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Intergroup contact is robustly associated with lower prejudice. However, nearly all 
contact research to date has examined a narrow range of groups, raising the possibility 
that its effects are restricted to only some types of groups. Across two studies (total N = 
2163), we tested whether the contact-prejudice relationship was identical for a broad 
sample of groups (k = 80), whether group properties moderated this relationship, and 
whether the relationship depended on the type of intergroup contact. Results indicate 
that contact was consistently associated with lower prejudice across all groups, group 
properties, and measures of contact. Together, our results broadly support intergroup 
contact theory: contact is negatively associated with prejudice across groups with a wide 
array of distinct group properties. 

One of the most robust findings in intergroup research 
is that contact with a group corresponds to lower prejudice 
toward that group. For example, a meta-analysis of 515 
studies found that more contact correlates with lower prej
udice at r = -.21 (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Critically, re
search has shown that this effect appears in numerous so
cieties (Graf et al., 2014; Tausch et al., 2007; Tredoux & 
Finchilescu, 2010) and appears to be causal (Corno et al., 
2022; Lemmer & Wagner, 2015; Van Laar et al., 2005). Ac
cording to Pettigrew and Tropp (2008), intergroup contact 
reduces a person’s prejudice due to an enhanced knowl
edge about the outgroup, reduced anxiety about contact, 
and increased empathy and perspective-taking. These find
ings have led intergroup contact to become a popular inter
vention for prejudice reduction (Paluck et al., 2021). 
However, there are notable exceptions to the evidence 

that contact reduces prejudice. For example, Scacco and 
Warren (2018) conducted a randomized field experiment in 
Nigeria but found no changes in prejudice at the end of the 
16-week intervention. Likewise, Mousa (2020) conducted 
a two-month intervention in a sports context in Iraq and 
found only partial support for the effectiveness of contact. 
Similarly, Enos (2014) conducted a randomized controlled 
trial in the United States and found that contact initially 
increased exclusionary attitudes. While contrasting results 
in the contact literature can often be attributed to the neg
ative valence of contact, in both Nigeria and Iraq partic
ipants experienced positive and cooperative contact con
sistent with intergroup contact theory. Whether intergroup 
contact consistently corresponds with lower prejudice, and 

the factors that moderate this relationship, are thus not 
clear and warrant exploration given the promise of inter
group contact theory. 

Group Properties   

Contact may be differently related to prejudice depend
ing on the properties of the groups. There are infinite pos
sible groups across humanity in the present, past, and fu
ture—humans create groups based on nearly any kind of 
identifiable distinction (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Yet re
search has suggested that despite their variability, groups 
tend to vary on a limited set of properties (Fiske et al., 
2002; Lickel et al., 2000; Stephan & Stephan, 2000) which 
shape how others form impressions and attitudes toward 
members of those groups (Denson et al., 2006). For ex
ample, some groups are easy to join (e.g., a sports team) 
whereas others are very hard to join (e.g., Asian people). 
Similarly, some groups’ members might be more likely to 
have common goals (e.g., an anti-abortion group) relative 
to others (e.g., women). Importantly, because group prop
erties influence impressions and attitudes toward group 
members, groups that score similarly on multiple group 
properties might be thought to share a common group 
property profile and are thus perceived in a similar manner. 
For instance, despite their unique identities and idiosyn
cratic differences, if distinct groups were perceived as 
equally permeable, similarly sized, and with the same de
gree of common goals, contact might be associated with 
prejudice in the same way across these distinct groups. See 
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Table 1. Description of Group Properties     

Group Property Description 

Behavioral Influence 

In some groups, the people in the group have a high degree of influence over the behavior of other people 
in the group and can even prevent another individual in the group from engaging in some actions. In other 
groups, however, the behavior of people in the group is not influenced at all by other people who are in the 
group. 

Common Goals 
One way of describing a group is the extent to which the members of the group have the same goals. So, 
aside from whether the people themselves are similar or dissimilar, they may have common goals that bring 
them together. 

Duration 
Groups differ in the length of time that they exist, that is, their history and their likely future. Some groups 
exist for only a very short time, whereas other groups exist for a very long time. 

Group Norms 
Groups often have formal and informal rules (or “norms”) that guide people’s behavior and describe what is 
considered correct and incorrect behavior by members of the group. Some groups have many formal or 
informal rules, whereas other groups have almost no formal or informal rules. 

Interaction 
In some groups, the members of the group interact a great deal, whereas in other groups they interact 
hardly at all. 

Interpersonal Bonds 
In some groups, the people in the group care about each other and have strong personal connections with 
each other. In other groups, the people in the group do not have strong bonds to one another as individuals, 
even though each person might value being in the group. 

Permeability 

Groups differ in how easy or difficult they are to join and leave. Some groups are very easy to join and 
basically anyone who wants to join the group can do so. Other groups require very special characteristics 
or abilities to be a member of the group. Similarly, for some groups, it is easy to stop being a member of the 
group, whereas for other groups it is difficult to end one’s membership. The ease with which a person can 
join and leave a group can be called a group’s permeability. Groups that are easy to join and leave are very 
permeable, whereas groups that are difficult to join and leave are not very permeable. 

Shared Knowledge 
Groups differ in the degree to which members of the group share knowledge and information with each 
other. In some groups, all the members of the group communicate and share information with each other. In 
other groups, the members of the group share very little information with each other. 

Size Groups vary in how large or small they are. 

Trait Similarity 

Groups differ in the degree to which the members of the group share the same personality traits and 
abilities. In some groups, the members of the group have highly similar personality traits and abilities 
(friendliness, intelligence, laziness, etc.) However, in other groups, the people in the group may have very 
dissimilar personalities and abilities. 

Competence 
Groups differ in how competent their members are. Some groups are thought to have members who are 
competent, competitive, and intelligent. For other groups, the reverse is true. 

Warmth 
Groups differ in how warm their members are. Some groups are thought to have members who are warm, 
tolerant, and good-natured. For other groups, the reverse is true. 

General Threat 
Groups differ in how much realistic threat they pose. Some groups may threaten the political and economic 
power of others, while other groups less so. 

Symbolic Threat 
Groups differ in how much symbolic threat they pose. Some groups may threaten the worldview and values 
of others, while other groups less so. 

Table 1 for a description of group properties (Denson et 
al., 2006; Fiske et al., 2002; Lickel et al., 2000; Stephan & 
Stephan, 2000). 
Most previous research has examined contact using dif

ferent racial or ethnic groups (Paluck et al., 2019; Pettigrew 
& Tropp, 2006), although in recent years researchers have 
increasingly expanded their focus (e.g., political outgroups, 
people with disabilities, minority groups). A close examina
tion of the groups studied, however, suggests that while the 
target groups for contact have increased in variety, the type 
of groups (as defined by group properties) studied has not 
changed dramatically, with groups characterized by long 
duration, large size, and low permeability most frequently 
studied. In other words, while the groups themselves have 
varied, intergroup contact theory has not been tested on a 
range of groups varying widely across all group properties. 
One possibility is that the documented links between in

tergroup contact and prejudice may be limited to the types 

of groups most commonly studied. Testing whether group 
properties moderate the contact-prejudice relationship can 
reveal such potential boundary conditions. Perhaps inter
group contact is not as effective when a group has cer
tain properties, while other properties lead contact to cor
respond even more strongly to lower prejudice than the 
meta-analytic estimate of r = -.21. Critically, identifying 
group properties that moderate the contact-prejudice rela
tionship would enable better predictions about when con
tact will correspond with lower prejudice—even for groups 
that intergroup contact theory has not yet examined, and 
for groups that do not yet exist but will become socially and 
psychologically significant in the future. 
Certain group properties may be especially likely to 

moderate the contact-prejudice relationship. For example, 
permeability is the ease with which a person may join and/
or leave a group. Groups based on race, for example, would 
be considered highly impermeable whereas groups that are 
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organized around a task (e.g., a sports team) are relatively 
permeable. Contact has been shown to first improve atti
tudes towards a specific outgroup member before general
izing to the whole outgroup (i.e., primary transfer effect; 
Boin et al., 2021). Highly permeable groups, however, may 
not benefit from this generalization process: Contact with 
another person may not be construed as intergroup con
tact if members can easily enter and exit the group. Con
sequently, any generalization of attitudes to the outgroup 
may be less likely to occur from contact with members of 
highly permeable groups. A closer examination of the con
tact meta-analyses (Paluck et al., 2019; Pettigrew & Tropp, 
2006) provides some support for this possibility: Although 
the majority of studies found evidence supporting the con
tact-prejudice relationship, larger effects were obtained for 
target groups of people with physical disabilities, a group 
often perceived to be less permeable. 
Likewise, groups perceived to be highly threatening may 

not benefit from the positive outcomes of contact. For 
starters, people may avoid contact with these groups be
cause they have the potential to threaten their safety (Park 
et al., 2023). Even when people do enter contact situations 
with these groups, the anxiety present (as a consequence of 
threat) may hinder the effectiveness of contact (Pettigrew 
& Tropp, 2008). Consequently, highly threatening groups 
may simply not benefit from contact. In sum, while these 
are some examples focusing on one group property, the 
idea that different group properties might moderate the 
contact–prejudice relationship remains untested. 
Furthermore, past work has shown that the contact-prej

udice relationship may be moderated by certain variables. 
Specifically, the optimal conditions for contact (i.e., equal 
group status, common goals, intergroup cooperation, and 
authority support) moderate this relationship (Allport, 
1954; Pettigrew, 1998). However, these moderators concern 
the characteristics of the situation, rather than the proper
ties of the groups. At present, no study has systematically 
examined whether group properties moderate the contact-
prejudice relationship. An investigation using a wide vari
ety of groups that naturally vary on group properties there
fore tests whether group properties moderate the 
contact-prejudice relationship, and tests the boundaries of 
intergroup contact theory (Brandt & Crawford, 2019; Cran
dall et al., 2002). To this end, the present research tested 
the contact-prejudice relationship across 80 groups with 
wide variation in their group properties to systematically 
test for boundary conditions and moderation of the con
tact-prejudice relationship. 

Types of Intergroup Contact     

For over nearly a century of research (Allport, 1954), 
contact has been operationalized in a wide variety of ways 
(Hässler et al., 2020; Lolliot et al., 2015), with different 
forms of contact theorized to reduce prejudice via different 
mechanisms (Pettigrew & Hewstone, 2017). Though the 
present research focuses on variation in group properties, 
it enables a test of the efficacy of the different types and 
measures of contact as well. One possibility is that the type 
of contact that is most strongly associated with less preju

dice depends on the properties of the group. For example, 
one common measure of contact is the positivity of contact, 
with some research arguing that positive contact reduces 
prejudice due to mere exposure (Flores et al., 2018). Conse
quently, the positivity of contact might be strongly associ
ated with less prejudice for groups large in size, due to fre
quent opportunities for exposure. Accordingly, the current 
research also tested whether the relationship between con
tact and prejudice was consistent across the type of contact 
being measured. 
Originally, research on contact focused on direct face-to-

face contact. But modern advances in technology have af
forded indirect forms of contact (White et al., 2021). While 
there are numerous forms of indirect contact, meta-analy
ses for extended (Zhou et al., 2019), imagined (Miles & 
Crisp, 2014), electronic (Imperato et al., 2021), and me
diated contact (Banas et al., 2020) have all demonstrated 
effects generally consistent with direct contact. For sim
plicity, the present research focuses only on the most com
monly used measures of direct contact. 
In summary, the majority of research on the contact-

prejudice relationship has focused on groups with similar 
group properties, leaving untested whether similar results 
can be expected for groups with different combinations of 
group properties. Whether these group properties might 
act as important boundary conditions remains unknown. 
Should these group properties moderate the contact-prej
udice relationship, conducting contact interventions with 
these types of groups would be a waste of resources, as 
different interventions are likely needed for prejudice re
duction for such groups. Further, testing the contact-prej
udice relationship across a broad spectrum of groups is 
critical for a robust science of contact. Accordingly, the pre
sent research tested this relationship across a wide vari
ety of groups that, critically, varied on their group proper
ties to inform both theory and real-world applications. All 
data, analysis code, and research materials are available at 
[https://osf.io/jbexr/]. 

Study 1   

Method  

We conducted Study 1 across two phases to create the 
necessary data structure. Participants in Phase I rated 60 
groups on ten group properties. An entirely separate sam
ple completed Phase II, rating six randomly selected groups 
(drawn from the 60 groups in Phase I) on the amount of 
contact they had with the group, and their attitudes to
wards the group. Data from these phases were merged for 
analysis (details below). 

Participants and Measures    

Phase I.  A total of 603 participants from the United 
States and Canada were recruited from Amazon Mechanical 
Turk via CloudResearch (Litman et al., 2017) for monetary 
compensation. For all studies, we excluded participants in 
accordance with our pre-registered data cleaning procedure 
[https://osf.io/s8enf] on the basis of their frequency of re
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peated responses and their overall response time. In addi
tion, we excluded participants if they indicated their data 
should not be used. The final sample included 554 partici
pants (Mage = 41.42, SDage = 12.18; 435 White, 57 Black, 38 
East Asian, 12 South Asian, 6 Indian, 6 Pacific Islander; 290 
male, 254 female, 6 non-binary, 4 undisclosed). 
Our aim was to draw from a wider spectrum of groups 

than previous research, and ideally, to sample evenly from 
the entire theoretical universe of groups. We first included 
the different groups examined in the entitativity literature 
(Lickel et al., 2000), ranging from groups with low social 
connections (e.g., people in the audience at a movie) to 
more commonly examined groups (e.g., Black people). We 
further drew from research examining groups that sponta
neously occurred to participants when asked about groups 
that exist in society (Koch et al., 2016). Finally, we included 
other groups not captured by prior research (e.g., terrorists, 
rollerbladers) but consistent with the ways in which groups 
vary as defined by previous work (Lickel et al., 2000). Ulti
mately, we included 60 groups (see Table S1) in Study 1. 
Our hypotheses hinged on the assumption that these 

60 groups would naturally vary in their group properties, 
thereby enabling our statistical tests of moderation. To test 
this assumption, participants rated the 60 groups on 10 
group properties (see Table 1 for descriptions of the group 
properties; exact items used can be found in Table S1), with 
each property rated using a single item on a (1 – “Not at 
all” to 9 – “Very much”) scale, with the exception of dura
tion (1 – “Short-term” to 9 – “Long-term”), and size (1 – 
“Very small” to 9 – “Very large”), as in previous work (Den
son et al., 2006). 
Data from Phase I were aggregated across participants, 

such that each group had an average rating on each group 
property. These were then merged into the Phase II data to 
test whether group properties moderated the contact-prej
udice relationship. 
Phase II.  A total of 453 participants from the United 

States and Canada were recruited from Amazon Mechanical 
Turk via CloudResearch (Litman et al., 2017) for monetary 
compensation. A final sample of 442 participants (Mage = 
41.95, SDage = 12.84; 350 White, 63 Black, 18 East Asian, 6 
South Asian, 3 Indian, 2 Pacific Islander; 246 male, 191 fe
male, 3 non-binary, 2 undisclosed) remained after our data 
cleaning procedure. 
We used five common indices to measure direct contact: 

quantity of contact, positivity of contact, absence of neg
ative contact, number of [outgroup] friends, and frequency 
of meeting [outgroup] friends (Hässler et al., 2020). Quan
tity of contact was measured using two items, with the first 
measuring the frequency of interaction (1 – “Never”, 2 – 
“Less than once a year”, 3 – “Yearly”, 4 – “A few times in 
a year”, 5 – “Monthly”, 6 – “Weekly”, and 7 – “Daily”) and 
the second measuring the number of [outgroup] acquain

tances (0 – “Zero” to 10 – “10 or more”). Positivity of con
tact was measured using three items while absence of nega
tive contact was measured using two reversed-scored items. 
Both used (1 – “Strongly disagree” to 7 – “Strongly agree”) 
scales. Number of [outgroup] friends was measured using a 
single item on a (1 – “None of my friends” to 7 – “All of my 
friends”) scale, and frequency of meeting [outgroup] friends 
was measured using a single item on a (1 – “Never” to 7 – 
“Daily”) scale. For each measure of contact, a latent factor 
was created using lavaan in R (Rosseel, 2012). Latent factor 
scores were then saved and used in analysis (see Table S2 
for fit indices and Pearson’s correlations). 
Prejudice was measured using three items on which par

ticipants rated their feelings of warmth, liking, and positiv
ity towards each group on a (1 – “Not at all”, 4 – “Some
what”, 7 – “Very much”) scale. These three items loaded 
highly on a single factor, and again we used the latent fac
tor score in analyses as our metric of prejudice. Finally, we 
excluded observations for which participants indicated that 
they considered themselves to be a member of the group as
sessed. 

Results  

Intergroup Contact and Prejudice     

For our main analyses, we regressed prejudice on contact 
in multilevel models, in which repeated responses were 
cross-classified by participant and group.1 Contact was 
group-mean centered by participant and modeled as a ran
dom slope across participant and group. All analyses were 
done using the R package lme4 (Bates et al., 2015). Degrees 
of freedom, test statistics, and p-values were derived from 
Satterthwaite approximations in the lmerTest package 
(Kuznetsova et al., 2017). 
First, we replicated that all measures of contact were 

associated with lower levels of prejudice across this wider 
range of groups. Like previous work (Paluck et al., 2019; 
Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), across all groups and types of 
contact we found that increased contact was associated 
with less prejudice, with positivity of contact most strongly 
associated with lower prejudice (β = -0.69, p < .001) and fre
quency of meeting [outgroup] friends least strongly associ
ated with lower prejudice (β = -0.30, p < .001). Furthermore, 
the strength of associations of the different measures of di
rect contact with prejudice echo previous research (Talay & 
De Coninck, 2020) which found that the quality of contact 
is more strongly associated with prejudice than the quan
tity of contact. 
Because the five measures of contact produced similar 

patterns of results, for conciseness in the main text, we pre
sent only the “absence of negative contact” measure. See 
Tables S3 to S6 for correlations across all contact items with 
group properties, and Figures S1 to S8 for simple slopes. 

lmer(Prejudice ~ Contact * GroupProperty + (Contact | Group) + (Contact | Participant), data = df, control = lmerControl(optimizer = 
“bobyqa”)) 

1 
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Table 2. Effect Sizes of Interactions (Study 1)       

Group Property R2 
95% CI 

-1 SD Slope +1 SD Slope 
LL UL 

Behavioral Influence 0.001 0.000 0.006 

Common Goals 0.000 0.000 0.003 

Duration 0.003 0.001 0.011 -0.425 -0.569 

Group Norms 0.000 0.000 0.003 

Interaction 0.004 0.001 0.012 -0.430 -0.569 

Interpersonal Bonds 0.005 0.001 0.014 -0.426 -0.573 

Permeability 0.000 0.000 0.004 

Shared Knowledge 0.006 0.001 0.015 -0.421 -0.574 

Size 0.003 0.001 0.009 -0.444 -0.554 

Trait Similarity 0.003 0.001 0.010 -0.433 -0.560 

Note. 95% CI for R2 of the interaction term; CI = confidence interval, LL = lower limit, UL = upper limit. Simple slopes only reported when the interaction term was significant at α = 
.05. 

Moderators of Contact-Prejudice Relationship     

We next tested whether each of the 10 group properties 
moderated the contact-prejudice relationship (Table 2). 
Significant interactions between contact and the group 
properties were explored with tests of simple slopes of con
tact at +/- 1SD of the mean of the group property (Cohen et 
al., 2003). 
Summarizing these results, some group properties did 

significantly moderate the contact-prejudice relationship. 
Yet the moderation was consistently very small and never 
changed the qualitative nature (i.e., the direction) of the 
relationship (Figure 1). In other words, when moderation 
occurred, the moderator slightly enhanced or reduced the 
effect (i.e., an ordinal interaction), but never negated the 
effect of contact (i.e., a non-significant simple slope), or 
comprised a cross-over or disordinal interaction (i.e., re
versing the effect). This pattern was consistent for all sig
nificant moderators for all measures of direct contact. We 
also note a good number of the group properties simply 
did not moderate the contact-prejudice relationship. Con
tact was associated with less prejudice consistently across 
groups varying on these properties. 

Discussion  

Study 1 demonstrated that the contact-prejudice rela
tionship was robust across 10 group properties. Further
more, while some moderation based on group properties 
were observed, the overall negative relationship between 
contact and prejudice never changed dramatically. 

Study 2   

Study 1 examined groups that differed on the basis of ten 
group properties (Crump et al., 2010; Denson et al., 2006; 
Lickel et al., 2000). However, these group properties do not 
represent the entire possible theoretical universe of group 
properties. Groups can also vary on the specific content of 
their stereotypes (Fiske et al., 2002) and the threats they 
are perceived to pose (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Stephan 

& Stephan, 2000). A substantial proportion of variability in 
groups’ stereotypes, and the kinds of prejudices groups are 
subjected to, can be accounted for by the group’s stereo
typed warmth and competence (Fiske et al., 2002). It is thus 
important to test whether contact reduces prejudice consis
tently across groups that vary in stereotype content. 
In addition, perceived threat may be one of the most im

portant group properties in driving prejudice (Hehman & 
Neel, 2024; Neuberg et al., 2020; Neuberg & Schaller, 2016; 
Park et al., 2023; Riek et al., 2006; Stephan & Stephan, 
2000). For groups differing in levels of perceived threat, 
contact may relate differently to prejudice. For example, 
highly threatening groups may be subjected to strong prej
udice regardless of the level of intergroup contact. Thus, 
in Study 2 we expanded data collection regarding the con
tact-prejudice relationship to groups varying on negative 
stereotype content and threat perceptions. 

Method  

Study 2 included an additional 20 groups that are gen
erally perceived by people to range from mildly to strongly 
cold, incompetent, and threatening, to establish that the 
results from Study 1 were consistent when including groups 
varying on these properties. Like Study 1, Study 2 was con
ducted over two phases. Participants in Phase I rated a se
lection of 80 groups on their group properties. An entirely 
separate sample completed Phase II, rating their attitudes 
toward and degree of contact with five randomly selected 
groups. 

Participants and Measures    

Phase I.  A total of 1084 participants from the United 
States were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk via 
CloudResearch (Litman et al., 2017) for monetary compen
sation. A final sample of 952 participants (Mage = 42.67, 
SDage = 12.38; 783 White, 79 Black, 54 East Asian, 17 In
dian, 17 South Asian, 2 Pacific Islander; 475 female, 466 
male, 7 non-binary, 4 undisclosed) remained after our data 
cleaning procedure. 
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Figure 1. Simple Slopes for the Contact-Prejudice Relationship (Study 1)         

The first and last authors decided on the additional 
groups included in Study 2, with the criterion that they 
were perceived negatively by society. Participants rated the 
groups on the group properties from Study 1, and four ad
ditional single-item measures. Two dimensions of social 
cognition were measured (Fiske et al., 2002). The first was 
perceived warmth, reflecting a group’s intentions, with par
ticipants responding to “As viewed by society, how warm 
are members of this group?” The second captured perceived 
competence, reflecting a group’s ability to enact their in
tentions, with participants responding to “As viewed by so
ciety, how competent are members of this group?” Partici
pants responded on a (1 – “Not at all” to 5 – “Extremely”) 
scale for both dimensions as in previous work (Fiske et al., 
2002). In addition, two different types of threat were mea
sured. The first captured threats to one’s values and beliefs 
(i.e., symbolic threat; Stephan & Stephan, 2000), with par
ticipants responding to “[Outgroup] people are a threat to 
American culture” rated on a (1 – “Strongly disagree” to 
7 – “Strongly agree”) scale as in Earle and Hodson (2020). 
The second captured various forms of realistic and other 
types of threat (i.e., general threat; Stephan & Stephan, 
2000), with participants responding to “In general, [out
group] pose a problem for people like me” rated on a (1 
– “Strongly disagree” to 9 – “Strongly agree”) scale (Cot
trell & Neuberg, 2005). Data were aggregated across partic
ipants, such that each group received an average rating on 
each additional group property. 
Phase II.  A total of 226 participants from the United 

States and Canada were recruited from Amazon Mechanical 
Turk via CloudResearch (Litman et al., 2017) for monetary 
compensation. A final sample of 215 participants (Mage = 
40.44, SDage = 11.53; 182 White, 21 Black, 7 East Asian, 3 
Indian, 1 Pacific Islander, 1 South Asian; 112 male, 100 fe
male, 3 non-binary) remained after our data cleaning pro

cedure. In this phase, participants rated the groups on the 
same contact and prejudice items used in Study 1. 

Results  

Intergroup Contact and Prejudice     

The analytical framework was identical to Study 1. Repli
cating Study 1, across all measures of contact and the wider 
range of groups, more contact was associated with less prej
udice, with positivity of contact most strongly associated 
with lower prejudice (β = -0.61, p < .001) and the absence 
of negative contact least associated with lower prejudice (β 
= -0.29, p < .001). Figure 2 shows the contact-prejudice re
lationship for the “Absence of Negative Contact” measure; 
Figures S9 to S12 show the relationship for the other con
tact measures. 

Moderators of the Contact-Prejudice Relationship      

None of the four additional group properties examined 
in Study 2 (i.e., competence, warmth, general threat, sym
bolic threat) moderated the contact-prejudice relationship 
(Table 3). In addition, the majority of the (small) inter
action terms that were statistically significant in Study 1 
were not in Study 2. For the few group properties that 
remained a significant moderator, they were inconsistent 
(i.e., did not moderate the contact-prejudice relationship 
for all five measures of contact). When significant moder
ation did occur for the original group properties, like in 
Study 1, it was a very small interaction term and never 
changed the qualitative nature of the relationship. Further
more, like Study 1, some group properties never moderated 
the contact-prejudice relationship and contact consistently 
was associated with less prejudice. Overall, from this broad 
pattern of analyses, we conclude that these group proper
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Figure 2. The Contact-Prejudice Relationship (Study 2)      
Note. Grey slopes represent the relationship between contact and prejudice for one group. The darkness of the grey slopes represents the number of observations, with darker slopes 
representing more ratings. The thick orange line represents the grand slope. 

Table 3. Effect Sizes of Interactions (Study 2)       

Group Property R2 
95% CI 

LL UL 

Competence 0.000 0.000 0.002 

Warmth 0.001 0.000 0.005 

General Threat 0.000 0.000 0.003 

Symbolic Threat 0.000 0.000 0.003 

Note. 95% CI for R2 of the interaction term; CI = confidence interval, LL = lower limit, UL = upper limit. 

ties did not meaningfully moderate the contact-prejudice 
relationship. 

Discussion  

Study 2 demonstrated that the contact-prejudice rela
tionship was robust across 14 group properties. Centrally, 
group properties, even with the inclusion of four new prop
erties, generally did not moderate this relationship. These 
results suggest that the contact-prejudice relationship is 
consistent across group properties. 

General Discussion   

Intergroup contact theory has been tested on groups 
that often have similar group properties. For robust un
derstanding of the contact-prejudice relationship, it is im
portant to test a heterogeneous array of groups that cover 
the theoretical space of group properties. Such tests enable 
generalization beyond a narrow range of traditionally stud
ied groups concentrated in certain parts of the world. In ad
dition, understanding how the relationship between con

tact and prejudice is moderated by group properties enables 
better future predictions for existing groups not yet tested, 
or for future groups that do not yet exist (since they will 
necessarily vary on these known group properties). Here, 
we systematically examined the contact-prejudice relation
ship across a wide spectrum of groups varying along multi
ple group properties. 
Importantly, we found that the contact-prejudice rela

tionship was exceptionally robust—intergroup contact was 
associated with lower prejudice consistently across 14 
group properties. Although several group properties occa
sionally moderated the contact-prejudice associations, the 
interaction terms’ effect sizes were generally very small (all 
R2s < .006; Table 2). This suggests that these moderations 
may be relatively unimportant both theoretically and prac
tically, although some additional variance in prejudice may 
be explained by including these group properties in models. 
In other words, differences in the effectiveness of contact 
across groups (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) cannot be traced 
to a group’s properties. 
Given this pattern of mostly null results, some might 

conclude that such findings are already known and are of 
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less importance. We respectfully disagree. Instead, echoing 
similar calls in other domains (Brandt & Crawford, 2019; 
Crandall et al., 2002), we argue that for any robust science, 
probing boundary conditions and potential moderators is a 
critical process of theory development and rigorous model 
testing. 
Rather than group properties, instead, other factors like 

context, history, and individual differences may better ac
count for any variability in contact’s effects. Indeed, recent 
work argues that contact’s effects are mostly of a between-
person nature (Bohrer et al., 2019; Friehs et al., 2024; Hod
son & Meleady, 2024). Accordingly, contact’s effects may 
be best attributed to differences between people, such as 
a person’s experiences (O’Donnell et al., 2021). Factors be
yond individual differences, such as a group’s properties, 
may be unlikely to influence the contact-prejudice relation
ship. These results, then, suggest that future work on inter
group contact theory should focus on the characteristics of 
the person and the situation, rather than the properties of 
the groups. 
In addition, we found that the contact-prejudice rela

tionship was consistent across five different measures of di
rect contact (Hässler et al., 2020). Intergroup contact has 
historically been measured using a variety of scales that as
sess different aspects of the construct. We find no evidence 
that certain types of direct contact were more strongly as
sociated with less prejudice for certain groups or people. 
All measures of direct contact were roughly equally asso
ciated with lower prejudice (average β = -0.43). Consider
ing that intergroup contact theory encompasses both di
rect and indirect forms of contact, future research could 
expand upon the current work by examining the contact-
prejudice relationship across a wide variety of groups and 
group properties for the various forms of indirect contact 
(e.g., extended contact, imagined contact, parasocial con
tact). While previous work has demonstrated consistent re
sults between direct contact and indirect contact (Banas et 
al., 2020; Imperato et al., 2021; Miles & Crisp, 2014; Paluck 
et al., 2019; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Zhou et al., 2019), 
we do not yet know whether for indirect contact, a group’s 
properties would moderate the contact-prejudice relation
ship. It is plausible that certain group properties are more 
salient in the different forms of indirect contact and could 
possibly enhance or reduce the effect of indirect contact on 
prejudice. 

Limitations  

In assessing attitudes toward groups varying on group 
properties, our approach was correlational, which limits 
causal inference. Given that previous work has shown that 
both contact reduces prejudice and prejudice reduces con
tact (Binder et al., 2009; Lemmer & Wagner, 2015), we can 
merely conclude that an association exists between contact 
and prejudice across group properties. 
Furthermore, while we have sampled a wide variety of 

groups that vary on 14 group properties, determined in a 
principled way based on prior research (Fiske et al., 2002; 
Lickel et al., 2000; Stephan & Stephan, 2000), it is possible 
that groups vary in other unaccounted ways. For example, 

a close examination of Figure 2 reveals a few positive con
tact-prejudice slopes. While our reported effects include 
these slopes, and no group properties explained these up
ward trends, other unmeasured variables could possibly 
moderate the contact-prejudice relationship in a disordinal 
manner (i.e., canceling out any positive effects of inter
group contact, or reversing the relationship). Relatedly, our 
participant sample limits conclusions as well. For example, 
our participants were living in relatively peaceful societies, 
and contact might be less effective for groups engaged in 
ongoing violent conflict (e.g., Ukrainian attitudes toward 
Russians). Future research examining the effectiveness of 
contact across group properties under real-world condi
tions is a potentially fruitful direction for refining the 
boundary conditions of intergroup contact theory. 

Conclusion  

Intergroup contact is thought to be one of the most ef
fective interventions to reduce prejudice. We conducted an 
expansive test of the theory’s predictions across different 
groups, their group properties, and measures of direct con
tact. The results show that the contact-prejudice relation
ship is consistent across a broad range of group properties, 
suggesting the conclusions drawn from previous research 
on contact are robust. Social policies based on the idea of 
contact (Arat et al., 2023; Law et al., 2022; Lim et al., 2020) 
may be expanded to groups not commonly studied in the 
literature. Specific groups not tested, or novel groups yet 
to exist, are likely to have group properties falling within 
the ranges tested here, making these conclusions likely to 
generalize. To the extent that the group properties exam
ined here are representative of the theoretical universe of 
group properties, intergroup contact appears to be associ
ated with lower prejudice for all groups. 

Contributions  

Conceived research: T.L. and E.H. Methodology: All au
thors. Investigation: T.L. Analysis: T.L. Writing – Original 
Draft: T.L. Writing – Review and Editing: All authors. 

Funding  

SSHRC 508752 to R.N. and SSHRC 435-2020-0314 to E.H. 

Competing Interests   

The authors declare no competing interests. 

Data Accessibility Statement    

All data, analysis code, and research materials are avail
able at [https://osf.io/jbexr]. 

Submitted: October 03, 2024 PST, Accepted: November 11, 
2024 PST 

Intergroup Contact Is Consistently Associated With Lower Prejudice Across Group Properties

Collabra: Psychology 8

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://online.ucpress.edu/collabra/article-pdf/10/1/127426/847522/collabra_2024_10_1_127426.pdf by guest on 24 June 2025

https://osf.io/jbexr


This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License 

(CCBY-4.0). View this license’s legal deed at http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0 and legal code at http://creativecom

mons.org/licenses/by/4.0/legalcode for more information. 

Intergroup Contact Is Consistently Associated With Lower Prejudice Across Group Properties

Collabra: Psychology 9

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://online.ucpress.edu/collabra/article-pdf/10/1/127426/847522/collabra_2024_10_1_127426.pdf by guest on 24 June 2025



References  

Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Addison-
Wesley. 

Arat, G., Jordan, L. P., Chui, C. H. K., & Wong, P. W. C. 
(2023). Developing a conceptual framework towards 
promoting a socially inclusive Hong Kong. Journal of 
Asian Public Policy, 16(2), 237–253. https://doi.org/
10.1080/17516234.2021.1972778 

Banas, J. A., Bessarabova, E., & Massey, Z. B. (2020). 
Meta-analysis on mediated contact and prejudice. 
Human Communication Research, 46(2–3), 120–160. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/hcr/hqaa004 

Bates, D., Mächler, M., Bolker, B. M., & Walker, S. C. 
(2015). Fitting linear mixed-effects models using 
lme4. Journal of Statistical Software, 67(1), 1–48. 
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01 

Binder, J., Zagefka, H., Brown, R., Funke, F., Kessler, T., 
Mummendey, A., Maquil, A., Demoulin, S., & Leyens, 
J.-P. (2009). Does contact reduce prejudice or does 
prejudice reduce contact? A longitudinal test of the 
contact hypothesis among majority and minority 
groups in three European countries. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 96(4), 843–856. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013470 

Bohrer, B., Friehs, M.-T., Schmidt, P., & Weick, S. 
(2019). Contacts between natives and migrants in 
Germany: Perceptions of the native population since 
1980 and an examination of the contact hypotheses. 
Social Inclusion, 7(4), 320–331. https://doi.org/
10.17645/si.v7i4.2429 

Boin, J., Rupar, M., Graf, S., Neji, S., Spiegler, O., & 
Swart, H. (2021). The generalization of intergroup 
contact effects: Emerging research, policy relevance, 
and future directions. Journal of Social Issues, 77(1), 
105–131. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12419 

Brandt, M. J., & Crawford, J. T. (2019). Studying a 
heterogeneous array of target groups can help us 
understand prejudice. Current Directions in 
Psychological Science, 28(3), 292–298. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0963721419830382 

Cohen, J., Cohen, P., West, S. G., & Aiken, L. S. (2003). 
Applied multiple regression/correlation analysis for the 
behavioral sciences (3rd ed.). Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates. 

Corno, L., La Ferrara, E., & Burns, J. (2022). Interaction, 
stereotypes, and performance: Evidence from South 
Africa. American Economic Review, 112(12), 
3848–3875. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20181805 

Cottrell, C. A., & Neuberg, S. L. (2005). Different 
emotional reactions to different groups: A 
sociofunctional threat-based approach to “prejudice.” 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 88(5), 
770–789. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.5.770 

Crandall, C. S., Eshleman, A., & O’Brien, L. (2002). 
Social norms and the expression and suppression of 
prejudice: The struggle for internalization. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 82(3), 359–378. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.359 

Crump, S. A., Hamilton, D. L., Sherman, S. J., Lickel, B., 
& Thakkar, V. (2010). Group entitativity and 
similarity: Their differing patterns in perceptions of 
groups. European Journal of Social Psychology, 40(7), 
1212–1230. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.716 

Denson, T. F., Lickel, B., Curtis, M., Stenstrom, D. M., & 
Ames, D. R. (2006). The roles of entitativity and 
essentiality in judgments of collective responsibility. 
Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 9(1), 43–61. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430206059857 

Earle, M., & Hodson, G. (2020). Questioning white 
losses and anti-white discrimination in the United 
States. Nature Human Behaviour, 4(2), 160–168. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-019-0777-1 

Enos, R. D. (2014). Causal effect of intergroup contact 
on exclusionary attitudes. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences, 111(10), 3699–3704. https://
doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1317670111 

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J. C., Glick, P., & Xu, J. (2002). A 
model of (often mixed) stereotype content: 
Competence and warmth respectively follow from 
perceived status and competition. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 82(6), 878–902. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878 

Flores, A. R., Haider-Markel, D. P., Lewis, D. C., Miller, 
P. R., Tadlock, B. L., & Taylor, J. K. (2018). Challenged 
expectations: Mere exposure effects on attitudes 
about transgender people and rights. Political 
Psychology, 39(1), 197–216. https://doi.org/10.1111/
pops.12402 

Friehs, M.-T., Bracegirdle, C., Reimer, N. K., Wölfer, R., 
Schmidt, P., Wagner, U., & Hewstone, M. (2024). The 
between-person and within-person effects of 
intergroup contact on outgroup attitudes: A multi-
context examination. Social Psychological and 
Personality Science, 15(2), 125–141. https://doi.org/
10.1177/19485506231153017 

Graf, S., Paolini, S., & Rubin, M. (2014). Negative 
intergroup contact is more influential, but positive 
intergroup contact is more common: Assessing 
contact prominence and contact prevalence in five 
Central European countries. European Journal of 
Social Psychology, 44(6), 536–547. https://doi.org/
10.1002/ejsp.2052 

Hässler, T., Ullrich, J., Bernardino, M., Shnabel, N., Van 
Laar, C., Valdenegro, D., Sebben, S., Tropp, L. R., 
Visintin, E. P., González, R., Ditlmann, R. K., Abrams, 
D., Selvanathan, H. P., Branković, M., Wright, S., von 
Zimmermann, J., Pasek, M., Aydin, A. L., Žeželj, I., … 
Ugarte, L. M. (2020). A large-scale test of the link 
between intergroup contact and support for social 
change. Nature Human Behaviour, 4(4), 380–386. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-019-0815-z 

Hehman, E., & Neel, R. (2024). Prejudice Model 1.0: A 
predictive model of prejudice. Psychological Review, 
131(5), 1235–1265. https://doi.org/10.1037/
rev0000470 

Intergroup Contact Is Consistently Associated With Lower Prejudice Across Group Properties

Collabra: Psychology 10

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://online.ucpress.edu/collabra/article-pdf/10/1/127426/847522/collabra_2024_10_1_127426.pdf by guest on 24 June 2025

https://doi.org/10.1080/17516234.2021.1972778
https://doi.org/10.1080/17516234.2021.1972778
https://doi.org/10.1093/hcr/hqaa004
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013470
https://doi.org/10.17645/si.v7i4.2429
https://doi.org/10.17645/si.v7i4.2429
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12419
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721419830382
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721419830382
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20181805
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.5.770
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.359
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.716
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430206059857
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-019-0777-1
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1317670111
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1317670111
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12402
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12402
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506231153017
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506231153017
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2052
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2052
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-019-0815-z
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000470
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000470


Hodson, G., & Meleady, R. (2024). Replicating and 
extending Sengupta et al. (2023): Contact predicts no 
within-person longitudinal outgroup-bias change. 
American Psychologist, 79(3), 451–462. https://
doi.org/10.1037/amp0001210 

Imperato, C., Schneider, B. H., Caricati, L., Amichai-
Hamburger, Y., & Mancini, T. (2021). Allport meets 
internet: A meta-analytical investigation of online 
intergroup contact and prejudice reduction. 
International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 81, 
131–141. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.ijintrel.2021.01.006 

Koch, A., Imhoff, R., Dotsch, R., Unkelbach, C., & Alves, 
H. (2016). The ABC of stereotypes about groups: 
Agency/socioeconomic success, 
conservative–progressive beliefs, and communion. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 110(5), 
675–709. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000046 

Kuznetsova, A., Brockhoff, P. B., & Christensen, R. H. B. 
(2017). lmertest package: Tests in linear mixed 
effects models. Journal of Statistical Software, 82(13), 
1–26. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13 

Law, A., Carrasco, L. R., Richards, D. R., Shaikh, S. F. E. 
A., Tan, C. L. Y., & Nghiem, L. T. P. (2022). Leave no 
one behind: A case of ecosystem service supply 
equity in Singapore. Ambio, 51(10), 2118–2136. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-022-01735-x 

Lemmer, G., & Wagner, U. (2015). Can we really reduce 
ethnic prejudice outside the lab? A meta-analysis of 
direct and indirect contact interventions. European 
Journal of Social Psychology, 45(2), 152–168. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2079 

Lickel, B., Hamilton, D. L., Wieczorkowska, G., Lewis, 
A., Sherman, S. J., & Uhles, A. N. (2000). Varieties of 
groups and the perception of group entitativity. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78(2), 
223–246. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.2.223 

Lim, T., Leong, C.-H., & Suliman, F. (2020). Managing 
Singapore’s residential diversity through Ethnic 
Integration Policy. Equality, Diversity and Inclusion, 
39(2), 109–125. https://doi.org/10.1108/
EDI-05-2019-0168 

Litman, L., Robinson, J., & Abberbock, T. (2017). 
TurkPrime.com: A versatile crowdsourcing data 
acquisition platform for the behavioral sciences. 
Behavior Research Methods, 49(2), 433–442. https://
doi.org/10.3758/s13428-016-0727-z 

Lolliot, S., Fell, B., Schmid, K., Wölfer, R., Swart, H., 
Voci, A., Christ, O., New, R., & Hewstone, M. (2015). 
Measures of intergroup contact. In Measures of 
Personality and Social Psychological Constructs (pp. 
652–683). Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.1016/
B978-0-12-386915-9.00023-1 

Miles, E., & Crisp, R. J. (2014). A meta-analytic test of 
the imagined contact hypothesis. Group Processes & 
Intergroup Relations, 17(1), 3–26. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1368430213510573 

Mousa, S. (2020). Building social cohesion between 
Christians and Muslims through soccer in post-ISIS 
Iraq. Science, 369(6505), 866–870. https://doi.org/
10.1126/science.abb3153 

Neuberg, S. L., & Schaller, M. (2016). An evolutionary 
threat-management approach to prejudices. Current 
Opinion in Psychology, 7, 1–5. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.copsyc.2015.06.004 

Neuberg, S. L., Williams, K. E. G., Sng, O., Pick, C. M., 
Neel, R., Krems, J. A., & Pirlott, A. G. (2020). Toward 
capturing the functional and nuanced nature of social 
stereotypes: An affordance management approach. In 
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 62, 
pp. 245–304). Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.1016/
bs.aesp.2020.04.004 

O’Donnell, A. W., Friehs, M., Bracegirdle, C., Zúñiga, C., 
Watt, S. E., & Barlow, F. K. (2021). Technological and 
analytical advancements in intergroup contact 
research. Journal of Social Issues, 77(1), 171–196. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12424 

Paluck, E. L., Green, S. A., & Green, D. P. (2019). The 
contact hypothesis re-evaluated. Behavioural Public 
Policy, 3(2), 129–158. https://doi.org/10.1017/
bpp.2018.25 

Paluck, E. L., Porat, R., Clark, C. S., & Green, D. P. 
(2021). Prejudice reduction: Progress and challenges. 
Annual Review of Psychology, 72(1), 533–560. https://
doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-071620-030619 

Park, L. E., Naidu, E., Lemay, E. P., Canning, E. A., 
Ward, D. E., Panlilio, Z., & Vessels, V. (2023). Social 
evaluative threat across individual, relational, and 
collective selves. In Advances in Experimental Social 
Psychology (Vol. 68, pp. 139–222). Elsevier. https://
doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2023.03.001 

Pettigrew, T. F. (1998). Intergroup contact theory. 
Annual Review of Psychology, 49(1), 65–85. https://
doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.49.1.65 

Pettigrew, T. F., & Hewstone, M. (2017). The single 
factor fallacy: Implications of missing critical 
variables from an analysis of intergroup contact 
theory. Social Issues and Policy Review, 11(1), 8–37. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/sipr.12026 

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic 
test of intergroup contact theory. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 90(5), 751–783. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751 

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2008). How does 
intergroup contact reduce prejudice? Meta-analytic 
tests of three mediators. European Journal of Social 
Psychology, 38(6), 922–934. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ejsp.504 

Riek, B. M., Mania, E. W., & Gaertner, S. L. (2006). 
Intergroup threat and outgroup attitudes: A meta-
analytic review. Personality and Social Psychology 
Review, 10(4), 336–353. https://doi.org/10.1207/
s15327957pspr1004_4 

Rosseel, Y. (2012). lavaan: An R package for structural 
equation modeling. Journal of Statistical Software, 
48(2), 1–36. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02 

Scacco, A., & Warren, S. S. (2018). Can social contact 
reduce prejudice and discrimination? Evidence from a 
field experiment in Nigeria. American Political Science 
Review, 112(3), 654–677. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0003055418000151 

Intergroup Contact Is Consistently Associated With Lower Prejudice Across Group Properties

Collabra: Psychology 11

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://online.ucpress.edu/collabra/article-pdf/10/1/127426/847522/collabra_2024_10_1_127426.pdf by guest on 24 June 2025

https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0001210
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0001210
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2021.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2021.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000046
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-022-01735-x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2079
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2079
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.2.223
https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-05-2019-0168
https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-05-2019-0168
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-016-0727-z
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-016-0727-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-386915-9.00023-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-386915-9.00023-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430213510573
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430213510573
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abb3153
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abb3153
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12424
https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2018.25
https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2018.25
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-071620-030619
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-071620-030619
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2023.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2023.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.49.1.65
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.49.1.65
https://doi.org/10.1111/sipr.12026
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.504
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.504
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr1004_4
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr1004_4
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055418000151
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055418000151


Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (1999). Social dominance: An 
intergroup theory of social hierarchy and oppression 
(1st ed.). Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/
10.1017/CBO9781139175043 

Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. W. (2000). An integrated 
threat theory of prejudice. In S. Oskamp (Ed.), 
Reducing Prejudice and Discrimination (1st ed., pp. 
23–45). Psychology Press. https://doi.org/10.4324/
9781410605634 

Talay, L., & De Coninck, D. (2020). Exploring the link 
between personality traits and European attitudes 
towards refugees. International Journal of Intercultural 
Relations, 77, 13–24. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.ijintrel.2020.04.002 

Tausch, N., Hewstone, M., Kenworthy, J., Cairns, E., & 
Christ, O. (2007). Cross-community contact, 
perceived status differences, and intergroup attitudes 
in Northern Ireland: The mediating roles of 
individual-level versus group-level threats and the 
moderating role of social identification. Political 
Psychology, 28(1), 53–68. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1467-9221.2007.00551.x 

Tredoux, C., & Finchilescu, G. (2010). Mediators of the 
contact-prejudice relation among South African 
students on four university campuses. Journal of 
Social Issues, 66(2), 289–308. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1540-4560.2010.01646.x 

Van Laar, C., Levin, S., Sinclair, S., & Sidanius, J. (2005). 
The effect of university roommate contact on ethnic 
attitudes and behavior. Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology, 41(4), 329–345. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jesp.2004.08.002 

White, F. A., Borinca, I., Vezzali, L., Reynolds, K. J., 
Blomster Lyshol, J. K., Verrelli, S., & Falomir-
Pichastor, J. M. (2021). Beyond direct contact: The 
theoretical and societal relevance of indirect contact 
for improving intergroup relations. Journal of Social 
Issues, 77(1), 132–153. https://doi.org/10.1111/
josi.12400 

Zhou, S., Page-Gould, E., Aron, A., Moyer, A., & 
Hewstone, M. (2019). The extended contact 
hypothesis: A meta-analysis on 20 years of research. 
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 23(2), 
132–160. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868318762647 

Intergroup Contact Is Consistently Associated With Lower Prejudice Across Group Properties

Collabra: Psychology 12

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://online.ucpress.edu/collabra/article-pdf/10/1/127426/847522/collabra_2024_10_1_127426.pdf by guest on 24 June 2025

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139175043
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139175043
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410605634
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410605634
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2020.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2020.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2007.00551.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2007.00551.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2010.01646.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2010.01646.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2004.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2004.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12400
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12400
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868318762647


Supplementary Materials   

Supplemental Material   
Download: https://collabra.scholasticahq.com/article/127426-intergroup-contact-is-consistently-associated-with-
lower-prejudice-across-group-properties/attachment/257855.docx?auth_token=2Z2_EJ2bML___ZGiweoq 

Peer Review Communication    
Download: https://collabra.scholasticahq.com/article/127426-intergroup-contact-is-consistently-associated-with-
lower-prejudice-across-group-properties/attachment/257856.docx?auth_token=2Z2_EJ2bML___ZGiweoq 

Intergroup Contact Is Consistently Associated With Lower Prejudice Across Group Properties

Collabra: Psychology 13

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://online.ucpress.edu/collabra/article-pdf/10/1/127426/847522/collabra_2024_10_1_127426.pdf by guest on 24 June 2025

https://collabra.scholasticahq.com/article/127426-intergroup-contact-is-consistently-associated-with-lower-prejudice-across-group-properties/attachment/257855.docx?auth_token=2Z2_EJ2bML___ZGiweoq
https://collabra.scholasticahq.com/article/127426-intergroup-contact-is-consistently-associated-with-lower-prejudice-across-group-properties/attachment/257855.docx?auth_token=2Z2_EJ2bML___ZGiweoq
https://collabra.scholasticahq.com/article/127426-intergroup-contact-is-consistently-associated-with-lower-prejudice-across-group-properties/attachment/257856.docx?auth_token=2Z2_EJ2bML___ZGiweoq
https://collabra.scholasticahq.com/article/127426-intergroup-contact-is-consistently-associated-with-lower-prejudice-across-group-properties/attachment/257856.docx?auth_token=2Z2_EJ2bML___ZGiweoq

	Intergroup Contact Is Consistently Associated With Lower Prejudice Across Group Properties
	Group Properties
	Types of Intergroup Contact
	Study 1
	Method
	Participants and Measures

	Results
	Intergroup Contact and Prejudice
	Moderators of Contact-Prejudice Relationship

	Discussion

	Study 2
	Method
	Participants and Measures

	Results
	Intergroup Contact and Prejudice
	Moderators of the Contact-Prejudice Relationship

	Discussion

	General Discussion
	Limitations
	Conclusion

	Contributions
	Funding
	Competing Interests
	Data Accessibility Statement
	References
	Supplementary Materials


