDO and RWA, and in other
work (Rosenthal et al., 2011), the relationship that polyculturalism
has with other forms of prejudice has been examined while con-
trolling for SDO, conservatism, and ethnic identity. Future work
should continue to control for confounding variables in examining
the relationship between polyculturalism and intergroup attitudes,
as well as experimentally test for the direction of effects. Experi-
mental work will also be essential to understanding if and how
polyculturalism can potentially be used to improve intergroup
attitudes.

While findings in this article consistently supported that poly-
culturalism is related to positive intergroup attitudes, polycultur-
alism could also have unintended negative consequences. For

example, it is possible that if someone greatly values and takes
pride in an element of their culture that they associate with only
their ingroup, the focus of polyculturalism on the influences that
other groups may have had on such a product could make that
person people feel defensive or angry. In this vein, future work
should explore issues of ethnic identification in relation to poly-
culturalism and the other ideologies (e.g., see Morrison et al.,
2010; Ryan et al., 2010; Verkuyten, 2009; Zárate & Shaw, 2010).
As already mentioned, in some other work (Rosenthal, Levy, &
Militano, under review; Rosenthal et al., 2011), the relationships
that polyculturalism has with intergroup attitudes have been tested
while controlling for ethnic identification, and this work has found
polyculturalism to be unrelated to ethnic identification. At the
same time, some findings suggest that ethnic identification could
be a moderator of some of the relationships that polyculturalism
has with intergroup attitudes (Rosenthal et al., under review;
Rosenthal et al., 2011), suggesting this is an important variable to
continue to study in future work on polyculturalism with diverse
participants. As well, the interactions that different groups have
had throughout history have not always been positive, and a focus
on such negative interactions (e.g., slavery, colonization) may
result in intergroup hostility and resentment. It is also possible that
endorsement of polyculturalism could have negative consequences
for intergroup relations if people are thinking about the possibility
of all cultures becoming too similar to each other or indistinguish-
able because of widespread mutual influence, which may be a
contemporary concern with increased globalization. These and
other possible weaknesses or pitfalls of polyculturalism require
attention (for a review, see Rosenthal & Levy, 2010). Still, to date,
findings across these and other studies have not found polycultur-
alism to be associated with any negative intergroup attitudes (also
see Rosenthal et al., 2011).

Because work on other relevant ideologies such as multicul-
turalism and colorblindness have used a wide variety of mea-
sures, it might be worthwhile in future work to examine other
measures of polyculturalism. In the present investigation we
have used a neutral or valence-free measure of polyculturalism
(also see Rosenthal et al., 2011). Some people who endorse
polyculturalism may almost exclusively focus on positive in-
teractions among groups, which might foster more positive
intergroup attitudes than a more neutral endorsement of poly-
culturalism; at the same time, a focus only on positive interac-
tions and connections might ultimately have rebound effects
because it is essentially a superficial or sugar-coated view of
intergroup interactions. Moreover, some people who endorse
polyculturalism may focus their attention on the negative inter-
actions among groups, which would highlight instances of
prejudice and discrimination, possibly resulting in greater in-
tergroup hostility. Consistent with past work on multicultural-
ism and colorblindness, which have been shown to have differ-
ent forms and been measured in multiple ways, it is important
for future work to explore which elements or forms of polycul-
turalism have positive versus negative implications for inter-
group attitudes (for a review, see Rosenthal & Levy, 2010).

It seems important also to consider the potential reach of en-
dorsement of polyculturalism to other forms of prejudice and
attitudes. For example, future work may also want to continue to
explore the implications of polyculturalism for improving attitudes
across numerous social categories, including gender, social class,

Table 8
Study 4 Factor Analysis With Varimax Rotation for 4 Factors
(N � 500)

1 2 3 4

Rosenthal and Levy (2010)
polyculturalism

Item 1 .13 �.03 .65 .06
Item 2 .19 �.06 .79 .08
Item 3 .23 �.07 .79 .11
Item 4 .25 �.05 .80 .08
Item 5 .20 �.05 .80 .07

Wolsko et al. (2006) multiculturalism
Item 1 .60 �.03 .30 .10
Item 2 .73 �.05 .21 .07
Item 3 .70 �.02 .05 �.03
Item 4 .71 .04 .07 �.03
Item 5 .64 �.23 .21 .13
Item 6 .60 �.24 .25 .09

Ryan et al. (2010) multiculturalism
Item 1 .51 �.22 .17 .41
Item 2 .52 .03 .17 .24
Item 3 .57 �.08 .13 .39
Item 4 .51 .06 .13 .32
Item 5 .62 �.02 .16 .33

Ryan et al. (2010) adaptation of Berry
and Kalin (1995)
multiculturalism

Item 1 .63 �.09 .14 .05
Item 2 .64 �.18 .30 .17
Item 3 .67 �.29 �.06 �.01
Item 4 .51 �.14 .13 .08
Item 5 .47 �.24 .02 .02

Ryan et al. (2010) colorblindness
Item 1 .20 �.07 .26 .57
Item 2 .18 �.00 .10 .74
Item 3 .32 �.07 .16 .68
Item 4 .04 .08 .02 .72
Item 5 �.01 .11 �.11 .70

Wolsko et al. (2006) assimilation
Item 1 .25 .55 .09 �.15
Item 2 �.17 .63 .08 �.01
Item 3 .08 .65 .14 .05
Item 4 �.14 .82 �.03 .02
Item 5 �.14 .81 �.07 �.09
Item 6 �.04 .78 �.06 �.02

Ryan et al. (2010) adaptation of Berry
and Kalin (1995) assimilation

Item 1 �.28 .43 �.21 .18
Item 2 �.22 .57 �.19 .08
Item 3 �.23 .61 �.23 .05
Item 4 �.14 .49 �.10 .02
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sexual orientation, or physical ability (e.g., Banks, 2004; Prashad,
2001; Zirkel, 2008). Indeed, some work has found that endorse-
ment polyculturalism is associated with less prejudice toward gay
men and lesbians (Rosenthal et al., 2011) as well as less sexist
attitudes (Rosenthal et al., under review), suggesting exploring the
connection between polyculturalism and other forms of prejudice
is a fruitful line of inquiry.

Conclusion

The results of the current investigation represent an exciting
first step toward showing the promise of polyculturalism as an
ideology that has unique associations with positive intergroup
attitudes, beyond the contributions of other well-studied ideol-
ogies and relevant variables. At the same time, we do not
envision polyculturalism as “replacing” colorblindness and
multiculturalism, nor do we think a line of inquiry suggesting
that is desirable. Instead, we think findings from the present
investigation, along with past findings, converge to suggest that
no single ideology is likely ideal in all contexts, societies, and
for all people, and that each ideology may make a unique
contribution to intergroup attitudes and behaviors (e.g.,
Rosenthal & Levy, 2010; Ryan et al., 2007; Verkuyten, 2006;
Wolsko et al., 2000; Zárate & Shaw, 2010). As well, our work
along with other work (e.g., Ryan et al., 2007) suggests that
these ideologies do not necessarily oppose each other, and can
even be positively associated with each other, as people likely
see merit in and simultaneously endorse multiple ideologies.
And, while each ideology has some strengths and weaknesses,
it is possible that endorsement of a combined or hybrid ideology
that incorporates the strengths of polyculturalism, multicultur-
alism, and colorblindness may actually be ideal (for a review,
see Rosenthal & Levy, 2010). We look forward to future work
on intergroup ideologies involving the study of polyculturalism,
in the hopes that research on intergroup ideologies can continue
contributing to a greater understanding of intergroup attitudes
and relations in our diverse world.
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Appendix

Intergroup Ideologies Measures

Polyculturalism Items

1. Different cultural groups impact one another, even if mem-
bers of those groups are not completely aware of the impact.

2. Although ethnic groups may seem to have some clear
distinguishing qualities, ethnic groups have interacted
with one another and thus have influenced each other in
ways that may not be readily apparent or discussed.

3. There are many connections between different cultures.

4. Different cultures and ethnic groups probably share some
traditions and perspectives because these groups have
impacted each other to some extent over the years.

5. Different racial, ethnic, and cultural groups influence
each other.

Multiculturalism Items

1. All cultures have their own distinct traditions and per-
spectives.

2. There are boundaries between different ethnic groups
because of the differences between cultures.

3. There are differences between racial and ethnic groups,
which are important to recognize.

4. Each ethnic group has its own strengths that can be
identified.

5. Each racial and ethnic group has important distinguishing
characteristics.

Colorblindness Items

1. Ethnic and cultural group categories are not very im-
portant for understanding or making decisions about
people.

2. It is really not necessary to pay attention to people’s
racial, ethnic, or cultural backgrounds because it doesn’t
tell you much about who they are.

3. At our core, all human beings are really all the same, so
racial and ethnic categories do not matter.

4. Racial and ethnic group memberships do not matter very
much to who we are.

5. All human beings are individuals, and therefore race and
ethnicity are not important.
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