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Abstract
The current research examined attention allocation to assess whether 
people preferentially attend to Latino versus White faces. The current 
work also tested whether this attentional bias depended on whether the 
task involved a bi-ethnic context (only Latino and White faces) or a multi-
ethnic context (Black, Latino, and White faces). Attention was measured 
with an exogenous cueing task that assessed attentional capture and holding 
toward faces of each racial group. Results showed that Latino faces captured 
attention faster and held attention longer than White faces. This attentional 
bias was evident in both bi-ethnic and multi-ethnic racial contexts.
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Social psychologists have extensively studied stereotyping and prejudice in a 
Black and White context, but the world is not Black and White. In fact, 
Latinos now constitute a greater proportion of the population than Blacks 
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000), raising the importance of studying stereo-
typing and prejudice toward this racial group. Some researchers have exam-
ined perceptions of Latinos in various domains. For instance, Bodenhausen 
and Lichtenstein (1987) found that when judging a criminal’s guilt, 
participants judge the criminal as more guilty, more aggressive, and recollect 
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more negative information when the criminal is presented as Latino versus 
White. The authors propose that the ratings of greater guilt and aggressive-
ness resulted from stereotypic associations between Latinos and threat, which 
promote racial bias in threat-relevant domains. In a similar vein, it has been 
shown that police officers are quicker to shoot Latino targets compared with 
White and Asian targets in a first person shooter task (Sadler, Correll, Park, 
& Judd, 2012). Considering more global evaluative responses, Weyant (2005) 
found that participants show significant implicit bias against Hispanics in an 
Implicit Association Test (IAT). Furthermore, this implicit bias was posi-
tively correlated with explicit attitudes, as measured by a modified social 
distance scale. Uhlmann, Dasgupta, Elgueta, Greenwald, and Swanson 
(2002) provided additional evidence showing implicit bias against Hispanics 
using an IAT. Interestingly, their work utilized Chilean and American 
Hispanic participants. Results indicated that Chilean participants show sig-
nificant implicit bias against Latinos compared with Caucasians, and 
American Hispanics show bias against dark skinned compared with light 
skinned Latinos. Evaluative biases against Latinos may thus affect Latinos 
themselves. Although evidence suggests that there are detrimental implica-
tions for Latinos in stereotyping and prejudice domains, Latinos remain 
understudied in the current literature. In fact, a PsycInfo search using “Latino” 
or “Hispanic” and “stereotyping” or “prejudice” yields only 555 results, 
whereas the same search using “Black” or “African American” returns 3,147 
results, suggesting that only 15% of this work involves studies of Latinos.

The goal of the present research was to examine preferential attention, or 
attentional bias, toward Latinos. Previous research demonstrates that people 
show pronounced attention to racial out-groups. Specifically, White participants 
demonstrate attentional biases toward Blacks and Asians (Al-Janabi, MacLeod, 
& Rhodes, 2012; Donders, Correll, & Wittenbrink, 2008; Eberhardt, Goff, 
Purdie, & Davies, 2004; Trawalter, Todd, Baird, & Richeson, 2008). Collectively, 
this work suggests that racial out-group faces garner more attention that in-group 
faces. Thus, it is plausible that Latino faces similarly bias attention allocation.

In two studies, we investigated the tendency for White participants to pref-
erentially allocate attention to Latino faces. Both studies examined attention 
with an exogenous cueing task, which measures the extent to which faces 
capture and hold attention. Thus, these studies tested whether Latino faces 
captured attention faster and held attention longer than White faces. Study 1 
examined attention in a standard experimental context consisting of only 
Latino and White faces (essentially, a bi-ethnic context), providing the first 
test of preferential attention to Latino faces. We predicted that participants 
would show an attentional bias toward Latino faces compared with White 
faces. Study 2 provided a replication, but also examined whether attention to 
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Latinos changed as the context shifted to include multiple racial out-groups—
a multi-ethnic context. In particular, we investigated attentional biases toward 
Latinos in a context that did (or did not) include Black faces. Thus, Study 2 
examined attention to Latinos in both a bi-ethnic context (Latino, White) and 
a multi-ethnic context consisting of Black, Latino, and White faces.

Study 1

Method

Participants. Participants were 41 White undergraduates at the University of 
Colorado, Boulder. Twenty-four participants were female. Participants 
received course credit for participation.

Materials. Stimuli were color photographs of faces collected from the Flor-
ida Department of Corrections Database. In searching the database, gender 
was restricted to males and age range was restricted from 18 to 35. Black, 
White, Latino, Asian, and “Other” faces were selected and edited in Adobe 
Photoshop. All faces were then formatted to fit an oval mask so that the 
approximate position of the eyes, nose, and mouth were the same for all 
faces. Eighty-seven Black, 70 Latino, 60 White, 23 Asian, and nine “Other” 
faces were selected for pre-testing, for a total of 249 faces. Two hundred 
and six Mechanical Turk participants were asked to categorize a face as 
Black, Latino, White, Asian, or Other. Participants viewed one face at a 
time and could only choose one race for each face. Participants classified 
50 faces randomly selected from the total sample of 249 faces. From these 
responses, eight Latino faces and eight White faces were selected, all of 
which had at least 80% agreement. Thus, there were 16 total faces pre-
sented in this task.

Design and procedure. The current research employed an exogenous cueing 
task (Koster, Crombez, Van Damme, Verschuere, & De Houwer, 2004). On 
each trial, participants were presented with a fixation cross in the center of 
the screen for 500 milliseconds. Next, a face appeared on the left or right side 
of the screen for 100 milliseconds. The race and location of the face were 
randomized across trials. Following a 100-millisecond pause, a dot appeared 
on either the left or right side of the screen for 1,500 milliseconds. The par-
ticipants’ task was to respond to the location of the dot, left or right, by press-
ing one of two buttons, one button designated for left and a different button 
designated for right. The trial ended when participants made a response or 
when the 1,500 milliseconds time window elapsed.
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The exogenous cueing task employs two different types of trials: valid and 
invalid. On valid trials, the face appears on either the left or right side of the 
screen, and when the face disappears, the dot appears in the same location. 
Because the face typically captures attention (drawing attention to the ulti-
mate position of the dot), response times on valid trials tend to be relatively 
fast. To the extent that Latino faces capture attention more than White faces, 
response times on Latino-valid trials should be faster than response times on 
White-valid trials. On invalid trials, the face appears on either the left or right 
side of the screen and when it disappears, the dot appears on the opposite side 
of the screen. Because participants typically have difficulty disengaging their 
attention from the face (holding attention in the wrong location), response 
times on invalid trials tend to be relatively slow. If Latino faces hold attention 
longer than White faces, then response times on Latino-invalid trials should 
be slower than response times on White-invalid trials.

Throughout the task, catch and digit trials were used to ensure that partici-
pants were attending to the task. On catch trials, a face was presented, but no dot 
was presented, and participants were instructed not to respond on these trials. 
The task included 18 catch trials. On digit trials, a single digit number from 0 to 
9 was presented instead of the fixation cross. These trials were used to ensure 
that participants were orienting their attention to the center of the screen at the 
beginning of each trial. On these trials, participants were instructed to type the 
number they saw, and the task would only proceed once they typed a number on 
the keyboard. There were 18 digit trials throughout the task. The remaining 108 
trials were test trials, among which the ratio of valid to invalid trials was 2:1.

The design of the study was a 2 (Race: Latino face vs. White face) × 2 
(Validity: valid vs. invalid dot location) within-participant design.

Results

Analytic strategy. We analyzed response times for only correct test trials. 
Overall, average accuracy rates were high, 98.45%. The 1% fastest and slow-
est response times for both valid and invalid trial types were excluded on a 
by-participant basis, so that extreme values would not have a disproportion-
ate effect on the mean (see Ratcliff, 1993). Any remaining response times 
faster than 150 milliseconds were dropped (following Donders et al., 2008). 
Next, all response times were log transformed and averaged within each cell 
of the Race × Validity within-participant design, yielding four means per 
participant. Subsequent analyses report log-transformed response times.

Primary analysis: Attention to Latino versus White. Using a repeated mea-
sures analysis, we analyzed response times for (a) valid and invalid trials 
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involving (b) Latino and White faces. Surprisingly, the effect of validity was 
not significant, F(1, 40) = 0.47, p < .495, suggesting that, overall, response 
times were not faster on valid versus invalid trials. The effect of race was 
also not significant, F(1, 40) = 2.87, p < .099, indicating that overall response 
times did not differ based on whether the face was Latino or White. However, 
our main prediction was that the effect of validity would depend on the race 
of the face. Indeed, the Race × Validity interaction was significant, F(1, 40) 
= 5.43, p < .025. The magnitude of race-based attention toward Latino versus 
White faces did not depend on participant gender, F(1,40) = 2.53, p < .12. If 
anything, this effect demonstrates a weak trend for male participants to show 
more race-based attention.

To interpret this interaction, we computed an index of attention for both 
Latino and White targets. This index was calculated by subtracting partici-
pants’ response times on valid trials from their response times on invalid tri-
als. For instance, attention toward Latinos was calculated as Response Times 
Latino-invalid − Response Times Latino-valid. Higher values suggest that 
Latino faces captured attention (reducing the time to respond on valid trials) 
and held it (increasing the time to respond on invalid trials). This integrative 
measure of capture and holding ostensibly represents a more reliable measure 
of attention than either component separately (see Mogg, Holmes, Garner, & 
Bradley, 2008). The significant interaction between Race and Validity essen-
tially indicates that the integrated index of attention to Latino faces  
(M = 0.016, SD = 0.06) was greater than the index of attention to White faces 
(M = −0.006, SD = 0.053). Hence, on average, Latino faces garnered more 
attention than White faces. Graphs of the mean response times are shown in 
Figure 1. Focusing our analysis only on the valid trials, Latino faces  
(M = 5.803, SD = 0.107) did not capture attention significantly faster than 
White faces (M = 5.807, SD = 0.116), t(40) = 0.63, p < .535. However, an 
analysis of the invalid trials showed that Latino faces (M = 5.820, SD = 0.138) 
held attention significantly longer than White faces (M = 5.801, SD = 0.128), 
t(40) = 2.52, p < .017.

Discussion

Study 1 demonstrated that White participants preferentially attend to Latino 
faces compared with White faces. The results indicate that, overall, Latino 
faces prompt more pronounced attention than White faces. Attentional biases 
toward faces of racial out-group members have been demonstrated with both 
Black and Asian faces. This study shows that this attentional bias also extends 
to Latino faces, with the most pronounced effect in attentional holding. 
Although the effect of attentional capture was not statistically significant, the 
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trend suggests that Latino faces captured attention trivially faster than White 
faces. Thus, overall, it appears as though Latino faces preferentially engage 
attention. Biases against Latinos have been investigated in evaluative and 
threat-relevant domains, and the present research indicates that these biases 
extend to the allocation of attention as well.

Study 2

The results from Study 1, along with previous work on attention to Black and 
Asian faces, suggest that White participants show attentional biases toward 
faces of racial out-groups. One goal of Study 2 was to replicate these effects 
with a new sample of participants. A second goal of Study 2 was to examine 
the possibility that preferential attention to Latinos would depend on the 
other faces presented as stimuli in the task. To achieve this, Study 2 included 
Black, Latino, and White faces in one condition, altering the racial context in 
which Latino faces were viewed (compared with the standard Latino vs. 
White bi-ethnic context in Study 1) and creating a multiracial stimulus set. 
Previous research raises several reasons as to why the inclusion of Black 
faces in the racial context may change the way participants perceive Latinos.1

Past sociological work shows that some Latino groups have been defined 
as White (Omi & Winant, 1986). In addition, survey data indicate that stereo-
types of and prejudice against Blacks may be more pervasive than those 
against Latinos (Smith & Dempsey, 1983; Wilson, 1996). Indeed, the history 
of slavery and ongoing tension between Blacks and Whites in the United 

Figure 1. Attentional bias toward Latinos and Whites in Study 1 (in log-
transformed milliseconds).
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States have largely defined the issue of race relations, leading Myrdal (1944; 
Perea, 1997) to call this issue an “American Dilemma.” Black-White racial 
differences stand at the forefront of stereotyping and prejudice perspectives 
in the United States, prompting some researchers to argue that discrimination 
against Mexican Americans is masked due to the ubiquitous Black-White 
paradigm (Luna, 2003). Taken together, this perspective suggests that in a 
multiracial context that includes Blacks, Latinos may be perceived as less 
relevant, leading to reduced attention. In addition to these relatively abstract 
conceptual concerns, it is important to note low-level perceptual differences 
between Whites and both Blacks and Latinos, specifically, skin tone. The 
contrast between a Black and a White face is more extreme than the contrast 
between a Latino and a White face. In a task that includes Black faces, lower 
salience may reduce attention to the less distinct Latino faces.

There were two competing predictions for Study 2. The first hypothesis 
predicted that the inclusion of Blacks should attenuate attentional biases 
toward Latinos—biases that are evident in the bi-ethnic context (H1). We 
refer to this as the context-sensitive hypothesis. A competing hypothesis pre-
dicted that the magnitude of the difference in attention toward Latino versus 
White faces would not depend on context (H0). We refer to this as the con-
text-insensitive hypothesis. Evidence in support of the latter hypothesis might 
suggest that attention allocation is biased toward all racial out-groups, regard-
less of differences in historical perceptions or skin tone differences (see 
Al-Janabi et al., 2012). The objectives of Study 2 were thus (a) to replicate 
the findings of Study 1 and (b) to directly examine how manipulating racial 
context influences attention to Latinos.

Method

Participants. Participants were 71 White undergraduates at the University of 
Colorado, Boulder. Forty-eight participants were female. Participants 
received course credit for their participation.

Materials. The stimuli included the same eight Latino and eight White faces 
used in Study 1 and eight Black faces that met the same selection criteria of 
Study 1. The same Latino and White faces were presented in both the bi-
ethnic and multi-ethnic versions of the task.2

Design and procedure. The design and procedure for Study 2 was similar to 
Study 1. Study 2 used two versions of the exogenous cueing task: a bi-ethnic 
task and a multi-ethnic task. The bi-ethnic version was identical to the task 
used in Study 1. The multi-ethnic version differed only in that it included 
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Black faces along with Latino and White faces. Both the bi-ethnic and the 
multi-ethnic tasks each included 18 catch trials, 18 digit trials, and 108 test 
trials.

All participants completed both a bi-ethnic and a multi-ethnic exogenous 
cueing task, with order counterbalanced. Order was thus a between-participant 
factor with two levels: bi-ethnic first versus multi-ethnic first. In the bi-ethnic 
version of the task, race was a within-participant factor with two levels: Latino 
and White. In the multi-ethnic version of the task, race was a within- 
participant factor with three levels: Black, Latino, and White. The racial con-
text of the task was a within-participant factor, with two levels: bi-ethnic and 
multi-ethnic.

The main focus of Study 2 involves preferential attention to Latinos (i.e., 
the difference between attention to Latino faces and attention to White faces), 
thus the primary function of the Black faces is to provide context. Responses 
to the Black faces, themselves, will be discussed, but they are not the focus of 
our hypotheses. Accordingly, the design of the study was a 2 (Order: bi-eth-
nic first vs. multi-ethnic first) × 2 (Context: bi-ethnic vs. multi-ethnic) × 2 
(Race: Latino face vs. White face) × 2 (Validity: valid vs. invalid dot loca-
tion) mixed-model design, with order varying between participant and the 
last three factors varying within participant.

Results

Analytic strategy. For the exogenous cueing tasks, we analyzed the data as we 
did for Study 1. Again, average accuracy rates were high, 98.65%.

Primary analysis: Effects of context on attention to Latinos versus Whites. Using 
a mixed-model analysis, we examined response times for (a) valid and invalid 
trials involving (b) Latino and White faces in (c) the multi- and bi-ethnic con-
texts, which varied within participant, as a function of (d) order, which varied 
between participants. There was no main effect of Race, F(1, 69) = 0.30,  
p < .586, demonstrating that overall response times did not differ for Latino 
and White faces. In line with general expectations for the exogenous cueing 
task (but unlike Study 1), there was a significant effect of Validity, F(1, 69) = 
12.28, p < .001, indicating that response times were faster on valid trials than 
invalid trials. This effect demonstrates the capacity of faces (on average) to 
capture and/or hold attention. We predicted that the magnitude of this atten-
tion effect would depend on the race of the face. Indeed, replicating Study 1, 
the Race × Validity interaction was significant, F(1, 69) = 7.46, p < .008. As 
with Study 1, attention toward Latino versus White faces (in both bi-ethnic 
and multi-ethnic contexts) did not depend on participant gender, all Fs < 1.0. 
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The integrated index of attention (the difference between invalid and valid 
response times for each racial group) showed that attention to Latino faces 
(M = 0.038, SD = 0.073) was more pronounced than attention to White faces 
(M = 0.021, SD = 0.082). Thus, we generally replicate the findings of Study 
1. Our second objective was to examine whether the magnitude of this atten-
tional bias depends on the racial context of the task. The data did not offer 
support for the context-sensitive hypothesis: the Context × Race × Validity 
interaction did not approach significance, F(1, 69) = 0.16, p < .690. These 
results, which are in line with context-insensitivity, are depicted in Figure 2.

It is important to note that the bi-ethnic and multi-ethnic tasks were 
equated in terms of overall length (both were 108 trials) in order to control for 
fatigue or practice differences between the first and second task across all 
participants. This decision resulted in a greater number of test trials per race 
in the bi-ethnic task, where the trials were split among two racial groups, 
versus the multi-ethnic task, where those trials were split among three. This 
may have reduced the reliability of the multi-ethnic task. However, the mea-
sure of attentional bias (as assessed by the Race × Validity interaction) was 
comparable in the two conditions: in the multi-ethnic context, M = 0.020, 
t(70) = 1.93, p < .058; in the bi-ethnic context, M = 0.015, t(70) = 1.94,  
p < .057.

Integrated Attention Index. In the multi-ethnic version of the task, partici-
pants showed marginally greater attention to Latino faces than White faces, 

Figure 2. Attentional bias toward Latinos and Whites in bi-ethnic and multi-ethnic 
contexts in Study 2 (in log-transformed milliseconds).
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t(70) = 1.93, p < .058, as well as significantly greater attention to Black faces 
than White faces, t(70) = 3.02, p < .004. Participants did not significantly differ 
in their attention toward Black and Latino faces, t(70) = 0.74, p < .460. In the 
bi-ethnic version of the task, attention was again marginally greater to Latino 
than White faces, t(70) = 1.94, p < .057. The means are shown in Figure 3.

Attentional capture. The effects of race on attention seemed to be driven pri-
marily by differences in capture. In the multi-ethnic context, Latino faces cap-
tured attention significantly faster than White faces, t(70) = 2.11, p < .039. Black 
faces also captured attention significantly faster than White faces, t(70) = 3.22, 
p < .002. Attentional capture for Black versus Latino faces did not differ signifi-
cantly, t(70) = 1.52, p < .133. In the bi-ethnic version of the task, Latino faces 
captured attention significantly faster than White faces, t(70) = 2.05, p < .044.

Attentional holding. There were no meaningful effects of race on atten-
tional holding. In the multi-ethnic context, there was no evidence that Latino 
faces held attention longer than White faces, t(70) = 1.10, p < .274, or Black 
faces, t(70) = −0.11, p < .916. There was also no evidence that Black faces 
held attention longer than White faces, t(70) = 1.12, p < .269. In the bi-ethnic 
context, there was no evidence that Latino faces held attention longer than 
White faces, t(70) = 0.87, p < .389.

Other effects. There were several other significant but theoretically uninterest-
ing effects. There was a marginally significant effect of Context, F(1, 69) = 3.48, 

Figure 3. Attentional bias toward Blacks, Latinos, and Whites in the multi-ethnic 
context of Study 2 (in log-transformed milliseconds).
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p < .067, such that response times were generally faster in the multi-ethnic con-
text. We also observed a significant Context × Order interaction, F(1,69) = 17.58, 
p < .0001. This result simply indicates that participants’ response times were gen-
erally faster on the second task compared with the first task. As noted earlier, the 
same Latino and White faces were used in both the bi-ethnic and multi-ethnic 
tasks, which may have increased familiarity with the stimuli. Faster response 
times on the second task support this proposition. We found a marginally signifi-
cant Validity × Order interaction, F(1, 69) = 3.81, p < .056 suggesting that dif-
ferences between response times on valid and invalid trials (attentional holding 
and capture) decreased in the second task. The Validity × Context × Order inter-
action was marginally significant, F(1, 69) = 3.64, p < .061, indicating that the 
magnitude of the difference in attentional capture and holding between bi- and 
multi-ethnic contexts depended on order, such that this difference decreased in 
the second task that participants completed. It is critical to note that none of these 
effects involve Race in any way. Accordingly, they do not moderate the effects of 
interest. All the other effects were non-significant, Fs < 0.94.

General Discussion

The current research provides the first evidence that Latino faces capture 
attention faster and hold attention longer than White faces when participants 
are White. We demonstrated this effect across two studies, and even when the 
racial context included Black faces—a racial out-group shown to engage 
attentional resources. The attentional bias toward Latino faces emerged reli-
ably in standard (Study 1) and more complex (Study 2) tasks. Although these 
effects were driven primarily by holding in the first study, and capture in the 
second, we observed the overall attentional bias toward Latino versus White 
faces in both studies. The present work clearly demonstrates that attention 
allocation is biased toward Latino faces.

The mechanism underlying attention to out-groups remains unclear. 
Previous research shows that faces from racial groups that are stereotypi-
cally associated with threat receive preferential attention (Donders et al., 
2008). Since Latinos are stereotypically associated with threat, it is plausible 
that threat stereotypes are related to attention toward Latino faces. Future 
work may measure participants’ threat associations with Latinos to deter-
mine whether these stereotypes are related to more pronounced attention. 
But threat does not seem to be the entire story. Recent research shows that 
attention is biased toward faces from unfamiliar racial groups, even when 
those groups are nonthreatening (Al-Janabi et al., 2012). Statistically, 
Latinos comprise a minority of the population and in the location where the 
current studies were run, people generally have low contact with Latinos 
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(statistics from 2010-2013 academic years indicate that the “Hispanic/
Latino” population comprises only 6.6%-8.9% of the University student 
body). Thus, it is plausible that the unfamiliarity of Latino faces induces 
attentional bias. Future research may attain measures of contact with Latinos 
to assess whether familiarity relates to attention. It is also possible that both 
threat and familiarity contribute to biased attention allocation simultane-
ously, which may warrant measuring both contact and threat stereotypes in 
the context of a single study.

The majority of previous work on attention demonstrates racially biased 
attention allocation toward Black versus White faces. It is interesting to note 
that Black versus White faces have greater perceptual differences than Latino 
versus White faces. These perceptual differences, skin tone in particular, are 
much less visually salient between Latino and White faces. Despite these 
reduced perceptual differences, we observed consistent evidence of preferen-
tial attention to Latino faces. Importantly, this attentional bias persisted in a 
bi-ethnic context and also a more complex racial context that included Black 
faces.

As shown in Study 2, there were no significant effects of a bi-ethnic versus 
a multi-ethnic context on biased attention allocation. We speculate three rea-
sons for the insensitivity of contextual manipulations on attention to Latinos. 
First, it is plausible that the trial-by-trial manipulation of context was insuf-
ficient to make salient the multi-ethnic context. Perhaps a more visually 
salient representation of context would afford a stronger test of the influence 
of racial context on attention. Research in our lab will address this issue by 
measuring attention with visual search tasks that present multiple faces 
simultaneously. A second possibility is that low-level visual processes, such 
as attention, may be less sensitive to social context. Contextual manipula-
tions are typically implemented in more abstract evaluative tasks, which then 
influence evaluative associations with racial out-groups (for a review, see 
Blair, 2002). In the current studies, contextual manipulations did not signifi-
cantly impact the magnitude of attentional bias, thus it is plausible that atten-
tional processes do not respond to racial context in the way that evaluative 
associations do. Future work may test whether the contextual manipulations 
implemented in the present research influence evaluative responses toward 
racial out-groups.

Our studies provide the first demonstration that visual attention is biased 
toward Latino faces, a racial group currently understudied in the stereotyping 
and prejudice literature. Importantly, this effect emerged in two different studies, 
and even in a multiracial context. We believe that this research highlights the 
importance of further studying perceptions of this group in other, unexplored 
domains.
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Limitations

Our work reliably demonstrated preferential attention toward Latino versus 
White faces, though there were some limitations to these studies. First, we 
note the small sample sizes, particularly in Study 1. A larger sample size in 
future work may provide more accurate estimates regarding the magnitude of 
preferential attention toward Latino versus White faces. In addition, we do 
not explore possible effects of individual difference variables on race-based 
attention. Previous work has demonstrated that individuals higher in external 
motivation to control prejudice disengage their attention away from Black 
faces more quickly compared with individuals low in external motivation to 
control prejudice (Richeson & Trawalter, 2008). Thus, it may be important in 
future work to assess whether similar individual differences impact attention 
toward Latino faces. We aim to examine these effects in future work, and also 
assess the possible mechanisms underlying attention to Latino faces.
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Notes

1. These studies were run before we were aware of research on preferential atten-
tion to Asian faces, thus we included only Black faces in the study to test the 
effects of racial context.

2. Using the same Latino and White faces in both versions of the task may increase 
familiarity with stimuli throughout the course of the study. However, given the 
high agreement on the pre-test survey regarding the racial categorization of 
Latino faces, the same set of faces was used to ensure that, in both tasks, the 
participants would perceive the Latino faces as Latino rather than another race.
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