
International Journal of Psychology, 2022
Vol. 57, No. 4, 524–534, DOI: 10.1002/ijop.12841

Antecedents of positive and negative intergroup contact:
Evidence from a diary study

Francesca Prati1 , Sarina J. Schaefer2, Miles Hewstone3, and Oliver Christ2

1Department of Psychology, Bologna University, Bologna, Italy
2Faculty of Psychology, FernUniversität in Hagen, Hagen, Germany
3Department of Experimental Psychology, Oxford University, Oxford, UK

I n our current globalised, multicultural world, understanding antecedents of reciprocal interactions between native
people and people of immigrant background is a major issue, because intergroup contact plays a crucial role in building

inclusive societies. In this vein, using daily diary data, we examined the relation between the number of daily positive and
negative interactions of White British majority (N = 744) and Asian British minority people (N = 582) with members of
the respective outgroup, with RWA, SDO, perceived ingroup norms, neighbourhood diversity and contextual deprivation.
Results showed that for the majority group, ingroup norms in favour of intergroup contact were positively associated with
positive intergroup encounters, whereas Right Wing Authoritarianism (RWA) was positively associated with negative
intergroup contact. Neighbourhood diversity was positively associated with positive and negative intergroup encounters.
Moreover, RWA moderated the relationship between neighbourhood diversity and both positive and negative contact of
White British people. For the minority group, ingroup norms were positively associated with positive intergroup contact,
and the relationship between ingroup norms and negative contact was moderated by SDO. Overall, different factors affect
positive and negative intergroup contact of majority and minority groups. We discuss the implications of the findings for
future research and interventions.

Keywords: Intergroup contact; Social dominance orientation; Right-wing authoritarianism; Ingroup norms; Neighbour-
hood diversity.

INTRODUCTION

More than 60 years of research since Allport’ (1954)
original statement of the ‘contact hypothesis’ indi-
cates that positive contact with outgroup members
is associated—cross-sectionally, longitudinally and
experimentally—with less prejudice toward this group
(for a meta-analysis, see Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). This
is especially true when contact occurs under optimal
conditions: equal status, cooperation, promotion of close
relationships between members of the two groups and
institutional support. However, intergroup contact is a
more complex phenomenon than early research envis-
aged: it can be perceived as a positive, but also a negative
experience with potentially harmful and not only ben-
eficial consequences for intergroup relations. Whether
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individuals experience intergroup encounters positively
or negatively is dependent on various factors. A number
of antecedents of positive contact with outgroup members
have been examined, mainly focusing on single variables
at a time (for an overview see Kauff et al., 2021). Very
few studies have examined antecedents of negative con-
tact with outgroup members (Kros & Hewstone, 2020).
Moreover, the majority of these studies focused exclu-
sively on the perspective of the majority group. In sum,
little is known about the different antecedents of negative
and positive contact and the interplay between them,
especially from the perspective of minority group mem-
bers. In the present study, we contribute to capturing the
real-world complexity of intergroup experiences by con-
sidering simultaneously the influences of institutional,
social and ideological factors and their interplay, on both
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positive and negative contact from the perspectives of
majority and minority groups.

Positive and negative intergroup contact

The majority of studies on intergroup contact have
focused mainly on positive or negative experiences with
outgroup members. Only recently have scholars under-
lined the need to examine both types of contact, as in
daily settings people frequently have to deal simultane-
ously with positive and negative intergroup encounters
(Graf et al., 2014). Negative contact might be of special
importance, as negative intergroup experiences may be
stronger predictors of intergroup attitudes than positive
experiences (Barlow et al., 2012).

To understand the antecedents of differently valenced
contact (e.g., whether the same factor that facilitates
positive intergroup contact also increases or perhaps
inhibits negative experiences with outgroup members)
new research is needed. The antecedents tested in our
research are located at the macrolevel (e.g., institutional
characteristics), the mesolevel (e.g., perceived social
norms) and the microlevel (e.g., ideological orientation).

Inhibitors and facilitators of contact at the
macrolevel

The role of social diversity in predicting intergroup
relations and cohesion is a contentious topic. Numer-
ous studies have shown a positive relationship between
intergroup exposure and outgroup attitudes (Pettigrew &
Tropp, 2006). However, among recent contributions, Lau-
rence et al. (2018) showed that experiencing diversity
positively predicted both positive and negative intergroup
contact in neighbourhoods and work-places, with the for-
mer improving and the latter harming intergroup rela-
tions. van Assche et al. (2016), using a nationally strat-
ified Dutch sample, demonstrated that objective diversity
was associated with more negative attitudes and greater
mistrust toward ethnic outgroups, yet only among high
authoritarians. In a recent study in the United King-
dom, including the percentage of ethnic minority group
members in a neighbourhood and a composite measure
of spatial segregation, Kros and Hewstone (2020) did
not find these measures to be associated with negative
interethnic contact. Given this complex set of findings,
research is still needed to further disentangle the rela-
tionship between contextual outgroup exposure and dif-
ferently valenced contact.

Another factor that could influence the amount of
negative interethnic contact is the level of social and
economic deprivation in neighbourhoods, municipalities,
and cities (e.g., Sampson et al., 1997). Kros and Hew-
stone (2020) found that a composite measure of sev-
eral indicators of social and economic deprivation was

not associated with more negative interethnic contact
for either White British or Asian British people. Nev-
ertheless, living among increasing proportions of out-
group members is associated with more negative inter-
group attitudes in communities with higher levels of
socio-economic disadvantage because of the increased
threat to one’s position (Laurence, 2014). This effect
holds only for individuals without interethnic ties, how-
ever, suggesting a complex interlinking of the effects of
diversity, disadvantage and contact. Thus, although recent
studies failed to find a direct link between deprivation and
negative contact, we suggest that it is worth investigating
this relationship further.

Inhibitors and facilitators of contact at the
mesolevel

Ingroup and outgroup norms—shared beliefs about
appropriate conduct for group members (Jetten
et al., 1996)—have been shown to be powerful predictors
of behaviour.

Considering both majority and minority groups,
and using data from several different countries, Christ
et al. (2014) reported consistent evidence that, even when
controlling for individuals’ own experience of direct
intergroup contact, people can benefit from living in
mixed settings where fellow ingroup members do engage
in such contact. Similarly, in a longitudinal study with
White and Asian British high-school students, Al Ramiah
et al. (2015) showed that having outgroup friends and
perceiving ingroup norms in favour of intergroup contact
increased the likelihood that students would indicate their
willingness to sit with outgroup members in the school
cafeteria. However, while pro-contact ingroup norms
facilitate positive intergroup contact, we still do not know
their impact on negative contact.

Inhibitors and facilitators of contact at the
microlevel

At the microlevel, research has shown that individu-
als higher in prejudice report less positive contact and
more negative contact relative to their more egalitarian
counterparts (Dhont & Van Hiel, 2009). Three longitu-
dinal studies consistently showed that highly prejudiced
people in different countries were more likely to per-
ceive interactions with immigrants negatively than were
less-prejudiced people (Kotzur et al., 2018). Similarly,
research reliably showed that a preference for hierarchi-
cal social structures and inequality (Social Dominance
Orientation, SDO; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) as well as
preference for traditional social norms, stability and order
(Right-Wing Authoritarianism, RWA; Altemeyer, 1991)
independently predicted negative attitudes toward immi-
grants in many countries (e.g., Cohrs & Stelzl, 2010).

© 2022 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.

 1464066x, 2022, 4, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ijop.12841 by A

rea Sistem
i D

ipart &
 D

ocum
ent, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [14/05/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



526 PRATI ET AL.

Nevertheless, Brune et al. (2016) found that when living
in areas with high proportions of immigrants, even major-
ity group members who scored higher on RWA spent
more time with immigrant friends relative to authoritar-
ians in less ethnically diverse areas.

OVERVIEW OF THE RESEARCH

The present research used a diary approach to inves-
tigate the joint roles of different factors in predicting
daily intergroup contact, not just positive but also nega-
tive contact, for members of majority and understudied
minority groups. We examined, first, the strength of the
main antecedents of intergroup contact, and then their
interactions in producing or inhibiting intergroup con-
tact experiences. To realise these aims, we tracked social
interactions of White British people (ethnic majority)
and Asians British people (ethnic minority) living in the
United Kingdom with respective ethnic outgroup mem-
bers across 13 days. British Asians (largest sub-groups:
Asian British Indian 33%, Pakistani 27% and Bangladeshi
10%) account for 7% of the UK population, constitute
the largest ethnic minority group in Britain (Office for
National Statistics, 2013) and face discrimination across
a wide range of measures (e.g., Social Mobility Commis-
sion, 2016).

We sought to extend recent research showing the role
of neighbourhood diversity in predicting intergroup con-
tact from the perspective of the majority group (Laurence
et al., 2018). We hypothesized that the percentage of out-
group members in UK neighbourhoods, as an index of
increased contextual opportunities for intergroup contact
(Laurence et al., 2018), would predict higher frequency
of outgroup contact, both positive and negative, of not
only White British but also Asian British people (Hypoth-
esis 1). Given evidence that disadvantage can be associ-
ated with negative intergroup attitudes (Laurence, 2014),
we hypothesized that for both majority and minority
groups multiple deprivation (based on different con-
textual indices of economic difficulties) would predict
higher frequency of negative contact, and lower frequency
of positive contact, with respective outgroup members
(Hypothesis 2). We also hypothesized that ingroup norms
in favour of intergroup contact, such as having family
and friends who support intergroup relationships, work-
ing as a tool to promote intergroup relationships (Christ
et al., 2014), would predict higher positive, but also lower
negative, contact with respective outgroup members for
both groups (Hypothesis 3). Extending previous research
(Cohrs & Stelzl, 2010), we hypothesized that White and
Asian British people higher in ideologies that are linked
to ingroup threat and ethnic prejudice, such as SDO or
RWA, would report more frequent negative and less fre-
quent positive contact with the respective outgroup than
those low in SDO or RWA (Hypothesis 4).

Furthermore, we explored the joint effects (i.e., inter-
action) of individual ideologies (i.e., RWA, SDO), per-
ceived social norms and contextual characteristics (neigh-
bourhood diversity, IMD) on the frequency of both types
of intergroup contact. Previous research showed the role
of neighbourhood diversity in increasing positive inter-
group contact, especially for majority group members
high in RWA (Brune et al., 2016. We extended this
research by testing the moderating role of two differ-
ent ideologies on the relationship between neighbour-
hood diversity and negative and positive intergroup con-
tact of both majority and minority groups. We expected
that among White British people high in RWA or SDO,
those living in neighbourhoods with a higher percentage
of Asians would experience more negative and positive
intergroup encounters than those living in less diverse
neighbourhoods, because it would be easier to avoid out-
group members in less diverse areas. We expected that
for White British respondents low in RWA or SDO, dif-
ferences between those living in more diverse than less
diverse areas would be weaker (Hypothesis 5). We also
expected that White British people living in a context
burdened with higher social and economic deprivation
would experience more negative contact with the minority
group than those who live in a context with lower depri-
vation, especially then they were high in RWA and SDO
(Hypothesis 6). Given the effective role of ingroup norms
in promoting intergroup relationships (Christ et al., 2014),
we tested the moderating role of ideologies in the rela-
tionship between ingroup norms and intergroup contact.
We hypothesized that perceiving high ingroup norms in
favour of contact would favour positive and negative inter-
group encounters of White British people high in SDO
and RWA (Hypothesis 7). We then explored whether these
hypotheses hold for the minority sample.

METHOD

Participants

Respondents were recruited by Ipsos MORI survey com-
pany. Data were collected in England from March to April
2017 using smartphones, tablets, and laptops. A total of
744 majority (White British; 59.7% women, 40.1% men,
0.3% other; age: M = 47.32, SD = 15.22) and 582 eth-
nic minority people (Asian British; 57.9% women, 41.9%
men, 0.2% other; age: M = 41.76, SD = 13.64) were
sampled from mixed neighbourhoods taken from the com-
pany’s online panel. The neighbourhoods were selected
based on a stratified random probability sample, with the
strata being defined by low, medium and high levels of
economic deprivation.

All procedures performed in studies involving human
participants were in accordance with the ethical stan-
dards of the University of Oxford (UK) and with the 1964
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ANTECEDENTS OF INTERGROUP CONTACT 527

Helsinki Declaration and its later amendments or compa-
rable ethical standards.

Procedures and measures

Respondents were required to complete a pre-diary sur-
vey. Thereafter, for a period of 13 days participants were
asked to fill in a short diary concerning their daily
intergroup encounters. We used an interval-contingent
approach (with responses completed each evening, via an
app delivered to respondents’ smartphone devices). We
restricted the length of the questionnaire to 5 minutes/day,
and paid respondents a small incentive (up to 160 points
that can be traded in for online vouchers) to encourage
participation.

Starting the evening of the pre-diary survey, for
13 days participants were asked to complete a 5-minute
‘diary-like’ survey each evening where they reported how
many contacts they had with outgroup members (i.e.,
Asian people for White respondents; White people for
Asian respondents) during that day. Participants received
links to these diaries in the evening and were asked to
complete the diaries by no later than the next morning.
Specifically, they were asked how many contacts they
had with outgroup members (0 = none, 1 = 1, 2 = 2,
3 = 3, etc., … , 20 = more than 20). If they reported
one or more contact, they were asked to indicate how
many positive/good contacts and how many negative/bad
contacts they had had. In this way, we assessed positive
and negative daily intergroup contact.

Pre-diary measures were

Percentage of Asian people in the
neighbourhood

Lower Layer Super Output Areas (LSOAs) are used
by UK Office for National Statistics, designed to cover a
minimum 1000 people or 400 households and a maximum
3000 people or 1000 households, to represent neighbour-
hoods. The percentage of Asians measure indicates the
proportion of the Asian population that would have to
move between LSOAs to create a completely even distri-
bution of majority and minority groups across the larger
geographical area or Middle Layer Super Output Area
(MSOA) that included LSOAs. This index can be inter-
preted as White British people’s exposure to Asians.

Percentage of White people in the
neighbourhood

This value indicates the proportion of the White popu-
lation that would have to move between LSOAs to create

1Cronbach’s alphas are: Social Dominance Orientation (White 𝛼 = .75; Asian 𝛼 = .63), Right-Wing-Authoritarianism (White 𝛼 = .58; Asian 𝛼 = .55),
perceived ingroup norms (White 𝛼 = .87; Asian 𝛼 = .86). However, Cronbach’s alpha is rarely an appropriate measure of reliability and omega is an
alternative valid measure (McNeish, 2018).

a completely even distribution of majority and minority
groups across the larger geographical area (MSOA) that
includes the LSOA. This refers to Asian people’s expo-
sure to Whites.

Social and economic deprivation

To assess the socio-economic profile of the selected
neighbourhoods, we used the Index of Multiple Depri-
vation (IMD), a UK government derived statistic that
provides information on relative levels of social and eco-
nomic deprivation, based on a variety of indicators (e.g.,
income, employment, health deprivation and disability,
education skills and training, barriers to housing and
services, crime, and living environment).

Social dominance orientation

The 4-item Short-SDO scale (Pratto et al., 2013)
was used to assess SDO (e.g., ‘We should not push for
group equality’, ‘Superior groups should dominate infe-
rior groups’). The response scale ranged from 1 (disagree
strongly) to 5 (agree strongly). After reversing two items,
a composite SDO index (White 𝜔 = .72, Asian 𝜔 = .75,
see Footnote 1 for 𝛼s)1 was created, whereby high scores
indicate high SDO.

Right wing authoritarianism

We used the Authoritarianism Ultra-Short (A-US)
scale from Heller et al. (2020), a three-item version of the
Short Scale for Authoritarianism (Kurzzskala Autoritaris-
mus; KSA-3; Beierlein et al., 2014) involving one item
for each of the three dimensions of RWA (i.e., aggres-
sion, submission, and conventionalism). The items were:
‘People should leave important decisions in society to
their leaders’, ‘Traditional behaviour should not be ques-
tioned’, ‘Troublemakers should be made to feel that they
are not welcome in society’. Anchors were 1 (disagree
strongly) to 5 (agree strongly). An RWA index was cre-
ated; although reliability scores were less than the con-
ventional cut-off (White 𝜔 = .59, Asian 𝜔 = .60), they
could not be improved by dropping an item.

Perceived ingroup norms

Three items adapted from Gómez et al. (2011) were
used to assess pro-intergroup contact ingroup norms (i.e.,
‘My [ingroup] friends would consider it a positive thing
to have [outgroup] friends’, ‘My family would consider
it a positive thing to have [outgroup] friends’, ‘[ingroup]
People in my neighbourhood would consider it a positive

© 2022 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.
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TABLE 1
Means, standard deviations and correlations of pre-diary and diary survey measures

White British Asian British
M(SD) M(SD) 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

1. Percentage of outgroup members 9.84 (16.29) 83.11 (21.19) – .32∗∗ −.08 −.07 .13∗∗ .35∗ .22∗

2. IMD 20.31 (14.71) 22.27 (15.77) −.29∗∗ – −.03 −.05 −.02 −.01 .02
3. SDO 2.05 (0.71) 2.03 (0.72) −.04 .09 – .40∗∗ −.35∗∗ −.10∗ .05
4. RWA 3.05 (0.80) 3.01 (0.76) −.17∗ .21∗∗ .51∗∗ - −.15∗∗ −.06 .10∗

5. Perceived ingroup norms 3.61 (0.78) 3.72 (0.79) −.20∗∗ .02 −.31∗∗ −13 – .21∗∗ .04
6. Positive contact 8.06 (14.85) 9.87 (16.78) −.23∗∗ .04 −.06 .01 .31∗∗ – .32∗∗

7. Negative contact 0.55 (1.83) 1.09 (6.18) .01 .04 −.00 −.02 .15∗ .42∗∗ –

Note: Correlations between variables for the White British sample are displayed above the diagonal, and those for the Asian British sample are displayed
below the diagonal. IMD = index of multiple deprivation; RWA = right-wing-authoritarianism; SDO = social domination orientation. ∗p< .05.
∗∗p< .01.

thing to have [outgroup] friends’). Anchors were 1 (dis-
agree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly). Indices of per-
ceived ingroup norms were reliable (White𝜔= .90; Asian
𝜔 = .91).

Other measures were included in the pre-diary sur-
vey that we did not employ in the present study (see
Appendix).

RESULTS

Preliminary analysis

Analyses on the frequencies of positive and negative
daily contact of both White British and Asian British
respondents showed that after Day 5 respondents who
reported having no positive contact with outgroup mem-
bers dropped out. Therefore, we did not consider the data
after Day 5, and created separate indices of daily pos-
itive and negative contact by summing the number of
same-valence contacts from Day 1 to Day 5 only.

We next tested for systematic attrition between respon-
dents who completed both positive and negative daily
contact measures across the first 5 days (N = 499 White
British; N = 199 Asian British) and those who did not
complete even the first 5 days of the diary study, and
thus were excluded from the analysis (N = 245 White
British; N = 383 Asian British). Analyses revealed that
White respondents who completed the first 5 days of the
diary study were significantly older, were less well edu-
cated, and had a lower percentage of Asians living in
their neighbourhood, than those who did not. For Asian
British respondents, those who completed the first 5 days
of the diary study were significantly older, were less well
educated, had a higher percentage of Whites living in
their neighbourhood, and scored lower on RWA. These
findings show some evidence of systematic attrition, but
mainly on socio-demographic variables that were con-
trolled for in the following analyses (see Appendix). The
descriptive statistics for the pre-diary and diary measures
and zero-order correlations between them are presented in

Table 1 for both groups. A preponderance of positive over
negative contact was found for both White, t(316) = 7.35,
p< .001, d = 0.57, and Asian, t(50) = 7.11, p< .001,
d = 1.38, samples.

Regression analyses

Although respondents were nested in different neigh-
bourhoods and we also considered social context fac-
tors located at the neighbourhood level, we were not
able to use multilevel modelling to analyse the associa-
tion between the different predictors and intergroup con-
tact. For many neighbourhoods, only one respondent was
available; thus, it was not possible to decompose the vari-
ance in the variables into within and between person vari-
ance. We therefore used multiple regression models to test
several antecedents of positive and negative intergroup
contact and the interactions between these antecedents.
We tested separately the regression models for positive
and negative contact of, first, White British and, then,
Asian British respondents with the respective outgroup.
At the first step of all regression analyses, we included
percentage of outgroup members, multiple deprivation,
SDO, RWA, perceived ingroup norms and two demo-
graphic variables, age and education. We report standard-
ised estimates of all following results.

White British majority sample

From the White majority group (see Tables 2 and 3),
the percentage of Asians in the neighbourhood (hereafter,
percentage Asians) and perceived ingroup norms were
associated with a higher frequency of positive intergroup
contact of White with Asian respondents (Hypotheses
1 and 3), whereas multiple deprivation was negatively
associated with it (Hypothesis 2). SDO and RWA were
not associated with positive contact of White respondents.
Percentage of Asians and RWA were positively associated
with frequency of negative contact of White respondents
(Hypotheses 1 and 4). Among demographic variables,

© 2022 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.
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TABLE 2
Regression analyses: Summary of factors predicting positive

contact of White people with Asian people

Step 1
Step 2a
(RWA)

Step 2b
(SDO)

Variable β β β

Age −0.12∗ −0.12∗ −0.12∗

Education 0.05 0.06 0.06
Percentage of Asians 0.31∗∗ 0.32∗∗ 0.32∗∗

IMD −0.12∗ −0.10∗ −0.12∗

SDO −0.01 −0.02 −0.02
RWA 0.02 0.01 0.02
Perceived ingroup norms 0.17∗∗ 0.16∗∗ 0.17∗∗

Percentage of Whites × ideology 0.10∗ 0.05
IMD× ideology 0.04 −0.01
Ingroup norms × ideology 0.04 −0.06
R2

.18
Adjusted R2

.17
F for change in R2 13.55∗∗ 10.28∗∗ 9.70∗∗

Note: Step 1 includes all main variables; Step 2a includes RWA as
ideology in the interaction terms; and Step 2b includes SDO as ide-
ology in the interaction terms. IMD = index of multiple deprivation;
RWA = right-wing-authoritarianism; SDO = social domination orienta-
tion. ∗p< .05. ∗∗p< .001.

TABLE 3
Regression analyses: Summary of factors predicting negative

contact of White people with Asian people

Step 1
Step 2a
(RWA)

Step 2b
(SDO)

Variable β β β

Age −0.09 −0.09 −0.09
Education 0.08 0.09 0.08
Percentage of Asians 0.19∗∗ 0.19∗∗ 0.19∗∗

IMD −0.05 −0.04 −0.05
SDO 0.02 0.01 0.01
RWA 0.13∗ 0.12∗ 0.13∗

Perceived ingroup norms 0.01 0.00 0.02
Percentage of Whites × ideology 0.18∗∗ 0.07
IMD × ideology −0.05 −0.10∗
Ingroup norms × ideology 0.07 −0.07
R2

.08
Adjusted R2

.06
F for change in R2 4.99∗∗ 6.34∗∗ 4.39∗∗

Note: Step 1 includes all main variables; Step 2a includes RWA as
ideology in the interaction terms; and Step 2b includes SDO as ide-
ology in the interaction terms. IMD = index of multiple deprivation;
RWA = right-wing-authoritarianism; SDO = social domination orienta-
tion. ∗p< .05. ∗∗p< .001.

for White respondents age was negatively related to both
positive and negative intergroup contact.

In the second steps of our regression analyses, we
tested separately the interaction between RWA (Step
2a) and SDO (see Step 2b) with percentage of out-
group members, IMD, and perceived ingroup norms,
because of the strong correlation between RWA and
SDO (see Table 1). Likewise, the variables were centred

Figure 1. Interaction between percentage of Asians and RWA on pos-
itive contact of White people.

Figure 2. Interaction between percentage of Asians and RWA on neg-
ative contact of White people.

before building the interaction terms to avoid problems of
multicollinearity.

The interaction between percentage of Asians in
the neighbourhood and RWA was positively associated
with both positive and negative contact (Hypothesis 5;
see Table 2). Consistent with previous research (Brune
et al., 2016), and our hypothesis, the percentage of
Asians in the neighbourhood was positively associated
with positive intergroup contact only for White people
high in RWA, 𝛽 = 0.42, 95% CI [0.24, 0.49], but not
for those low in RWA, 𝛽 = 0.12, 95% CI [−0.02, 0.26]
(Figure 1).

Similarly, the percentage of Asians was positively
associated with negative intergroup contact for White
people high in RWA, 𝛽 = 0.38, 95% CI [0.03, 0.06], but
not for those low in RWA, 𝛽 = −0.01, 95% CI [−0.02,
0.01], indicating that White people high in RWA reported
not just more positive but also more negative contact when
they lived in neighbourhoods with a high percentage of
Asian people (see Figure 2).

The interaction between IMD and SDO was nega-
tively associated with negative contact (Hypothesis 6; see
Table 2). However, the simple slope analyses revealed no
significant association between IMD and negative con-
tact for both White people low in SDO, 𝛽 = −0.02, 95%

© 2022 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.
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Figure 3. Interaction between multiple deprivation (IMD) and SDO on
negative contact of White people.

CI [−0.01, 0.02], and high in SDO, 𝛽 = −0.13, 95%
CI [−0.03, 0.00]. Inspection of the interaction patterns
reveals a surprising result, since deprivation is associ-
ated with increased negative contact for White people low
in SDO, but with decreased negative contact for White
British people high in SDO (see Figure 3). The effects
are, however, very small.

Asian British minority sample

We conducted the same set of regression analyses for
the Asian British minority group sample (see Tables 4 and
5). In this sample, only one antecedent was reliably asso-
ciated with contact: perceived ingroup norms were pos-
itively associated with the frequency of positive contact
of Asian respondents with White respondents (Hypothe-
sis 3). Other variables were unrelated to either positive or
negative intergroup contact of Asian respondents.

The product of perceived ingroup norms in favour of
intergroup contact and SDO was negatively associated
with negative contact (Hypothesis 7). Simple slopes (see
Figure 4) showed that perceived ingroup norms were pos-
itively associated with negative contact of Asian people
low in SDO, 𝛽 = 0.25, 95% CI [0.11, 1.06], but not for
those high in SDO, 𝛽 = 0.04, 95% CI [−0.34, 0.52]. Thus,
perceived ingroup norms were positively associated with
negative intergroup contact for Asian people low in SDO.
The other products were non-significant.

DISCUSSION

This study extended previous research by providing evi-
dence concerning the joint effects of different antecedents
of intergroup contact on positive and negative encoun-
ters of White British majority and Asian British minority
groups with the respective ethnic outgroup. We used a
daily diary method that allowed us to record the num-
ber of daily intergroup encounters to try to obtain a
more accurate estimate of reported intergroup experiences
compared with the most common measure of contact

TABLE 4
Regression analysis: Summary of factors predicting positive

contact of Asian people with White people

Step 1
Step 2a
(RWA)

Step 2b
(SDO)

Variable β β β

Age −0.09 −0.10 −0.08
Education 0.08 0.06 0.08
Percentage of Whites −0.07 −0.05 −0.09
IMD −0.01 0.01 −0.02
SDO −0.02 −0.02 −0.03
RWA 0.10 0.09 0.09
Perceived ingroup norms 0.26∗∗∗ 0.26∗∗ 0.27∗∗∗

Percentage of Whites × ideology −0.11 −0.14
IMD× ideology −0.12 −0.08
Ingroup norms × ideology 0.05 −0.07
R2

.04
Adjusted R2

.12
F for change in R2 3.16∗ 2.73∗∗ 2.79∗∗

Note: Step 1 includes all main variables; Step 2a includes RWA as
ideology in the interaction terms; and Step 2b includes SDO as ide-
ology in the interaction terms. IMD = index of multiple deprivation;
RWA = right-wing-authoritarianism; SDO = social domination orienta-
tion. ∗p< .05. ∗∗p< .01. ∗∗∗p< .001.

TABLE 5
Regression analysis: Summary of factors predicting negative

contact of Asian people with White people

Step 1
Step 2a
(RWA)

Step 2b
(SDO)

Variable β β β

Age −0.11 −0.11 −0.11
Education 0.08 0.05 0.09
Percentage of Whites −0.01 −0.00 −0.00
IMD −0.02 −0.01 −0.03
SDO 0.04 0.02 −0.01
RWA 0.16 0.15 0.20∗

Perceived ingroup norms 0.12 0.10 0.15
Percentage of Whites × ideology −0.09 −0.13
IMD× ideology −0.03 0.00
Ingroup norms × ideology 0.08 −0.20∗

R2
.06

Adjusted R2
.02

F for change in R2 1.59 1.51 2.02∗

Note: Step 1 includes all main variables; Step 2a includes RWA as
ideology in the interaction terms; and Step 2b includes SDO as ide-
ology in the interaction terms. IMD = index of multiple deprivation;
RWA = right-wing-authoritarianism; SDO = social domination orienta-
tion. ∗p< .05.

(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). We found that different fac-
tors came to the fore in the case of majority compared
with minority groups.

For the majority group, results were quite com-
plex. Neighbourhood diversity and ingroup norms were
positively associated with positive daily intergroup
experiences. Living in contexts characterised by mul-
tiple persistent forms of disadvantage was negatively
associated with positive intergroup contact, whereas

© 2022 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.
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ANTECEDENTS OF INTERGROUP CONTACT 531

Figure 4. Interaction between perceived ingroup norms and SDO on
negative contact of Asian people.

neighbourhood diversity and embracing an authoritarian
ideology (i.e., high in RWA) were positively associated
with negative experiences with minority group members.
Moreover, living in neighbourhoods with a higher propor-
tion of Asians was associated with higher frequencies of
both positive and negative intergroup contact experiences,
for respondents high in RWA. The social and economic
deprivation of neighbourhoods also interacted with SDO.
But simple slopes analyses revealed only small and
non-significant associations both for respondents low and
high in SDO with negative contact.

For the minority group, we only found evidence of
one significant antecedent of contact: perceived ingroup
norms were positively associated with positive intergroup
contact. These also moderated the relationship between
SDO and negative intergroup contact. We discuss these
findings in terms of their methodological, theoretical and
practical implications, acknowledging some limitations
and areas for future research as we do so.

Methodological, theoretical and practical
implications

The present research addresses urgent research questions
about factors that may encourage or stifle intergroup
contact (Paolini et al., 2018). In doing so, we employed
the diary method, rarely used in the intergroup contact
literature, allowing us to obtain a more reliable, and
less subject to memory bias measure compared with the
conventional measure of contact based on the recall of
intergroup experiences across a longer period of time
(presumably more subject to forgetting).

In regard to the drivers of intergroup contact included
in our research, we supported and expanded the literature
in five main ways. First, among the majority group, our
findings showed that the percentage of Asian British
people in UK neighbourhoods, or the psychological
reality of living in a de-segregated context that provides
opportunities for ethnic majority–minority contact,
was associated with increased overall actual intergroup

contact. Interestingly, neighbourhood diversity was the
only factor positively associated with both types of daily
intergroup contact. This evidence provided a potential
explanation of the mixed results on the relationship
between diversity and interethnic contact (Kros & Hew-
stone, 2020; Laurence et al., 2018). Facilitating both
positive and negative face-to-face intergroup contact,
living close to different ethnic groups may be related to
either an improvement or deterioration of intergroup rela-
tions depending on which type of contact plays a stronger
role in shaping future interactions. Other intervening
factors may help us to understand when neighbourhood
diversity affects majority group members’ tolerance
and openness to positive rather than negative intergroup
experiences (e.g., historical intergroup relationships,
personality factors).

Second, findings related to the majority group extend
the literature on the relationship between social and
economic deprivation and interethnic contact (Sampson
et al., 1997) by showing that respondents’ level of depri-
vation was negatively associated with positive intergroup
experiences in the case of the majority group. This evi-
dence suggests that people who feel socially and eco-
nomically threatened by ethnic minorities tend to have
less positive contact with them, reducing the chances of
changing their view.

Third, with regard to the literature on ideological atti-
tudes and interethnic relationships (Cohrs & Stelzl, 2010),
RWA, but not SDO, was associated with daily negative
intergroup contact among members of the majority group.
This finding implies that it is the authoritarianism compo-
nent (tapped by RWA), more than the support for inter-
group inequalities (tapped by SDO), that is linked to
negative experiences with outgroup members. From the
present data, we cannot be sure if this difference asso-
ciated with RWA is based on the avoidance of contact
by those higher in RWA or on an increased willingness
to engage in contact by those lower in RWA. However,
the higher frequency of both forms of valenced contact
reported by those higher in RWA living in mixed areas
indicates that the reduced difference of negative contact
between those low and high in RWA living in the segre-
gated areas is likely to be due to those higher in RWA
avoiding contact. In this regard, although people with
higher scores on right-leaning ideologies might avoid
ethnic minority outgroups, the more contact they have
with these groups, the more tolerant and open-minded
their attitudes about the groups become (e.g., Hodson
et al., 2013). Thus, our correlational evidence may sup-
port not just the role of ideologies in shaping intergroup
experiences, but also the role of negative intergroup con-
tact in reinforcing intolerant ideologies.

Fourth, in contrast to the potentially critical role
of deprivation and ideologies, ingroup norms were
associated with the likelihood of having positive, but not
negative, contact with outgroup members for the majority

© 2022 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.
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and the minority group. Previous research consistently
showed the beneficial effect of social norms in promoting
positive intergroup relationships from the perspective
of the majority (Christ et al., 2014). The present study
included both majority and minority samples, and con-
firmed the importance of ingroup members as sources of
information about social attitudes. Future studies should
address whether specific social norms are predictive of
actively seeking out negative encounters. The beneficial
role of ingroup norms in encouraging only positive inter-
group contact across both groups implies the relevance
of this factor in implementing interventions to build an
inclusive society. Even in globalised and increasingly
multicultural societies that offer growing opportunities
for intergroup contact, people may still avoid engaging in
meaningful experiences with outgroup members (Dixon
& Durrheim, 2003). Thus, favouring ingroup norms in
support of intergroup contact may be a strategic way to
implement social integration.

Fifth, we examined the interplay between the various
factors considered. We extended previous research on the
role of diversity on positive intergroup contact (Brune
et al., 2016) by showing that White British people who
endorse authoritarian ideologies tend to avoid intergroup
encounters in general and thereby not only report less
positive but also less negative intergroup contact than
White British people who agree less with authoritarian
ideologies. However, when intergroup contact becomes
unavoidable, high compared with low RWA people
increased both their positive and negative experiences
with outgroup members. Therefore, our findings are
encouraging in supporting the role of neighbourhood
diversity in improving intergroup encounters even for
more authoritarian people, who tend to be more prej-
udiced. We thus extended previous research (Brune
et al., 2016) by showing that White British people who
endorsed authoritarian ideologies tended to avoid not just
positive but also negative intergroup contact when they
had the chance to do so (e.g., when the percentage of
Asian British people living in their neighbourhood was
low). Social diversity, rather than ingroup norms, plays
a crucial role in increasing intergroup contact for high
authoritarians, people who tend to be more prejudiced.
This can be particularly relevant for interventions with
prejudiced people when seeking to promote the inclu-
sion of immigrants as well as their adaptation into host
societies.

Our exploratory analyses on the interplay between dif-
ferent predictors of intergroup contact showed that among
minority group members those low in SDO who per-
ceived higher ingroup norms in favour of intergroup con-
tact reported more frequent negative experiences with the
majority group. This surprising finding supports the link
between ingroup norms and intergroup experiences. It
implies that especially minority group members who both
embrace ingroup norms concerning intergroup contact

and are less authoritarian are those who tend to have more
intergroup contact, including a higher frequency of nega-
tive experiences, with the majority group.

Overall, the factors we investigated were differentially
related to daily positive and negative intergroup experi-
ences, highlighting the importance of considering both
forms of valenced contact in future research to further
understand when and how contact can improve intergroup
relationships (Schäfer et al., 2021). Going beyond the
optimal conditions proposed by Allport (1954), we found
that a mix of key factors, including perceived ingroup
norms and social diversity, especially for authoritarians,
can be the catalysts for virtuous cycles of contact and
further contact-seeking for majority and, in part also, for
minority groups members.

Notwithstanding the novel findings of this research,
and consistent results across measures, we acknowledge
some limitations. First, the data are correlational, so we
cannot draw any conclusions about the direction of cau-
sation. Second, there was a high drop-out rate, prevent-
ing us from using all 13 days of diary data. Given the
challenge of collecting diary data from a large commu-
nity sample, including minority members, the agency we
contracted was committed to reach at least six completed
diary entries for at least 150 respondents of each sample,
and this might have been linked to the significant reduc-
tion of responses after day five of the diary. Third, we
acknowledge the low internal consistency for the RWA
short scale. However, this low reliability is to be expected
since the short scale captures all three sub-dimensions
of RWA, and measures of internal consistency are inap-
plicable in the case of heterogeneous constructs (e.g.,
McNeish, 2018). We were not able to provide a proper
reliability estimate like omega for heterogeneous mea-
sures, since the short scale contains only one item for each
sub-dimension of RWA.

CONCLUSION

This novel, diary-based study investigated antecedents of
both majority White British and minority Asian British
respondents’ valenced intergroup contact. We found that
different factors—at different levels—were related to
positive and negative intergroup contact for members of
the two groups. For the majority group, neighbourhood
diversity (macrolevel) was positively associated with both
positive and negative forms of contact, whereas social and
economic deprivation of neighbourhoods was negatively
associated with positive contact; ingroup norms in favour
of contact with the outgroup (mesolevel) were positively
associated with positive intergroup encounters; and Right
Wing Authoritarianism (microlevel) was positively asso-
ciated with negative intergroup contact. For the minority
group, however, only ingroup norms (mesolevel) were
positively associated with positive intergroup contact.

© 2022 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.
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ANTECEDENTS OF INTERGROUP CONTACT 533

We also found evidence from exploratory analyses
for some more complex interaction effects between
the antecedents, with micro-level factors (SDO and
RWA) as moderators. Interestingly, norms were the only
antecedent to emerge for both groups—ingroup norms
were associated with the likelihood of having positive, but
not negative, contact with outgroup members –and we
highlighted its potential for future interventions. Overall,
these findings highlight the value of studying antecedents
of contact separately for majority and minority groups,
for both positive and negative forms of contact, and of
taking a broad approach, encompassing macro-, meso-
and microlevel factors.
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