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Abstract
Recent studies have demonstrated that simply imagining a positive interaction with an outgroup
member reduces prejudice, especially if the outgroup member is typical of the whole outgroup. In
this research, we tested how a multicultural vs. colorblind mindset might impact the efficacy of
imagined contact with a typical or atypical outgroup member. Specifically, we tested the interactive
effects between ideologies (multiculturalism vs. colorblindness) and the typicality of the outgroup
member (typical vs. atypical) in the imagined encounter. Results revealed that participants exposed
to the multicultural ideology who imagined an encounter with an atypical outgroup member
expressed fewer positive perceptions (warmth and competence) toward both primary and secondary
outgroups compared with respondents exposed to the multicultural ideology who imagined an
interaction with a typical outgroup member, and compared with respondents exposed to a colorblind
ideology (irrespective of typicality of the outgroup member). The study highlights the importance of
considering the interaction between cultural ideologies and typicality during intergroup contact

when designing interventions aimed at promoting positive intergroup perceptions.
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The role of multicultural and colorblind ideologies and typicality in imagined contact
interventions
Migration, ethnic and cultural diversity, and their impact on societies and workplaces are
contemporary debated within many western societies (Green & Staerklé, 2013). Diversity research
has examined the potential of multiculturalism and colorblindness as strategies and policies to
promote positive intergroup relations and harmony. There is a strong debate regarding which of
these two ideologies is more effective in reducing intergroup bias among social psychologists (e.g.,
Guimond, de la Sablonniére, Nugier, 2014; Sasaki & Vorauer, 2013) and in the political discourse,
as for example David Cameron, the former UK prime minister, declared in 2011 that
multiculturalism has failed (BBC News, 2011). Although there is a wealth of studies considering
the effects of exposure to these ideologies (e.g., Richeson & Nussbaum, 2004; Wolsko, Park, Judd,
& Wittenbrink, 2000), research is only beginning to test how a multicultural or colorblind mindset
impacts the effectiveness of prejudice—reduction interventions based on intergroup contact theory
(Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2011). With this study, we aimed at filling this gap by
investigating how exposure to a specific form of diversity experience (multiculturalism vs.
colorblindness) can impact the effectiveness of the imagined contact intervention (Crisp & Turner,
2012).
Multicultural and Colorblind Ideologies
Multiculturalism and colorblindness are ideologies aimed at promoting positive intergroup

relations and harmony. The multiculturalism approach stresses the importance of recognizing
cultural differences between groups and giving value to these differences (e.g., Guimond, 2010;
Verkuyten, 2005). The colorblindness approach, on the other hand, sustains that the specific
characteristics of groups should be abandoned in order to treat people equally as individuals rather
than as members of particular groups (e.g., Plaut, 2010; see also Miller, 2002). Although both

ideologies are predicted to promote tolerance, research considering their impact on prejudice—
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reduction has provided mixed results (for reviews see Park & Judd, 2005; Rosenthal & Levy, 2010;
Sasaki & Vorauer, 2013). While some studies have found that both multiculturalism and
colorblindness are associated to positive outgroup attitudes (e.g., Levin et al., 2012), other studies
have suggested also negative effects of these ideologies on prejudice (for multiculturalism see e.g.,
Morrison, Ybarra, & Plaut, 2010; for colorblindness see e.g., Vorauer, Gagnon, & Sasaki, 2009)
Notable is the finding by Wolsko and colleagues (2000) that participants primed with multicultural
ideologies report positive feelings toward minorities, but simultaneously heightened awareness of
stereotypes associated with the group.

As proposed by Crisp and Turner (2011), diversity experiences can influence how people
experience and react to subsequent events. This suggests that a multicultural or a colorblind mindset
might influence responses to experiences such as intergroup contact. Specifically, a multicultural
mindset might lead to focus on differences during intergroup encounters (Wolsko et al., 2010),
while a colorblind mindset might lead to focus on similarities (Rosenthal & Levy, 2010). In this
study, we will examine how the focus on differences vs. on similarities induced by priming of
ideologies may impact the imagined intergroup effect.

Imagined Intergroup Contact and Typicality

A growing body of research has demonstrated the benefits of mental imagery in various
areas such as health and personality psychology, consumer research, clinical therapy, and sports
(see Crisp, Birtel, & Meleady, 2011). Crisp and Turner (2012) have thus argued that these benefits
can also extend to the prejudice domain, and, in particular, that imagery related to intergroup
contact can promote tolerance and positive intergroup relations. Research has now widely supported
the beneficial effects of imagining a positive encounter with an outgroup member on prejudice
reduction and positive intergroup behavior (e.g., Husnu & Crisp, 2010, 2015; Vezzali, Capozza,
Giovannini, & Stathi, 2012; for a meta-analysis see Miles & Crisp, 2014). For example, Husnu and

Crisp (2015) found that Turkish Cypriots who imagined a pleasant encounter with Greek Cypriots
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reported more positive outgroup attitudes compared to Turkish Cypriots who imagined walking
outdoors. In this vein, Brambilla, Ravenna, and Hewstone (2012) examined the effects of imagined
contact with members of outgroups that differ in warmth and competence stereotypes derived from
the stereotype content model (SCM; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002). Specifically, Italian
students were invited to imagine an encounter with a member of an immigrant group which is
stereotyped in Italian society as warm but incompetent (Peruvians), as competent but cold
(Chinese), as both incompetent and cold (Albanians), or as both competent and warm (Canadians).
The authors found that imagined contact was effective in improving the stereotype that was
negative for each specific outgroup, i.e. imagined contact improved competence perceptions of
Peruvians, warmth perceptions of Chinese, and competence and warmth perceptions of Albanians.

Recent studies have also identified characteristics of the imagined contact manipulation that
enhance the efficacy of this intervention. Notable for an optimal imagined contact situation is the
mutual intergroup differentiation model (MIDM; Hewstone & Brown, 1986), proposing that
intergroup salience and typicality of the outgroup member during the contact situation promote the
generalization of the beneficial effects of contact from the outgroup member involved in the contact
situation to the whole outgroup (see also Brown & Hewstone, 2005). Specifically, typicality refers
to characteristics of the outgroup member that are likely to enhance the perception of the outgroup
member as typical and representative of own group. When an intergroup encounter happens with an
outgroup member who is typical and representative of own group, the risk of subtyping is lower, i.e.
of considering the positive characteristics of the outgroup member discovered during intergroup
contact as an exception, leaving unaltered the evaluation of the whole outgroup (see Richards &
Hewstone, 2000).

An experiment by Stathi, Crisp, and Hogg (2011, Study 3) investigated the role of typicality
of the outgroup member during an imagined contact intervention. British students were invited to

imagine an encounter with a British Muslim described as dressing in a traditional way, avoiding
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alcohol, and practicing strictly Islamic religion (typical British Muslim) or with a British Muslim
described as dressing in Western clothes, drinking alcohol, and not practicing strictly Islamic
religion (atypical British Muslim). The authors found that imagined contact with a typical British
Muslim increased contact self-efficacy compared to imagined contact with an atypical British
Muslim (see also Pagotto, Visintin, De lorio, & Voci, 2013 for an imagined contact experiment
applying the MIDM).

Building on the MIDM and findings by Stathi et al. (2011, Study 3), we manipulated the
degree of typicality of the outgroup member during the imagined intergroup encounter and
extended the study by Stathi et al. considering the role of ideologies in shaping the typicality effect.

The Current Study

In this experimental study we tested the interactive effects of priming a multicultural vs.
colorblind ideology (Wolsko et al., 2000) and of imagining contact with a typical vs. atypical
outgroup member (Stathi et al., 2011, Study 3). Outgroup attitudes were measured as warmth and
competence perceptions (SCM; Fiske et al., 2002). While previous research on imagined contact
has mainly focused on prejudice and future contact intentions as outcomes, only one study
suggested that imagined contact can improve warmth and competence perceptions (Brambilla et al.,
2012). We extended this study by testing the role of ideologies and of typicality.

We argue that the multicultural ideology, being associated with stereotyping and subtyping
(Wolsko et al., 2000), could curb the effects of imagined contact. Specifically, respondents in a
multicultural mindset should report more positive outgroup perceptions after imagined contact with
an outgroup member typical of their group than after imagined contact with an outgroup member
atypical of their group, given that typicality helps avoiding subtyping (Brown & Hewstone, 2005).
In contrast, for participants in a colorblind mindset atypicality of the outgroup member might not
hamper the imagined contact effect, given that colorblindness per se promotes focusing on

similarities (Rosenthal & Levy, 2010) and thus generalization. The primed ideology should thus

6



make a difference when outgroup typicality is low: Specifically we expected, among respondents
who imagined an encounter with an atypical outgroup member, more positive outgroup perceptions
for those primed with the colorblind ideology than for those primed with the multicultural ideology.

We further examined whether our experimental manipulations impacted also perceptions
toward outgroups not involved in the imagined encounter, to test whether cultural ideologies and
imagined contact can be combined to design interventions aimed at promoting generalized positive
outgroup perceptions. Our reasoning is based on literature on the generalized positive effects of
intergroup contact on intergroup relations (see Pettigrew & Tropp, 2011). For example, Dhont, Van
Hiel, and Hewstone (2014) found that intergroup contact is associated to reduced preference for
hierarchical intergroup relations and group-based inequality, i.e. to lower social dominance
orientation (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Importantly, our expectation is corroborated by literature on
secondary transfer effect (STE), that is, the prejudice reduction following the encounter with a
member of a (primary) outgroup toward a (secondary) outgroup not involved in the intergroup
encounter (Pettigrew, 2009). Previous research has found wide support for the STE (Lolliot et al.,
2012; Tausch et al., 2010; for imagined contact see Harwood, Paolini, Joyce, Rubin, & Arroyo,
2011) and further suggested that STEs occur mainly toward secondary outgroups perceived as
similar to the primary outgroup (Pettigrew, 2009). For example, Harwood et al. (2011) found that
positive imagined contact with an illegal immigrant was effective in improving American students’
attitudes toward illegal immigrants and toward outgroups perceived as similar to illegal immigrants,
but not toward dissimilar outgroups. Thus, we conducted a pretest to choose two groups perceived
as similar and two groups perceived as dissimilar to the primary outgroup (British Muslims).

We expected for perceptions toward uninvolved outgroups a pattern similar to the one for
perceptions toward the primary outgroup (less positive outgroup perceptions for respondents in the
multiculturalism—atypical condition compared to those in the other experimental conditions). The

experimental manipulations should impact perceptions especially toward uninvolved outgroups
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perceived as similar to the outgroup of the imagined interaction (Harwood et al., 2011; Pettigrew,
2009).
Method

Pretest

We first conducted a pretest to detect groups who were perceived as similar or dissimilar to
the primary outgroup (British Muslims), adapting the procedure of Harwood et al. (2011). We asked
12 undergraduate students to rank 20 groups in terms of how similar to British Muslims they were
(1 = most similar; 20 = least similar). Reliability across the 12 raters was good (Cronbach’s alpha =
.82). We then selected the two most similar groups, namely Moroccans (Msimilarity = 4.75, SD = 3.65)
and Asians (Msimilarity = 5.92, SD = 6.91), and two of the least similar groups, namely physically
disabled people (Msimitarity = 14.08, SD = 3.82) and people with schizophrenia (Msimitarity = 15.33, SD
=3.28).
Participants

Initially, 88 students of a university located in South-Eastern England participated to the
study (13 male and 75 female, Mage = 19.99, SD = 3.23). We then excluded from further analyses
data of Asian respondents (n = 10), since Asians were one of the target groups participants had to
evaluate, data of participants who explicitly declared previous knowledge of the imagined contact
paradigm (n = 1), and data of participants who displayed zero variation on all the measures of the
questionnaire (n = 1).! The final sample consisted of 76 students (13 male and 63 female, Mage =
19.97, SD = 3.20). Participants were randomly allocated to one of the four conditions of a 2
(Ideology: colorblind vs. multicultural) x 2 (Typicality: typical outgroup member vs. atypical
outgroup member) experimental design. They took part in the study for partial course credit.
Procedure

The study received ethical approval by the local institutional research and ethics committee.

Participants completed the study online. We first manipulated multiculturalism vs. colorblindness,
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and then imagined contact with a typical vs. atypical outgroup member. The diversity ideologies
experimental manipulations were adapted from Wolsko et al. (2000) and from Richeson and
Nussbaum (2004). Participants first read an essay regarding the benefits of adopting a multicultural
(or colorblind) perspective. The multiculturalism essay suggested that intergroup harmony can be
achieved appreciating diversity and recognizing and accepting each group’s positive and negative
qualities, while the colorblindness essay stressed the importance of ignoring ethnic divisions and
learning to see others simply as fellow human beings. Next, to strengthen the effects of the
manipulation, participants were asked to list five reasons why adopting a multicultural (or
colorblind) perspective would benefit the UK. Finally and again as a reinforcement of the
manipulation, participants were proposed a list of 21 possible reasons, allegedly written by other
students, for adopting a multicultural vs. a colorblind approach to diversity in the UK. These
reasons differed between the multiculturalism and colorblindness conditions, and matched the
content of the respective ideology (see Wolsko et al., 2000). Participants were asked to select the
answers similar to their opinion.

Then, participants received the imagined contact manipulation: They were asked to imagine
meeting for the first time an unknown British Muslim who is typical vs. atypical of British Muslims
in general (see Stathi et al., 2011). Specifically, participants in the typical imagined contact
condition were provided these instructions: “We would like you to take a minute to imagine
yourself meeting a British Muslim stranger for the first time. Imagine that this person is a typical
Muslim, he/she dresses in a traditional way, avoids alcohol, reads the Koran and prays five times a
day. Imagine that the interaction is relaxed, positive and comfortable. Imagine that you learn about
the life and experiences of your conversation partner.” Participants in the atypical condition instead
read: “We would like you to take a minute to imagine yourself meeting a British Muslim stranger
for the first time. Imagine that this person is a not a typical Muslim, he/she dresses in “western”

clothes, drinks alcohol, eats pork and does not pray regularly. Imagine that the interaction is
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relaxed, positive and comfortable. Imagine that you learn about the life and experiences of your
conversation partner.” In both conditions, they then had to describe what they had imagined.

Warmth and competence perceptions were measured separately for the five groups (British
Muslims, Moroccans, physically disabled people, Asians, and people with schizophrenia).
Respondents had to rate each group on three warmth (friendly, likable, and helpful) and on three
competence (intelligent, competent, and capable) traits with response scales from 1 (not at all) to 7
(very much) (see Brambilla et al., 2012). A composite warmth score and a composite competence
score was computed by the mean of these items for each of the target groups, with higher scores
indicating greater warmth and competence (Cronbach’s alphas from .78 to .96).

Results

Table 1 reports means and standard deviations of the dependent variables as a function of
the ideology and of typicality of the imagined outgroup member. To determine whether there is an
interaction between ideology priming and typicality on competence and warmth perceptions, we
computed two 2 (multicultural vs. colorblind ideology) x 2 (typical imagined contact vs. atypical
imagined contact) multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAS), one for competence and one for
warmth toward all five target groups as dependent variables.

Competence

There were no main effects of ideology or typicality on competence perceptions, F(5,68)
values < 0.80, ps > .555, 1%, < .055. Importantly, the predicted interaction between ideology and
typicality was marginally significant, F(5,68) = 2.15, p = .070, n%, = .136.

Primary outgroup. Looking at the univariate statistics for the target group of the imagined
contact manipulation (British Muslims), we found a marginally significant main effect of typicality,
F(1,72) = 3.49, p = .066, 0%, = .046. British Muslims were perceived as more competent after
imagined contact with a typical outgroup member (M = 5.88, SD = 0.93) than after imagined

contact with an atypical outgroup member (M = 5.48, SD = 1.06). No main effect of the ideology
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emerged, F(1,72) = 0.32, p =.576, 1% = .004. More importantly, the predicted ideology x typicality
interaction was significant, F(1,72) = 4.06, p = .048, n% = .053. Looking at the simple effects,
competence perceptions were higher in the multiculturalism—typical than in the multiculturalism—
atypical condition, F(1,72) = 7.13, p = .009, 1%, = .090, while no difference emerged between the
colorblindness—typical and the colorblindness—atypical conditions, F(1,72) = 0.01, p=.915, n% =
.000. Furthermore, in the atypical imagined contact condition, competence perceptions of British
Muslims were higher, at a marginally significant level, in the colorblindness compared to the
multiculturalism condition, F(1,72) = 3.53, p = .064, n% = .047, while there were no differences
between ideologies in the typical imagined contact condition, F(1,72) = 1.00, p = .321, n% = .014.

Secondary outgroups. For Moroccans and Asians, there were no main effects, F(1,72)
values < 2.68, ps > .105, 1% < .036, but a significant ideology x typicality interaction,
Fmoroccans(1,72) = 4.60, p =.035, n% = .060, Fasians(1,72) = 4.84, p = .031, n?% = .063. Looking at
simple effects, competence perceptions were higher in the multiculturalism—typical than in the
multiculturalism—atypical condition, Fumoroccans(1,72) = 6.76, p = .011, 0% = .086, Fasians(1,72) =
6.40, p = .014, 0% = .082, while no difference emerged between the colorblindness-typical and the
colorblindness—atypical conditions, F(1,72) values < 0.28, ps > .602, n% values < .004.
Furthermore, in the atypical imagined contact condition, Moroccans and Asians were perceived
more competent in the colorblindness than in the multiculturalism condition, Fumoroccans(1,72) = 4.64,
p =.035, n% =.060, and Fasians(1,72) = 4.84, p = .031, 1%, = .063, while there were no differences
between ideologies in the typical imagined contact condition, F(1,72) values < 0.90, ps > .345, n%
values < .013.

Regarding competence perceptions of physically disabled people and people with
schizophrenia, no significant main effects or interactions emerged, F(1,72) values < 2.59, ps > .112,

T]Zp < .035.
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In summary, competence perceptions of British Muslims (the primary outgroup), Moroccans
and Asians were lower in the multiculturalism—atypicality condition compared to the other
experimental conditions.

Warmth

Repeating the same analyses for warmth, there were no main effects of ideology or
typicality on warmth perceptions, F(5, 68) values < 1.59, ps > .174, n, values < .105. The predicted
interaction between ideology and typicality was instead significant, F(5, 68) = 3.89, p = .004, n% =
222.

Primary outgroup. Looking at the univariate statistics for the primary outgroup (British
Muslims), we found no significant main effects or interaction on warmth perceptions toward British
Muslims, F(1, 72) values < 1.00, ps > .321, n?, values < .014.

Secondary outgroups. However, we found that the experimental manipulations affected
warmth perceptions toward Moroccans and physically disabled people. There were main effects of
typicality for Moroccans, F(1,72) = 4.02, p = .049, 1% = .053, and physically disabled people,
F(1,72) = 3.15, p = .080, n%, = .042. Both Moroccans and physically disabled people were perceived
as warmer after imagined contact with a typical British Muslim (Mwmoroccans = 5.77, SD = 0.91,
Muisabled = 5.80, SD = 0.89) than after imagined contact with an atypical British Muslim (Mworoccans =
5.35, SD = 1.05, Muisanied = 5.39, SD = 1.14). There were no main effects of the ideology, F(1, 72)
values < 1.95, ps > .167, 1%, values < .026. More importantly, the predicted interaction between
ideology and typicality was significant for the attribution of warmth toward Moroccans, F(1,72) =
6.43, p =.013, 1% = .082, and marginally significant for the attribution of warmth toward physically
disabled people, F(1,72) = 3.41, p = .069, n% = .045. A test of the simple effects showed that
perceptions of Moroccans and of physically disabled people as warm were higher in the
multiculturalism-typical than in the multiculturalism—atypical condition, Fmoroccans(1,72) = 9.74, p =

.003, n%p=.119, Fuisabled(1,72) = 6.19, p = .015, n% = .079. No difference emerged between the
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colorblindness—typical and the colorblindness—atypical conditions, F(1,72) values < 0.15, ps >.700,
n% values < .002. Furthermore, in the atypical imagined contact condition, Moroccans and
physically disabled people were perceived as warmer in the colorblindness than in the
multiculturalism condition, Fuoroccans(1,72) = 5.37, p = .023, 1% = .069, Faisabled(1,72) = 5.58, p =
.021, n%,=.072, while there were no differences between ideologies in the typical imagined contact
condition, F(1,72) values < 1.69, ps > .197, n% values < .023.

Regarding warmth perceptions of Asians and people with schizophrenia, no significant main
effects or interaction emerged, F(1,72) values < 2.28, ps > .135, n?, values < .031.

In summary, warmth perceptions of Moroccans and physically disabled people were lower
for respondents exposed to the multicultural manipulation who imagined an encounter with an
atypical British Muslim compared to respondents in the other experimental conditions.

Discussion

Our study examined whether priming a multicultural or colorblind ideology impacts the
effectiveness of the imagined contact intervention with a typical or atypical outgroup member on
warmth and competence perceptions toward the outgroup involved in the imagined encounter and
toward uninvolved outgroups. Although not all the dependent variables were affected by the
experimental manipulations, a relatively consistent pattern of results emerged: Positive outgroup
perceptions were lower in the multiculturalism—atypical condition compared to the other
experimental conditions. We found this for competence perceptions toward the primary outgroup
(British Muslims) and two uninvolved outgroups (Moroccans and Asians), and for warmth
perceptions toward two uninvolved outgroups (Moroccans and physically disabled people).

Taken together, our results suggest that imagined contact improves outgroup perceptions
after the priming of a multicultural ideology when the outgroup member involved in the imagined
interaction is typical of their group compared to an imagined interaction with an atypical outgroup

member. Typicality of the outgroup member involved in the imagined encounter does not make a
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difference after the priming of a colorblind ideology. The finding that respondents exposed to a
multicultural prime and who imagined an interaction with an atypical outgroup member exhibited
fewer positive outgroup perceptions than participants in the other experimental conditions suggests
that, in line with our hypotheses, a multicultural mindset may lead to focus on differences (Wolsko
et al., 2000), and thus curb the imagined contact effect. However, when imagining an encounter
with a typical outgroup member, the role of typicality in promoting generalization effects (Brown &
Hewstone, 2005) counteracts the subtyping caused by a multicultural prime. When respondents are
in a colorblind mindset, instead, the typicality of the outgroup member seems not necessary for
fostering positive outgroup perceptions, because the colorblindness per se leads to focus on
similarities (Rosenthal & Levy, 2010), favoring generalization effects.

Some of our hypotheses were instead not confirmed. Unexpectedly, warmth perceptions
toward the primary group (British Muslims) did not differ between the experimental conditions. It is
possible that, for this specific group, warmth perceptions are particularly resistant to change, and
that a single session experimental manipulation is not enough to change this stereotype.

It is further remarkable that we found the predicted pattern on competence perceptions
toward the two similar groups (Moroccans and Asians) but not toward the two dissimilar groups
(Moroccans and physically disabled people). For warmth, instead, we found the predicted pattern on
one similar (Moroccans) and one dissimilar (physically disabled people) group. The role of
similarity on generalization of outgroup perceptions was thus found only for competence but not for
warmth. In our view, this could be due to different types of stereotypes associated with the
outgroups considered in our study. Indeed, British Muslims, Asians, and Moroccans are likely to be
perceived as similar more on competence than on warmth traits, as members of these groups might
be considered as non-British people living in the UK often because of working opportunities.

Finally, we did not find any effect on warmth and competence perceptions toward people

with schizophrenia. Although previous research has found that imagined intergroup contact with
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people with schizophrenia can improve affective attitudes and foster future contact intentions
(Stathi, Tsanilla, & Crisp, 2012; West, Holmes, & Hewstone, 2011, Studies 3 and 4, but cf. West et
al., 2011, Studies 1 and 2), it is possible that warmth and competence perceptions of this severely
stigmatized group are less malleable than those of the other outgroups considered in this study.
Implications, Limitations, and Future Directions

From our study we can outline suggestions for structuring imagined contact interventions
that could be implemented, for example, in schools (see e.g., Vezzali et al., 2012), with the aim of
promoting positive outgroup perceptions between ethno-cultural groups. Specifically, presenting the
outgroup member of the imagined interaction as typical of own group could be beneficial for the
effectiveness of the imagined contact intervention (see also Stathi et al., 2011). Our results also
advise that a focus on similarities and a colorblind mindset might improve the imagined contact
effect, especially when typicality is low or not salient. In sum, our results suggest that, to maximize
the imagined contact effect, at least one feature between typicality of the imagined outgroup
member and a focus on intergroup similarities should be emphasized during imagined contact
interventions. Our study also points out to the potentially broad impact of interventions combining
ideologies and imagined contact, as our experimental manipulations did not impact perceptions only
toward the primary outgroup but also toward uninvolved outgroups.

Despite the novelty of our findings, we have to acknowledge some limitations of our study.
First, we did not include a control condition in which we did not manipulate diversity ideologies
and imagined intergroup contact. Thus, we can only speculate that diversity ideologies and
imagined contact were associated to positive outgroup stereotypes, and we cannot univocally
conclude that there were improvements of warmth and competence outgroup perceptions. However,
our interpretation is based on previous research showing that both multicultural and colorblind
ideologies can reduce ingroup bias compared to control conditions (Wolsko et al., 2000, Study 1)

and that imagined contact can effectively reduce prejudice compared to control imagination tasks
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(Miles & Crisp, 2014). Nevertheless, future research should aim at replicating and extending our
study by including control conditions with no manipulation of diversity ideologies and of imagined
contact.

Second, the sample size of our experiment, with 16 to 20 respondents by experimental
condition, is quite low, even if in line with previous research on imagined intergroup contact (e.g.,
Husnu & Crisp, 2010, Study 1; Stathi et al., 2011) and on diversity ideologies (Richeson &
Nussbaum, 2004). This is likely to explain why several effects were only marginally significant
(with ps > .05 and < .10). Future research should replicate our findings with bigger samples.

Third, even if our experimental manipulations were based on previous prominent research
(Richeson & Nussbaum, 2004; Wolsko et al., 2010 for diversity ideologies; Stathi et al., 2011 for
typicality during imagined contact), there could be some confounding variables embedded in the
manipulations, and consequently some alternative interpretations of the findings. The
colorblindness experimental manipulation stressed the importance of treating people as human
beings irrespective of differences. This might have primed the superordinate category of humanity,
which should be associated to intergroup tolerance and to tolerant norms about intergroup relations
(Albarello & Rubini, 2012). The positive outgroup perceptions when primed with the colorblind
manipulation irrespective of typicality might then be due to the priming of the superordinate
category that is humanity, instead of the focus on similarities that is implied in the colorblindness
ideology. Regarding the typicality experimental manipulation, it is possible that the typical British
Muslim described in the imagined contact scenario also represents a stereotypical British Muslim,
while the atypical British Muslim could represent a counter stereotypical British Muslim. A
possible alternative interpretation of our findings would then be that multiculturalism is not
associated to positive outgroup perceptions when combined with imagined contact with individuals
not conforming to pre-existing stereotypes. While with our study we cannot rule out these

alternative explanations, we encourage future research to disentangle these issues.
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Fourth, our study considered as dependent variables positive perceptions or stereotypes of
warmth and competence toward minority groups. However, positive stereotypes might have
undesirable consequences. Minority members who are the target of positive stereotypes might
perceive themselves at risk of being target also of negative stereotypes and might perceive the
counterpart as prejudiced (Siy & Cheryan, 2016). Intergroup harmony following intergroup contact
has also been associated to minority members’ reduced willingness to engage in collective action to
improve their situation (see Dixon, Levine, Reicher, & Durrheim, 2012). Future research should
investigate the complexity of intergroup dynamics by considering the point of view of both majority
and minority groups, and examine consequences of ideologies and of imagined contact for all the
involved groups.

Future research should also examine the mechanisms that underlie the effects of the
interplay between diversity ideologies and typicality on outgroup perceptions. Mediators could
relate to affective and emotional responses to outgroups and to tolerant norms about intergroup
relations (see Crisp, Husnu, Meleady, Stathi, & Turner, 2010 for a discussion on mediators of
imagined contact effects). Furthermore, future research should include measures of direct contact
with the primary and uninvolved outgroups to examine whether the emerged effects occur over and
above the effects of direct contact. Finally, future research should consider the effects of the
interplay between diversity ideology and typicality on behavioral intentions and actual behavior.

Conclusions

In culturally diverse societies, the need to promote positive intergroup attitudes and
perceptions has attracted attention of researchers who have investigated the impact of diversity
ideologies (Guimond et al., 2014; Wolsko et al., 2000) and of intergroup contact interventions
(Crisp & Turner, 2012; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2011). Our study shows that the two approaches could

be considered simultaneously to maximize the efficacy of programs aimed at fostering intergroup
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harmony. We encourage future research to further examine the interplay between different

prejudice-reduction strategies to discover how they can be combined to capitalize on their effects.
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Footnotes
1. Unfortunately, we did not ask respondents their religious affiliation, so we cannot exclude
respondents who are British Muslims from data analysis. Based on 2011 Census data, the Muslim
population in the district of data collection (Canterbury) was 1.2%, suggesting that a low number of

respondents should be Muslim.
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Table 1

Means (and Standard Deviations) of Warmth and Competence Perceptions for Each Group as a

Function of the Experimental Conditions.

Experimental conditions

Colorblindness

Multiculturalism

Typical Atypical Typical Atypical
(n=20) (n=20) (n=16) (n=20)
Target outgroup
Warmth 5.63 (1.18) 5.43 (1.21) 5.44 (1.35) 5.08 (1.09)
British muslims
Competence 5.73 (1.07) 5.77 (0.92) 6.06 (0.69) 5.18 (1.13)
Warmth 5.58 (0.96) 5.70 (0.95) 6.00 (0.82) 5.00 (1.04)
Moroccans
Competence 5.65 (1.07) 5.77 (0.83) 5.96 (0.91) 5.08 (1.15)
W h .75 (0. 7 (1. . . 02(1.1
Physically armt 5.75 (0.90) 5.77 (1.08) 5.85 (0.89) 5.02 (1.10)
disabled I
ISADIEEPEOPIE - ompetence 5.53 (0.92) 5.28 (1.20) 5.21 (1.00) 4.83 (1.04)
Warmth 5.42 (1.18) 5.65 (0.99) 5.62 (1.35) 5.03 (1.22)
Asians
Competence 5.87 (1.07) 6.03 (0.94) 6.19 (0.77) 5.33 (1.16)
people with Warmth 4.98 (1.07) 4.98 (1.34) 5.14 (1.45) 4.77 (1.36)
Schizophreni
CnIZOpATeNta - s mpetence 5.17 (1.06) 4.78 (1.40) 4.94 (1.16) 4.63 (1.17)
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