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A B S T R A C T

In contemporary multicultural societies undergoing heightened immigration, investigating inter- 
ethnic minority contact is paramount. The present systematic review aims to summarize the still 
scarce findings on inter-minority contact in shaping attitudes between ethnic minorities. Spe
cifically, it addresses the antecedents and consequences of inter-minority contact, by dis
tinguishing research focusing on adolescents and adults. Moreover, as outcomes of inter-minority 
contact, ethnic prejudice and attitudes toward support for collective action to promote social 
change are separately illustrated. A total of 22 studies are included in this systematic review. The 
findings from these studies show few specific macro- (e.g., contextual diversity) and micro-level 
factors (e.g., socio-economic status) as antecedents of inter-minority contact. Moreover, results 
consistently across adolescent and adult samples show that both direct and extended positive 
contact are associated with reduced prejudice and increased support for outgroup-friendly pol
icies. Yet, negative contact exacerbates intergroup tensions amongst minorities. Research also 
summarizes the mediating and moderating factors of such associations. Overall, the current 
systematic review illustrates the varied and sparse findings on the topic supporting the beneficial 
role of positive inter-minority contact in building more inclusive and equitable societies as well as 
the processes and factors that may play a role.

Introduction

Global modernization and continued forced migrations have dramatically shaped the multicultural mosaic of the current societies, 
enhancing proximity between different ethnic, religious, and cultural groups. The closed cohabitation among members of distinct 
traditions, beliefs, and unequal power raises new issues in the process of reciprocal adaptation that represents crucial challenges for 
numerous countries and distinct groups around the world. The phenomenon may further intensify in the next decades due to political 
and economic turmoil enhancing the urgency to encourage social inclusion processes. In this vein, studying intergroup contact in 
contemporary diverse societies helps to understand under which conditions not just majority-minority but also minority-minority 
harmony and cooperation for social equality and respect can be enhanced.

In light of the major focus devoted in the literature to the contact between majority and minority group members (Dixon et al., 
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2015), it is of utmost importance to systematically review the literature on inter-minority contact. In this vein, we aim to address which 
factors facilitate or inhibit contact experiences among ethnic minorities members and whether, when, and how these experiences may 
contribute to social inclusion. Thus, the current study aims to systematize previous findings on the antecedents and consequences of 
different forms of inter-minority contact in adolescence and adulthood. Overall, the work can provide a better understanding of the 
phenomenon, its implications, as well as its similarities with, and differences from, majority-minority contact experiences.

The different forms of intergroup contact

A long tradition of social psychology research asserted that contact between majority-minority groups is one of the most efficient 
tools to reduce outgroup prejudice and promote intergroup relations (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). In outlining the optimal conditions of 
intergroup contact, Allport (1954) underlined the distinct and crucial role of the quantity (i.e., the frequency) and the quality (i.e., the 
valence) of intergroup experiences. In establishing that regular contact between groups contributes to more harmonious societies 
(Martinovic, 2013; Pettigrew et al., 2011), scholars tended to focus on the effects of positive intergroup contact (Dixon et al., 2005; 
Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Yet, daily encounters among groups are characterized by not only positive interactions (e.g., positive small 
talk, smiles, or intimate comforting conversations) but also negative experiences (e.g., awkward or even hostile and threatening in
teractions). Importantly, the detrimental effects of negative contact on intergroup attitudes can be even stronger than the benefits of 
positive experiences (Barlow et al., 2012). Still, positive contact occurs more often than negative (e.g., Graf et al., 2014; Hayward et al., 
2017) and may have a greater effect under specific circumstances (Barlow et al., 2019; Paolini et al., 2014), underlying the relevance to 
examine both these distinct types of experiences.

Positive and negative intergroup contact can be direct face-to-face experiences, or indirect ones, such as the mere knowledge of 
ingroup members being friends with outgroup members or the observation of cross-group friendships in person or through mass media 
(Wright et al., 1997). A consistent corpus of research has shown the exclusive role of indirect forms of contact in improving intergroup 
relations (see Vezzali et al., 2017, for a review), especially in segregated societies, when direct contact is rare and avoided. Never
theless, indirect intergroup experiences play a weaker role compared to direct ones in shaping intergroup attitudes (Christ et al., 2004).

Research on intergroup contact has also addressed its developmental dynamics by underlining long-term effects across the lifespan. 
Among adolescents, it has been revealed that contact is associated with the development of positive attitudes during adolescence. Once 
formed, these attitudes have the potential to buffer against decreasing contact in later stages of life (Wölfer et al., 2016). As repre
senting the most robust form of positive direct contact (Davies et al., 2011), cross-group friendships during adolescence also facilitate 
inter alia and positive intergroup attitudes. In contrast, negative direct contact increases outgroup avoidance over time (Miklikowska, 
2017). Such findings emphasize adopting a developmental lens to better understand whether, and how, the effects of contact vary 
across different stages of development.

The minority perspective on intergroup contact

Although the most of research to date has mainly focused on the perspective of majority or advantaged groups, there has been a 
growing interest in the perspective of minority or disadvantaged groups (e.g., McKeown & Dixon, 2017). Meta-analysis research 
showed relatively weaker effects of intergroup contact among minority group members compared to the majority (Tropp & Pettigrew, 
2005).

Positive contact experiences with the majority group are fundamental for ethnic minority groups to develop social networks 
contributing to their well-being and successful adaptation in the destination country (e.g., Damstra & Tillie, 2016; Karataş et al., 2021). 
Negative intergroup contact, however, might be frequent for minority members who suffer from intergroup discrimination (Tropp & 
Bianchi, 2006). Studies that have examined the impact of negative intergroup contact from the perspective of the minority group have 
shown that it is quite often experienced in the form of prejudice and exclusion (Stephan et al., 2002), leading to increased anxiety about 
future interactions with members of the majority (Tropp, 2003). Anxiety is one of the main mediators of intergroup contact effects 
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008).

Yet, negative majority-minority experiences may encourage minority members’ demands for greater equality and facilitate their 
motivation and desire to take action in support of social change (i.e., collective action; Reimer & Sengupta, 2023). Collective action 
represents a distinct and relevant outcome of intergroup contact to understand how to promote more inclusive and equitable societies 
(Dixon et al., 2010). Furthermore, numerous individual (i.e., ideologies), social (i.e., social norms), and contextual factors (i.e., di
versity) can facilitate or inhibit positive and negative intergroup contact experiences (Kauff et al., 2021).

Inter-minority contact experiences

The presence of several ethnic minorities in current multicultural societies discloses the role of minority-minority experiences on 
the same predictors and outcomes. Inter-minority contact may refer to the relationships between different disadvantaged groups, 
based on their ethnicity, religion, immigration status (i.e., refugees). However, the present review focuses only on the intergroup 
experiences between ethnic minority groups members. In this regard, inter-minority contact research is characterized by few sparse 
findings. The majority of the studies on positive direct contact between ethnic minorities of similar or different group status show its 
beneficial effects on intergroup attitudes across different but all WEIRD (Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic) 
countries located in the US and Europe. Yet, a few studies on the long-term effects of direct inter-minority contact show inconsistent 
findings (Al Ramiah & Hewstone, 2012; Bowman et al., 2012; Van Laar et al., 2005). Thus, further research is still needed, especially in 
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contexts characterized by different levels of social inequality (Gini coefficient; Hasell, 2023), democracy and immigration policies 
(MIPEX; Solano & Huddleston, 2020) that play a role in inter-minority members’ lives and relations.

Moreover, only recent studies have taken into account the role of positive and negative inter-minority contact in respectively 
enhancing and inhibiting both intergroup attitudes and support for collective action (Visintin et al., 2016, 2017). In terms of ante
cedents of inter-minority contact, a comparative study was conducted by Koops et al. (2017) to examine whether inter-minority 
contact is driven by the same mechanisms as majority-minority contact. They relied on the Theory of Preferences, Opportunities, 
and Third Parties (Kalmijn, 1998), which distinguishes potential factors influencing intergroup experiences and their outcomes. Re
sults showed that education, language proficiency, and outgroup size positively influenced both types of positive direct contact, 
whereas the effects of occupational status and ingroup identification were opposite. Occupational status promoted contact with 
majority members over other minorities, whereas ingroup identification was a facilitator of inter-minority contact, but an inhibitor of 
contact with majority members. These divergent findings highlight the importance of studying inter-minority interactions to under
stand their impact and uniqueness in multicultural societies and disentangle the multiple factors that influence the distinct outcomes. 
Accordingly, this systematic review aims to synthesize existing studies to clarify the extent of current knowledge, identify method
ological gaps, and provide directions for future research. Hence, the systematical knowledge established in this review might allow for 
tailoring policies and interventions that foster positive inter-minority relations and more equal societies.

The present research

Current multicultural societies leave unattended many instances of social discrimination and inequality faced by ethnic minority 
members in their relations with other minority members. There is a crucial need for diverse cultural groups to coexist within the same 
social spaces, preventing or reducing conflict and polarization and fostering social cohesion and equality. In this regard, the mech
anisms through which different forms of intergroup contact amongst minority group members can either mitigate or exacerbate these 
divisions require to be urgently addressed. Therefore, the purpose of this systematic review is three-fold.

First, it aims to examine the antecedents of inter-minority contact, considering contextual and individual factors (Aim 1). Second, it 
aims to assess the short- and long-term associations between inter-minority contact and distinct attitudes toward the other minorities. 
Specifically, this systematic review investigates how inter-minority contact affects prejudice and attitudes toward outgroup minority 
(Aim 2) as well as support for collective action in favor of outgroup minorities (Aim 3) as separate outcomes. In doing so, not only 
positive but also negative, direct and indirect inter-minority contact experiences are taken into account. Moreover, given the centrality 
of intergroup contact experiences engaged during adolescence, the present review adopts a developmental lens and distinguishes inter- 
minority contact experiences and their effects in adolescence from those in adulthood. In this vein, we assess the generalization of 
inter-minority contact effects across different stages of development.

Method

The present review followed the PRISMA guidelines (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses; Page 
et al., 2021). This systematic review was preregistered in the PROSPERO database, registration ID: PROSPERO 2023 
CRD42023416676.

Literature search

The literature search was conducted in April 2023, with an update in January 2024. We employed two principal search strategies. 
Search terms were developed iteratively based on a preliminary review of the literature and research team expertise brainstorming. 
The search strategy involved a predefined combination of keywords, which included general key terms related to the principal con
structs (i.e., inter-minority contact), type of groups in contact, and the age population. Overall, the following general keywords were 
used: “contact” (“interaction*”, “friendship”) AND “minorit*” (“disadvantaged”, “stigmatized”) AND “adult*”, “adolescent*”, and 
“youth”. The full search string used for each database is provided in the Supplementary Materials (see Document SM1).

The literature search was conducted in several electronic databases, including PsycINFO, PsycArticles, Scopus, Web of Science, 
ProQuest, and ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. Additionally, manual searches of relevant journals and reference lists were per
formed to ensure comprehensive coverage of the literature.

Eligibility criteria

The initial set of eligibility criteria focused on the characteristics of the studies. The studies need to include: a measure of (positive 
or negative, direct or indirect) contact between two ethnic minority groups. An additional inclusion criterion pertained to the specific 
population of interest, encompassing studies that investigated intergroup contact among ethnic minorities within the demographic 
cohorts of adolescents, young adults, and adults. That is, quantitative studies including adolescents, young adults, or adults were 
included if they investigated the antecedents of contact between two distinct ethnic minorities and/or its outcomes related to inter
group attitudes. We excluded studies aggregating measures of contact with more than one outgroup, such as majority and minority 
outgroups or different minority outgroups, and those studies that included aggregated measures of attitudes and prejudice toward 
different outgroups. Further, we excluded studies aggregating instances of institutional discriminative attitudes and behaviors (e.g., 
hate crimes) to keep the scope of the review narrowly focused on inter-minority attitudes to promote social inclusion and equality, such 
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as individuals’ cognitive, affective, and behavioral dimensions of ethnic prejudice, collective action intentions and solidarity toward 
the specific outgroup minority target.

Another set of eligibility criteria pertained to the characteristics of the publication. We included journal articles with research 
studies and one type of grey literature (i.e., doctoral dissertations) to identify studies that (a) under peer-review and (b) could be 
systematically retrieved through electronic bibliographic databases. This methodology enhances methodological rigor, ensuring 
transparency and replicability in the literature search process to avoid selection biases (Ferguson & Brannick, 2012).

Selection of studies

As shown in the PRISMA flow diagram (Moher et al., 2009; see Fig. 1), the initial database search produced 1308 bibliographic 
records. The first author screened these and eliminated 646 duplicates. The first and the last authors conducted a title and abstract 
independent assessment of the remaining 662 records. In cases where there was uncertainty about the relevance of a study based on the 
abstract, the full text was retrieved for a more detailed assessment. Inter-rater reliability, measured by Cohen’s kappa, for this initial 
phase was moderate (0.74) and disagreements were resolved by consensus after detailed discussion. Following this process, 30 full-text 
articles were considered for inclusion. After a thorough review of the full text of these 30 articles, 17 were excluded for the reasons 
outlined in Fig. 1, leaving 13 studies from the database search phase that were eligible for inclusion. Inter-rater reliability for this phase 
was excellent (Cohen’s kappa = 0.93) and disagreements were resolved by consensus after a detailed discussion.

As shown in the second branch of the PRISMA flow diagram, we used a citation search to identify studies using methods other than 
database searches in the next stage of our search strategy. Based on the references of the articles selected from the database searches, 
this step identified 12 additional articles that appeared to be relevant. These 12 underwent the same rigorous text analysis as the first 
phase (Cohen’s kappa = 0.85). Of these, 3 articles were excluded because they did not specifically measure inter-minority contact, 
leaving 9 articles from the citation search phase eligible for inclusion. In total, 22 studies met all our criteria and were included in the 
final systematic review, combining the results from the database and citation search phases.

Data extraction

Upon determining the studies that meet our predefined inclusion and exclusion criteria, we advanced to the data extraction stage. 
We adopted a structured coding protocol, partitioned into distinct sections for clarity and thoroughness. The characteristics of the 
publications (i.e., publication year and author’s name), the sample characteristics (i.e., sample size, range and mean age of the par
ticipants, country of the study, and ethnic minority groups involved), and the study design (cross-sectional or longitudinal) (see 
Table 1.). Additional information about the studies included in the review, concerning the measure variables and the main findings, is 
provided in a table in the Supplementary Materials (SM2).

During the data extraction process, both the first and last authors independently extracted the data, and any inconsistencies were 
reconciled through in-depth discussion. In cases where additional judgment was needed, a second author was consulted. This approach 

Fig. 1. PRISMA 2020 flow diagram.
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Table 1 
Characteristics of studies included in the systematic review.

Year Authors Context Sample Size Sample Age Outgroup target Research 
Design

1976 Tsukashima, R. T., & 
Montero, D.

United States African American (n 
= 319)

Age: 20 and older American Jews Cross- 
sectional

1997 Phinney, J. S., Ferguson, D. 
L., & Tate, J. D.

United States African American (n 
= 133) 
Latinos (n = 219) 
Asian-American (n =
195)

Age and grade: 162 eighth 
graders (ages 13–15); 385 
eleventh graders (ages 
16–18)

African Americans, 
Latinos, Asian 
Americans.

Cross- 
sectional

2002 Bratt, C. Norway Turkish (n = 54) 
Vietnamese (n = 15) 
Pakistani (n = 13)

Mage = 13.9 Pakistanis, Turkish, 
Vietnamese

Cross- 
sectional

2002 Emerson, M. O., Kimbro, R. 
T., & Yancey, G.

United States African American (n 
= 296) 
Hispanic American (n 
= 307) 
Asian American (n =
210)

Mage = 44.92 Asian Americans, 
African Americans, 
Hispanic Americans,

Cross- 
sectional

2005 Brüß, J. Germany German adolescents 
(n = 6.055) 
Turkish adolescents 
(n = 1.652 
Resettler adolescents 
(n = 3.539)

Age range = 16–18 German, Turkish Cross- 
sectional

2005 Van Laar, C., Levin, S., 
Sinclair, S., & Sidanius, J.

United States Asian American (n =
753) 
Latino (n = 430) 
African American (n 
= 130)

University students African Americans, 
Asian Americans, 
Latinos

Longitudinal

2010 Philip, C. L., Mahalingam, 
R., & Sellers, R. M.

United States Indian Immigrant (n 
= 63) 
Indian American (n =
81)

Indian Immigrant (Mage =

25); Indian American (Mage 

= 20)

African Americans Cross- 
sectional

2011 Bikmen, N. United States Black (n = 62) 
Asian (n = 42)

University students Asian Americans, 
Black Americans

Cross- 
sectional

2012 Al Ramiah, A., & Hewstone, 
M.

Malaysia National Service 
Participants: 
Chinese (n = 314) 
Indian (n = 209) 
Control Group 
Participants: 
Chinese (n = 154) 
Indian (n = 55)

Mage = 18 Indians, Chinese Longitudinal

2012 Bowman, N. A., & Griffin, T. 
M.

United States Black American (n =
798) 
Asian (n = 765) 
Hispanic (n = 721)

Mage = 18 Hispanic, Asian, 
American Black

Longitudinal

2013 Mähönen, T. A., Ihalainen, 
K., & Jasinskaja-Lahti, I.

Finland Russian-speaking 
immigrant pupils (n =
132)

Mage = 15 Groups of immigrants 
living in Finland

Cross- 
sectional

2014 Hindriks, P., Verkuyten, M., 
& Coenders, M.

The Netherlands Moroccan and 
Turkish origin 
immigrants (n =
1987)

Mage = 30.95 Turkish, Moroccan, 
Surinamese, Antilleans

Cross- 
sectional

2015 Chen, X., & Graham, S. United States Asian American (n =
762)

Mage = 11.5 Latinos, Multiethnic/ 
Biracial, Blacks, 
Asians,

Cross- 
sectional

2015 Dixon, J., Durrheim, K., 
Thomae, M., Tredoux, C., 
Kerr, P., & Quayle, M.

United States Indian South African 
(n = 365)

Mage = 45.4 Black South Africans Cross- 
sectional

2016 Chen, M. United States Asian American (n =
190) 
African American (n 
= 304)

Mage = 29.01 African Americans, 
Asian Americans

Cross- 
sectional

2016 Visintin, E. P., Brylka, A., 
Green, E. G., Mähönen, T. 
A., & Jasinskaja-Lahti, I.

Bulgaria (Study 
1), Finland 
(Study 2)

Study 1: 
Bulgarian Turkish (n 
= 320) 
Roma (n = 320). 
Study 2: 

Study 1: Bulgarian Turkish 
sample (Mage = 44.60), and 
Roma sample (Mage =

43.33). 
Study 2: Estonian sample 

Study 1: Roma, 
Bulgarian Turkish 
Study 2: Russian, 
Estonian

Cross- 
sectional

(continued on next page)
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guaranteed the accuracy of the data extracted for analysis.

Results

Study characteristics

Our systematic review encompasses 22 studies published over a span of nearly five decades, from 1976 to 2020 (see Table 2 for a 
summary of the main analytical sections, the number of studies included, and the key conclusions). This temporal range underscores a 
sustained scholarly interest in the dynamics of inter-minority contact. Predominantly featured in journals of repute, such as Social 
Forces, Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, and Social Psychology Quarterly, these studies collectively indicate a 
specific but consistent academic resonance.

The sample sizes across studies showed considerable diversity, from cross-sectional studies with fewer than 100 participants to 
expansive surveys exceeding a thousand subjects. This variance reflects the scope and the methodological diversity within the field. 
The demographic breadth is similarly notable, with studies examining a spectrum of ethnic backgrounds, including but not limited to 
African Americans, Latinos, Asian Americans, and various other ethnic minority groups in Europe and Asia. Participant ages ranged 
widely, covering both adolescent and adult populations. Regarding research design, the studies are predominantly cross-sectional, 
which provides snapshots of inter-minority relations at specific points in time. Complementing these, relatively small selection of 

Table 1 (continued )

Year Authors Context Sample Size Sample Age Outgroup target Research 
Design

Estonian (n =212) 
Russian (n = 246)

(Mage = 46.09) and Russian 
sample (Mage = 43.01)

2017 Kamberi, E., Martinovic, B., 
& Verkuyten, M.

Macedonia Macedonian (n =
211) 
Albanian (n = 214) 
Turkish (n = 202)

Mage = 16.55 Roma Cross- 
sectional

2017 Koops, J., Martinovic, B., & 
Weesie, J.

The Netherlands Moroccan (n = 868) 
Turkish (n = 917) 
Antillean (n = 778) 
Surinamese (n = 710)

Age range: 15–65 Surinamese, 
Antilleans, Turkish, 
Moroccans

Cross- 
sectional

2017 Visintin, E. P., Green, E. G., 
Pereira, A., & Miteva, P.

Bulgaria Bulgarian Turkish (n 
= 274)

Mage = 44.66 Roma Cross- 
sectional

2018 Tropp, L. R., Okamoto, D. 
G., Marrow, H. B., & Jones- 
Correa, M.

United States U.S. born Black (n =
502) 
Mexican immigrant 
(n = 500) 
Indian immigrant (n 
= 501)

Age range = 18–90 Indian immigrants, US 
born Blacks, Mexican 
immigrants

Cross- 
sectional

2019 Cernat, V. Romania Hungarian (n = 604) 
Roma (n = 602)

Hungarian sample (Mage =

49); Roma sample (Mage =

39)

Roma; Hungarians Cross- 
sectional

2019 Rastogi, R., & Juvonen, J. United States Black/African 
American (n = 697) 
Latino/Mexican 
American (n = 1883)

Age range = around 11–12 
years old (Sixth grade 
school)

Latino/Mexican 
Americans; Black/ 
Africans

Longitudinal

Table 2 
Summary of the review aims, section results, number of articles and main conclusions.

Aims Section Title Number of 
Articles

Main Conclusions

1 The Antecedents of Inter-Minority Contact 4 Structural diversity in various contexts and perceived similarity between minority 
groups foster inter-minority contact. Ethnic socialization, group identification, 
education, occupation, and language competence are significant predictors of contact.

2 Inter-minority Contact and Outgroup 
Attitudes among Adolescents

5 Among adolescents, inter-minority contact, especially inter-ethnic friendship, improves 
attitudes towards outgroup members, reducing prejudice in the short and long terms. 
These beneficial effects are mediated by empathy and influenced by social norms and 
ethnic identification.

2 Inter-Minority Contact and Outgroup 
Attitudes among Adults

10 Among adults, inter-minority contact reduces outgroup prejudice and improves 
intergroup attitudes, with stronger effects in groups of similar status and limited impact 
over time.

3 Inter-Minority Contact and Attitudes toward 
Social Change among Adolescents

1 Positive inter-minority contact is associated with support for collective action in favour 
of other social minorities.

3 Inter-Minority Contact and Attitudes toward 
Social Change among Adults

4 Positive inter-minority contact is associated with support for collective action in favour 
of other social minorities and pro-outgroup policies. However, group status moderates 
the nature of support, and negative contact dampens positive effects.
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longitudinal and experimental studies offers valuable insights into intergroup interactions’ temporal evolution and causal dynamics.
Results are illustrated in the following paragraphs by considering first the studies examining the antecedents of inter-minority 

contact to distinguish its facilitating and inhibiting factors. Then, the links between different forms of inter-minorities contact and 
social attitudes among minorities in the short and long terms are summarized. Specifically, the studies focusing on prejudice and 
support for collective action as attitude outcomes are separately addressed, considering those involving adolescent and adult samples.

The antecedents of inter-minority contact

In contrast to the extensive literature exploring the antecedents of intergroup contact between ethnic minority and majority in
dividuals (e.g., Kauff et al., 2021; Karataş et al., 2023; Prati et al., 2022), only a few studies have specifically investigated the predictors 
of inter-minority contact. Of these, three have examined the antecedents of inter-minority contact in the US among various ethnic 
groups (Chen, 2016; Chen & Graham, 2015; Phinney et al., 1997). The remaining one focused on the European context, with a 
particular emphasis on the predictors of contact among individuals with Turkish, Moroccan, Antillean, and Surinamese backgrounds in 
The Netherlands (Koops et al., 2017).

Besides geographical diversity, two studies (Chen, 2016; Koops et al., 2017) focused on the factors influencing the quantity and 
quality of inter-minority contact, as well as the intention to establish contact during adulthood. Two other studies (Chen & Graham, 
2015; Phinney et al., 1997) have emphasized the antecedents of cross-ethnic friendships among adolescents. Consequently, all studies 
enable us to portray culture-specific nuances regarding micro- and macro-level antecedents of inter-minority contact among in
dividuals experiencing different geographical contexts and diverse developmental life phases in light of the various forms of 
inter-minority contact.

With regard to the macro-level antecedents, studies have principally investigated to what extent inter-minority contact is contingent 
upon the contextual diversity, represented by the size of each ethnic and cultural group in various life contexts, including schools, 
neighborhoods, and municipalities. When examining inter-minority contact in schools (Chen & Graham, 2015), the estimation of 
Simpson’s index of diversity (Simpson, 1949) is likely to account for structural diversity. In other social contexts, such as neighbor
hoods and municipalities, the size of the outgroup (in percentage) is commonly taken into consideration (Koops et al., 2017). 
Differently from these approaches, alternative items could sometimes be utilized to assess the individuals’ perception of ethnic di
versity in given social settings (Phinney et al., 1997).

Regardless of the endorsed methodological approach for estimating structural diversity, the size of other ethnic-minority groups 
was found to be associated with higher quantity and quality of inter-minority contact, as well as a greater intention to establish contact 
with other ethnic minority groups (Chen, 2016; Koops et al., 2017; Phinney et al., 1997). In addition, Chen and Graham (2015)
revealed that group similarity might play a crucial role in shaping inter-minority friendships rather than the size of other minority 
groups in schools. Despite their strong in-group preferences, Asian-American adolescents tended to over-nominate White ethnic 
majority students for friendships when the size of same-ethnic peers was small. They reported more Asian-Latino and Asian-Black 
friendships when perceiving similarity in terms of their academic achievement. Whereas the initial finding supported the propin
quity principle, which pertains to one’s tendency to engage in contact with available others (Mouw & Entwisle, 2006), the latter aligns 
with the homophily principle (McPherson et al., 2001), indicating a preference for contact with those sharing similarities in terms of 
ethnic and cultural backgrounds or activities or academic success (Chen & Graham, 2015; Hitti et al., 2020).

Apart from contextual diversity, the frequency of race-related ethnic socialization messages, primarily from parents, or other in- 
group members, about different ethnic minority groups (Chen, 2016) has been identified as an additional factor influencing the 
quantity of inter-minority contact. Higher instances of race-related discussions about contact were found to be associated with 
increased contact frequency for both Asian- and African-Americans (Chen, 2016). Herein, the extent of accommodating ethnic-racial 
socialization practices in families might be closely linked to the degree of in-group identification (e.g., Rivas-Drake et al., 2009). 
Hence, in-group identification was considered an alternative element in shaping contact and detected to be positively linked to the 
quantity of inter-minority contact (Koops et al., 2017). Pride in belonging to one’s ethnic and cultural group, however, did not prevent 
inter-minority contact between Turkish and Resettler youth in Germany (Brüß, 2005). These findings support the importance of closely 
considering in-group dynamics towards other ethnic-minority groups, going beyond their mere availability.

Micro-level determinants of inter-minority contact have been considered in the relevant studies. For example, when studying Asian- 
American youth, Chen and Graham (2015) considered the generational status and parent education level (i.e., the primary indicator of 
socioeconomic status). In the case of non-Western ethnic minority adults, the study accounted for their own, educational levels, 
destination language proficiency, and occupational status in addition to the structural diversity in the relevant context (e.g., schools, 
municipalities; Koops et al., 2017). More precisely, irrespective of in which country they followed their education, educational level 
was positively related to higher inter-minority contact. Similarly, destination (i.e., Dutch) language proficiency among non-Western 
minority members could facilitate contact, most likely by providing a common ground for interaction, to which they are all equally 
close. However, no difference appeared between adults with elementary occupational status and their counterparts with higher 
occupational status in terms of inter-minority contact. Nevertheless, in their supplementary analyses, Koop et al. (2017) also 
demonstrated that individuals with middle occupational status, rather than higher, reported more inter-minority contact. Despite the 
relatively limited results derived from a few studies only, such intriguing findings nonetheless call for research to comprehensively 
capture the nuanced array of micro-level antecedents that shape inter-minority contact and their outcomes.
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Inter-minority contact and outgroup attitudes among adolescents

Intergroup contact is conceived as the main strategy to facilitate the development of inclusive attitudes among youth (see Tropp 
et al., 2022, for a review). During the developmental phase of adolescence, the beneficial effects of majority-minority contact are well 
documented (e.g., Wölfer et al., 2016). However, how contact among ethnic minority adolescents might impact the development of 
positive intergroup attitudes has remained relatively underexplored. Among the five studies addressing inter-minority contact among 
adolescents reported in this review, some directly focused on the effects of the quantity or quality of intergroup contact interactions 
among ethnic minorities (Bratt, 2002; Mähönen et al., 2013; Phinney et al., 1997), whereas the others (Chen & Graham, 2015; Rastogi 
& Juvonen, 2011) examined the beneficial effects of inter-minority contact through cross-ethnic friendships. Three of these studies 
were conducted in the US, and only one was a longitudinal study, whereas the other two studies were conducted in Europe (Bratt, 
2002; Mähönen et al., 2013). Despite such conceptual and relative geographical diversity across the studies, they constantly under
scored the positive effects of inter-minority contact in shaping inclusive intergroup attitudes during adolescence. To exemplify, a 
cross-sectional study conducted in Norway (Bratt, 2002) found that among Turkish ethnic minority members, frequent interactions 
with outgroup friends from other ethnic minorities, such as Pakistani and Vietnamese adolescents, were associated with more positive 
attitudes toward them.

Other studies embraced a contextual approach to unravel the dynamic mechanism underlying the link between inter-minority 
contact and intergroup attitudes. In their study, which was conducted with ethnic minority adolescents in two non-White districts 
in the US, Phinney et al. (1997) accounted for the effects of contextual diversity to which youth are exposed in their neighborhoods or 
prior schools. They found that youth from more diverse neighborhoods, or those attending relatively more diverse schools, reported 
higher levels of inter-minority contact, which, in turn, was associated with more positive intergroup attitudes. These findings have 
been refined by Rastogi and Juvonen (2019) by distinguishing ingroup and outgroup sizes and their negative effects on positive 
intergroup attitudes. They showed that among Black and Latino adolescents in the US, the more ingroup or outgroup members rep
resented in schools, the less positive attitudes towards the target outgroup were observed over three years. These undesirable effects 
turned out to be insignificant if adolescents had at least one stable cross-ethnic friend from the target outgroup (i.e., Black, Latino) over 
time. Indeed, having at least one long-lasting inter-minority friend throughout middle school increased positive intergroup attitudes, 
above and beyond the beneficial over time effects of the quantity of these friendships.

Another study (Chen & Graham, 2015) expanded the knowledge about friendship-attitude link by diversifying the measures of 
inter-minorities attitudes among Asian youth in the US toward Latino or Black peers. In their study, the feelings towards the outgroup 
members (e.g., like, trust) were considered for the affective dimension, while stereotypical traits attributed to certain outgroups (e.g., 
kind, selfish) pertained to the cognitive attitudes. Additionally, social distance, represented by youth’s desire to avoid certain outgroup 
members, was relevant to the behavioral dimension. Besides this diversification, the measures of inter-minority friendships were 
multiplied with an examination of the quantity and quality of such friendships. The quality was investigated in terms of Asian youth’s 
intentions to spend time with either Latino or Black peers, as well as the perceived emotional support from these friendships. Findings 
related to the quantity of inter-minority friendships revealed that, among Asian youth, having a Latino friend improved all types of 
intergroup attitudes, whereas having a Black friend decreased behavioral avoidance only. However, the effects of friendship quality 
indicators varied, with emotional support from Asian Latinos, but not from Asian Blacks, friendships improved all types of intergroup 
attitudes. Similarly, spending time together with Latino friends was linked to less behavioral avoidance but not to other dimensions.

The presented findings underpin the robust associations between various aspects of inter-minority contact engaged mainly in 
schools and intergroup attitudes in the US. In the European context, Mähönen et al. (2013) expanded on the findings among 
Russian-speaking youth in Finland by delving deeper into social identity processes as the underlying mechanisms of the inter-minority 
contact-attitude associations. Intergroup anxiety was found to mediate the positive link between pleasant contact interactions and 
positive attitudes toward other minority group members, but this was observed especially among those youth who reported lower 
ethnic identification. The study additionally examined the moderating effect of social norms arising from parental and peer attitudes. 
As such, it was suggested that when young people held negative perceptions of social norms, adverse outgroup attitudes were indi
rectly influenced by negative contact interactions through lower ethnic identification. Conversely, a favorable pattern occurred for 
pleasant contact interactions independent of how social norms were perceived.

Altogether, these findings unfold how inter-minority contact, or friendships, can exert significant influence in shaping diverse 
facets of youth’s intergroup attitudes (in)directly across varying cultural streams. Nonetheless, studies are needed to capture other 
contextual, social, and individual factors that might play a role in the contact-attitude link, especially in contexts outside the US, where 
the majority of adolescent studies have been conducted.

Inter-minority contact and outgroup attitudes among adults

Aligning with Aim 2, the associations between positive inter-minority contact and attitudes toward an ethnic minority outgroup in 
adulthood have been investigated in 10 studies. Of these, nine showed a positive association, and one found no significant long-term 
effect of contact among ethnic minorities (see Table 2). Seven are cross-sectional studies, whereas three have a longitudinal design to 
investigate the prejudice-reducing effects over time. Two of the three longitudinal studies are field experiments involving an inter
vention of inter-ethnic contact to provide even more stringent tests of the causal sequence proposed by intergroup contact theory.

The cross-sectional studies were conducted mainly in Western countries, such as the US, the Netherlands and Bulgaria, whereas the 
longitudinal studies included the US and Malaysia. The majority of the cross-sectional studies (five out of seven) investigated contact 
between two (or even more) samples of ethnic minorities by examining intergroup contact from both group perspectives. Their 
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reciprocal experiences were assessed with the possibility to compare results of higher versus lower status minorities with one another, 
such as among Asian, Latino, African, but also Indian and Mexican minorities in the United States, between Bulgarian, Turkish, and 
Roma people in European countries, and between Chinese and Indians in Malaysia.

Two studies instead focused exclusively on one group perspective, such as that of the lower-status group of Blacks toward Jewish 
Americans (Tsukashima et al., 1976) and that of the higher-status group of Indians toward African Americans (Philip et al., 2010). In 
the three longitudinal studies, the ethnic minorities involved were Chinese people and Indian residents in Malaysia, Asian Americans, 
Latinos and African Americans in the United States, and Blacks, Asian and Hispanic Americans in the United States. Thus, all three 
studies were able to assess reciprocal intergroup experiences of ethnic minorities of different statuses and included a sample of the 
ethnic majority group of each country to assess even their perspective toward each minority. Moreover, a cross-sectional (Hindriks 
et al., 2014) and a longitudinal study (Bowan & Griffin, 2012) assessed the role of ethnic minority contact on attitudes toward each 
other, and toward a third ethnic minority group not directly involved in the interaction, which is known as the Secondary Transfer Effect 
(STE; Pettigrew, 2009).

The quality of inter-minority contact

The consistent result of the positive link between inter-minority contact and attitudes across a variety of contexts and groups was 
enriched by a multiplicity of measures used to assess contact between groups. Most of the studies examined the frequency of inter- 
minority contact, assessing how often respondents interact with outgroup minorities across different socialization contexts, such as 
workplace, neighborhood, and public spaces. Together with the frequency of contact, Tropp et al. (2018) investigated the quality of 
contact, by assessing how friendly respondents perceived the interaction. The results of their cross-sectional study among different 
minorities (U.S.-born Blacks and foreign-born Mexicans and Indians) consistently showed that both types of contact might facilitate 
social integration attitudes. In line with their hypotheses, a greater frequency of contact predicted greater tendencies to welcome and 
feel welcomed by other groups regardless of nativity and race. These supportive tendencies were enhanced when respondents rated the 
quality of their contact as friendly, and they persisted when controlling for demographic indicators as well as perceived discrimination 
by and exposure to the group in question. Interestingly, contrary to contact, intergroup exposure was not a predictor of the welcoming 
indicators, highlighting the importance of having actual interactions between groups instead of merely living in the same environment 
to build a more inclusive society (Dixon, 2007).

Similarly, in a cross-sectional study, Tsukashima et al. (1976) addressed the role of different types of intergroup experiences to 
examine the contact hypothesis between the minorities of Blacks with Jewish people in the US. Results showed that Black respondents 
who were exposed to egalitarian social contact with Jewish reported lower anti-Jewish beliefs than those who did not have such 
interactions. This association was stronger when the contact was perceived as intimate and occurred in a neighborhood compared to 
other public settings. Thus, the quality or content of contact and contexts were better predictors of the frequency of intergroup ex
periences. In this vein, the authors compared the strength of egalitarian social contact with the opposite quality of contact that they 
called economic contact, such as the Blacks’ perceived mistreatment received by Jewish people in their stores and other commercial 
activities. In line with recent research on negative contact (Barlow et al., 2012), results showed that perceived economic mistreatment 
was a stronger predictor of Blacks’ anti-Semitism than egalitarian social contact.

Philip et al.’s (2010) research contributed to extant literature on inter-minority contact by assessing the role of these experiences 
and their interplay with individual factors on inter-minority attitudes. A cross-sectional study was conducted in the US with a sample of 
East Indian (both East Indian immigrants and Indian Americans) students who were asked to evaluate their attitudes toward African 
students. Results supported available knowledge proposing that contact with African students was negatively associated with modern 
racist attitudes of East Indians. Moreover, East Indians’ contact with Africans influenced attitudes towards them above and beyond 
their generalized ideologies regarding the meaning that they ascribe to being Indian. In the absence of contact with African Americans, 
East Indians relied on their generalized beliefs to derive their attitudes toward Africans. This finding supports the notion of the 
importance of contact between groups to help reducing negative and stereotypical attitudes toward outgroup members derived from a 
lack of knowledge and unfamiliarity.

To further address the quality and strength of intergroup contact among minorities, Visintin et al. (2017) contributed to the recent 
research endeavors to distinguish positive and negative experiences, as two discrete and not opposite types of contact. Their results of a 
cross-sectional study showed a similar frequency of positive and negative interactions of Bulgarian minority of Turkish people with 
Roma people. This finding somewhat contrasts with the literature addressing the higher frequency of positive compared to negative 
experiences. This high frequency of negative contact is probably due to the high visibility and overt stigmatization of Roma people that 
diminish the amount of positive contact. Nevertheless, positive contact of the Bulgarian Turkish people was associated with reduced 
prejudice, while negative contact was linked to increased prejudice via negative emotions (e.g., anxiety, contempt, and anger). In this 
specific context, results did not reveal a stronger role of negative compared to positive contact (cf. Barlow et al., 2012), contributing to 
the increased debate about when and where negative contact plays a primary role compared to positive contact.

In another study, Visintin et al. (2016) focused for the first time on an indirect form of inter-minority contact, investigating whether 
extended contact, that is, the knowledge that a member of the minority ingroup has a friend from the minority outgroup (Wright et al., 
1997), was associated with positive outgroup attitudes. Expanding the findings of face-to-face contact, across two correlational studies, 
they found that this indirect form of contact was associated with less prejudice and social distance via both emotions and ingroup 
norms in favor of contact. The evidence was consistent among all four minorities considered, such as Bulgarian Turkish and Roma 
ethnic minorities in Bulgaria, and Estonian and Russian immigrants in Finland. Results were consistent over and above the effects of 
direct contact between the minority groups, highlighting the efficacy of intergroup contact and its suitability to implement 
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interventions to ameliorate inter-minority experiences.

The role of group status in inter-minority contact

Other cross-sectional studies (Bikmen, 2011; Hindriks et al., 2014; Tropp et al., 2018) addressed the influence of group status in 
facilitating or reducing the beneficial effects of inter-minority positive contact. Among them, Bikmen (2011) is the only one supporting 
a contact asymmetry in inter-minority experiences (Tropp & Pettigrew, 2006), such that contact improved attitudes of relative higher 
status group members to a greater degree compared to those of relative lower status group members. In this study, two different status 
ethnic minorities were considered, by assessing those Asian American students reported higher public regard (perceived acceptance 
and respect from other groups) compared to the other ethnic minority of Black American students. Results showed that Asian students’ 
level of contact with Black students was positively associated with their attitudes toward Blacks. Black students’ contact instead was 
not significantly associated with attitudes toward Asian friends, except for those who also had favorable attitudes toward White 
students or reported higher public regard, highlighting the influence of perceived group status. The support for inter-minority contact 
asymmetry tough should be interpreted with caution due to small sample size and the possibility that other context-related variables 
might explain the results. All other cross-sectional studies on inter-minority contact where both higher and lower status groups 
perspective was examined, indicated a similar efficacy of these experiences, even indirect ones (Visintin et al., 2016), in shaping 
positive outgroup attitudes independently of minority relative status.

Hindriks et al. (2014) examined the role of inter-minority contact on social distance across a variety of different ethnic minorities in 
the Netherlands, such as the interactions that Turkish and Moroccan minority members have with each other and with the minority 
group of Surinamese/Antilleans. Results of a large sample showed that increased contact with members of a particular minority group 
was associated with less social distance and bias toward that group, independently of their status and similarities. Findings also 
supported the secondary transfer effects of contact, showing that the more contact respondents had with a primary minority outgroup, 
the more positive their attitude was toward a secondary minority group, controlling for the effect of contact with the secondary 
minority group itself. These generalization of positive inter-minority attitudes, reported also in other longitudinal studies (Van Laar 
et al., 2005), indicating the vital role of contact in building communality and coalitions among minorities to challenge existing in
equalities and injustices in the destination society (Richeson & Craig, 2011).

The long-term effects of inter-minority contact

Notwithstanding the illustrated variety of measures of contact employed in different contexts supporting the significant associa
tions between inter-minority contact and positive attitudes, these studies are cross-sectional. As such, definitive causal conclusions can 
hardly be drawn. So far, a few studies, however, addressed this limit. For instance, Van Laar et al. (2005) conducted a five-wave panel 
study to examine the effect of living with Asian American, Latino, or African American roommates on affective, cognitive, and 
behavioral indicators of prejudice among university students in the US. They specifically focused on roommates because, similar to 
cross-ethnic friendships, this group meets most of Allport’s (1954) conditions— i.e., equal status, cooperative interaction, and a 
common goal of maintaining a home environment. Therefore, roommates represent an ideal context for assessing prejudice reduction. 
The university policies that require assigning roommates randomly in their first year created a field experimental test to assess 
prejudice as a function of inter-minority contact in a natural context. In addition, researchers examined the long-term effects of 
voluntary roommate contact during the second- and third-year of university on fourth-year prejudice. Consistent with contact theory, 
both randomly assigned and voluntary contact decreased prejudice toward another minority group in the long term. Such consistent 
findings across all ethnic minorities and using two different analytic strategies strongly support to the assertions of causality of 
intergroup contact theory among minorities.

Results from this field experimental test showed that prejudice reduction was most consistent with regard to positive feelings 
compared to thoughts and behaviors directed toward the ethnic group one’s roommate belonged. Such finding aligns with general 
assumptions on a stronger impact of contact on affective compared to cognitive and behavioral outcomes (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). 
Furthermore, in both the experimental and longitudinal analyses, results showed a cross-group generalization effect between Latinos 
and African Americans, such as roommate contact with a member of a given ethnic group reduced prejudice directed toward other 
ethnic groups. On the contrary, results of roommate contact with Asian American roommates, both randomly assigned or voluntary, 
showed a decrease of positive affect towards both Latinos and Blacks and a generalized prejudice augmentation. This limit of the 
generalization effects of contact might be due to a higher social status of Asian students compared to Latinos and African students, who 
shared a perceived same status.

In fact, the 4-year longitudinal study of Bowman and Griffin (2012) extended this result by assessing the influence of minority 
status on secondary transfer effects in the long term. The dataset contains approximately equal numbers of university students from 
each of the four major racial/ethnic groups in the United States (i.e., Asians/Asian Americans, Blacks/African Americans, Hispa
nics/Latinos, and Whites/European Americans). Results showed that secondary transfer effects were more pronounced when the 
primary and secondary outgroups were perceived as similar in social status, such as Blacks and Hispanics for Asians and Asians and 
Whites for Blacks. Moreover, this study added to previous research on STE among minorities by showing changes in primary group 
attitudes fully mediated the link between primary group contact and secondary outgroup attitudes across all groups considered.

A longitudinal study conducted in highly conflictual context of Malaysia (Al Ramiah & Hewstone, 2012) examined inter-minority 
contact among Chinese, Indians, and Malays participating in a contact-based nation-building intervention through the Malaysian 
National Service Program. The intervention consisted of a three-month camp where participants from all three ethnic groups mixed in 
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with each other in different activities. The scholars were able to detect the long-term changes of the intervention compared to the 
control condition. The quality of intergroup contact and the maintenance of a high level of national and ethnic identity (dual identity), 
which is a positive indicator of integration, increased by more in the National Service group compared to the control group when the 
Chinese rated Indians but not vice versa. However, changes between pre-and post-test (such as before and 3-months after the camp 
experience) constructs were negligible to small for National Service participants and comparable to those found for control group 
participants. These findings do not support the over-time impact of intergroup contact, but they seem to suggest that in a country that is 
oppressed by longstanding inter-ethnic tensions and structural inequalities between groups, it is a challenge to implement positive 
intergroup contact experiences that last across time.

The illustrated studies on inter-minority contact highlight the complexity of this phenomenon through the examination of direct 
and indirect forms of contact and its valence that may facilitate or inhibit intergroup relations. Overall, this systematic review presents 
the melts the benefits of inter-minority contact in a pot. More precisely, it emphasizes the consistent as well as multiple benefits of 
inter-minority contact in reducing outgroup prejudice and improving positive behavioral intentions, using a variety of methods and 
measures.

Inter-minority contact and attitudes toward social change among adolescents

Among the research addressing the link between inter-minority contact and attitudes, four studies examined the specific intention 
to support other ethnic minorities’ collective action, but only one of these involved adolescents. Kamberi et al. (2017) cross-sectional 
study focused on the role of cultural diversity within secondary schools in Macedonia, including three minority groups: Roma, Al
banians, and Turks, as well as the Macedonian majority. Considering the potential resistance of other minority groups to Roma 
empowerment due to perceived threats to their own societal opportunities, the study aimed to explore attitudes towards Roma 
empowerment among adolescents belonging to other minority groups. The findings showed that frequent and positive inter-minority 
contact with Roma correlated positively with support for their empowerment. More importantly, this relationship was mediated by 
more favorable feelings towards Roma, fewer negative stereotypes, and, particularly for Albanians and Turks, heightened awareness of 
social injustice towards Roma. These findings indicate that contact between ethnic minorities can challenge negative outgroup per
ceptions and promote a more inclusive society starting from school experiences, yet the role of the majority group and minority 
members’ contact with this group should also be taken into account.

Inter-minority contact and attitudes toward social change among adults

Unlike the limited evidence in adolescence, a relatively higher number of studies were identified for adulthood. Among the studies 
on inter-minority contact and collective action with adult samples, one was conducted in South Africa (Dixon et al., 2015) and two in 
East Europe (Cernat, 2019; Visintin et al., 2017). Methodologically, two out of three studies employed a straightforward cross-sectional 
design, utilizing face-to-face and door-to-door survey methods.

In the context of post-apartheid South Africa, Dixon et al. (2015) investigated intergroup relations between historically disad
vantaged groups such as Indian residents and their Black neighbors. The results showed that positive contact between Indians and 
Blacks was associated with an increased willingness among Indians to engage in collective action and to support policies that improve 
the conditions of Black South Africans. Those who reported positive interactions with Black residents were more likely to support 
initiatives to improve local conditions and to oppose the removal of predominantly Black settlements. Indians’ support was partly 
mediated by an increased awareness of the discrimination faced by the ethnic minority outgroup, suggesting that positive 
inter-minority contact can foster political solidarity to challenge the status quo.

Further research went into depth in assessing the link between inter-minority contact and support for collective action by 
comparing the role of inter-minority contact for both high- and low-status minority groups (Cernat et al., 2019) and examining the role 
of both positive and negative inter-minority experiences (Visintin et al., 2017). The initial study (Cernat et al., 2019) disentangled the 
effects of inter-minority contact between the two largest ethnic minorities in Romania, namely Hungarian and Roma populations, as 
representative samples for high- and low-status minority groups, respectively. A cross-sectional study focused on assessing the level of 
intimate contact between these ethnic groups amidst ongoing antagonism. As such, the effects of close inter-minority contact under 
intergroup conflict were more nuanced rather than uniformly positive and differed on the basis of group status. Specifically, for the 
higher-status minority group of Hungarians, contact was associated with increased positive attitudes toward the lower-status minority 
outgroup and support for non-specific pro-outgroup policies but reduced support for specific pro-outgroup policies. This result suggests 
that inter-minority contact did not promote concrete help and specific support toward the lower-status minority group. Conversely, for 
the lower-status minority group of Roma, there was a toxic effect of positive contact, showing that closed contact was associated with 
increased positive intergroup attitudes and support for specific pro-outgroup policies but reduced support for specific pro-ingroup 
policies. These results may imply a status asymmetry in inter-minority contact, highlighting the challenging situation of 
lower-status minorities, for whom contact with higher-status minorities (as with majority group; Dixon et al., 2010) can cumulatively 
erode support for pro-ingroup social change.

The exclusive perspective of the Turkish higher-status minority group, allowing no group status comparison, and their interactions 
with the lower-status group of Roma people living in Bulgaria (Visintin et al., 2017). Yet, this research addressed the separate roles of 
positive and negative inter-minority contact on support for Roma policies. More precisely, positive inter-minority contact was asso
ciated with more support for Roma policies, while negative contact was related to less policy support for this lower-status minority 
group. These patterns pinpoint the necessity of considering the specific valence of contact.
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Overall, inter-minority positive contact can increase the willingness to support another minority group’s collective action. How
ever, group status may play a role in affecting different forms of support and engagement, whereas negative contact can counteract the 
effect of positive one. Further research is nonetheless needed to disentangle the best conditions that lead inter-minority contact not just 
to ameliorate intergroup relations but to support individuals for social change.

Discussion

Examining different forms of inter-minority contact and their influences across these life phases in ethnic minority groups from 
various cultural contexts may help to tailor developmentally and socially informed policies and interventions that foster more inclusive 
and equitable societies.

Thus, through an examination of empirical evidence emanating from Allport’s (1954) seminal work, our aims probed the ante
cedents of inter-minority contact as well as its short- and long-term consequences concerning the attitudes toward a specific outgroup 
ethnic minority target. In doing so, we adopted a developmental lens and examined the outcomes of inter-minority contact during the 
developmental phases of adolescence and adulthood.

Which are the antecedents of inter-minority contact?

The first aim of the current systematic is to determine the facilitating and inhibiting factors of inter-minority contact experiences. 
First, contextual diversity, such as the size of ethnic and cultural groups in a specific area, was identified as the macro-level antecedent 
of inter-minority contact. In fact, it has been demonstrated to be consistently associated with both an increased quantity and quality of 
inter-minority contact. Second, the impact of group similarity was also emphasized, implying that inter-minority relationships may be 
influenced by shared characteristics rather than the size of the groups involved. Third, ingroup norms in favor of intergroup contact, 
particularly those conveyed by parents or ingroup members, is an additional macro-level factor shaping inter-ethnic contact (Chen, 
2016).

Concerning the micro-level determinants, the role of generational status, education level, destination language proficiency, and 
occupational status were considered (Chen & Graham, 2015; Koops et al., 2017). Among others, ingroup identification was recognized 
as the most relevant factor positively linked to the quantity of inter-minority contact (Koops et al., 2017). Together, these findings 
underpin the nuanced array of macro- and micro-level factors to be taken into account when developing interventions to promote 
intergroup relations in complex diverse societies. For example, while tailoring and testing the effectiveness of a school-based inter
vention program to facilitate contact among ethnic minorities, both macro-level factors, like ethnic group representation, and 
micro-level factors, such as socioeconomic status or language proficiency, could be the integral elements to be taken into account.

Can inter-minority contact reduce prejudice and foster solidarity?

In line with our second aim, the current review systematically shows a consistent negative link between inter-minority contact and 
prejudice toward outgroup ethnic minorities (for an exception, see Al Ramiah & Hewstone, 2012). These findings not only align with 
the main tenets of the intergroup contact theory (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) but also span a variety of geographical 
contexts and methodological designs, including cross-sectional and longitudinal studies, as well as field experiments, thereby 
enriching the robustness of the conclusions.

Both dimensions of inter-minority contact (quality and frequency) contribute to improving attitudes between groups (Tropp et al., 
2018). This evidence underlines the importance of meaningful contact beyond mere presence and highlights the critical role of positive 
contact experiences in enhancing relations between minorities sharing the same area. A further level of differentiation is added to the 
findings by distinguishing between positive and negative contact (e.g., Visintin et al., 2017). In contrast to the beneficial role of 
positive contact, the impact of negative inter-minority contact highlights its potential to exacerbate intergroup tensions under certain 
conditions (Visintin et al., 2017). Given the few recent studies investigating simultaneously the role of positive and negative 
inter-minority contact were conducted in the same country and with similar ethnic groups (Visintin et al., 2016, 2017), it is not 
possible to draw conclusions on the stronger role of one compared to the other in shaping intergroup attitudes, but more research is 
needed to assess the influence of contextual or individual factors on their impact. Nevertheless, this duality underscores the need to 
examine positive and negative experiences of inter-minority contact simultaneously (as highlighted in Schäfer et al., 2021 on 
majority-minority contact) and to implement interventions that carefully promote environments that are conducive to more positive 
and less negative inter-minority interactions.

Research on minority contact also sheds light on the impact of specific minority status on inter-minority attitudes. Bikmen (2011)
was unique in highlighting asymmetrical effects of contact between minorities, suggesting that relative higher-status minority benefits 
more from intergroup contact. This contact asymmetry is analogous to that between majority and minority group members (Tropp & 
Pettigrew, 2005). The smaller effects of inter-minority contact for lower status minority members may be affected by their relationship 
with the majority group that the relative higher-status minority is associated with. Indeed, inter-minority contact promoted attitudes 
toward the relative higher-status minority, when majority group was perceived as inclusive toward lower-status minority members. 
However, further research is required to support this assumption. Indeed, this asymmetrical effect of contact between minorities 
contrasts with subsequent research showing similar positive effects of such contact between groups regardless of status (Visintin et al., 
2016). Further work showed that increased contact reduces bias and social distance among various minority groups, a phenomenon 
not contingent on group status (Hindriks et al., 2014). This aligns with the broader literature indicating that positive contact, even 
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when indirect, generally fosters more favorable outgroup attitudes and underscores the potential for secondary transfer effects (Craig 
& Richeson, 2011; Van Laar et al., 2005).

A longitudinal study (Bowman & Griffin, 2012) clarifies previous inconsistent findings by showing that these secondary transfer 
effects are more pronounced among groups perceived as similar ingroup status, and this effect on secondary outgroups lasts over time. 
These studies challenge the notion that intergroup contact works better for relative higher compared to lower-status groups. This 
pattern of findings suggested that more positive attitudes and feelings of closeness may form the basis for a sense of commonality, 
solidarity, and commitment independently of their group status similarity. Rather than reducing disparities by changing majority 
members’ attitudes, inter-minority contact and secondary transfer effect among minorities may facilitate social equality by enhancing 
solidarity and cohesion among groups.

However, increasing diversity may also enhance negative experiences, so research may examine the secondary transfer effect of 
negative contact among minorities. Negative contact with a specific minority group may be extended toward other minorities with 
similar status or characteristics, inhibiting solidarity. Following Árnadóttir et al. (2018), future research might address the interplay 
between positive and negative contact experiences between minorities in secondary minority groups to understand the complex dy
namics of contact in shaping intergroup relations and to assess the limits of positive contact in promoting attitudes toward different 
groups.

The beneficial role of inter-minority contact in developing inclusive attitudes was consistently observed across adolescents, 
especially focusing on cross-ethnic friendships and their beneficial effects over time (Bratt et al., 2002; Mähönen et al., 2013; Phinney 
et al., 1997; Rastogi & Juvonen, 2019). Still, research (Chen & Graham, 2015) highlighted that these effects could be influenced by the 
specific minority outgroup considered, showing that having a Latino friend increased positive attitudes toward that group while having 
a Black friend decreased behavioral avoidance toward Black people in general. Overall, promoting inter-minority contact within 
diverse social contexts emerges as pivotal in developing positive intergroup attitudes among ethnic minority adolescents. This un
derscores the significance of inclusive structural approaches, such as those promoted in schools (Karataş et al., 2023), because higher 
quality contact triggered by inclusive school approaches holds the potential to mitigate intergroup biases during adolescence and build 
solid interethnic relations.

Regarding the third aim of the review, the studies illuminate the complex dynamics of inter-minority contact influence on political 
attitudes and social inclusion. Studies found that positive inter-minority contact positively linked to support for outgroup minority 
empowerment, willingness to engage in collective action. Moreover, contact among minorities enhanced the support for policies 
promoting equality, emphasizing the potential for inter-minority exchanges to cultivate political solidarity (Cernat et al., 2019; Dixon 
et al., 2015; Kamberi et al., 2017; Visintin et al., 2017). These relatively few but consistent studies contribute to our understanding of 
inter-minority contact’s multifaceted nature and its extended beneficial effects on political attitudes in favor of social inclusion. Results 
highlight the strength of intimate compared to superficial contact in promoting inter-minority support for social change and report the 
importance to consider different forms of solidarity, from pro-ingroup to exclusive pro-outgroup policies support. Research distin
guishes between genuine and performative allyship (Kutlaka & Radke, 2023) by suggesting that intergroup solidarity can be driven by 
different motivations, including genuine prosocial ones but also ingroup-focused and personal motivations (Radke et al., 2020). The 
latters may involve actions that are not beneficial for minority groups or may even be harmful in the long run for them (e.g., by 
providing help that keeps the disadvantaged group in the dependant position, Becker et al., 2018). In this regard, majority and also 
minority group members may engage in solidarity actions out of genuine concern for other disadvantaged groups, especially in sit
uations of perceived competitions over economic resources, and/or public support (Burson & Godfrey, 2020; Noor et al., 2017). 
Therefore, the motivations that drive contemporary different expressions of inter-minority support can provide further information on 
the benefits of these allyships.

Independently of the type of inter-minority support for social change, the majority group members’ perception and evaluation of 
minorities allyships may provide further insights on this relationship and its outcomes. Given the higher power of majority group 
members, its perspective on inter-minority contact and reciprocal support is surprisingly mainly unexplored. Based on individual and 
contextual factors, majority group members may perceive inter-minority contact as beneficial or as threatening for them influencing 
inter-minority solidarity in promoting social inclusion and equality.

Finally, few studies (Visintin et al., 2016, 2017) focused on the mechanisms underpinning the association between inter-minority 
direct contact and attitudes, providing insights into the key role of both affective and cognitive processes, such as intergroup emotions 
(e.g., empathy, trust, anxiety, anger) and ingroup norms, respectively. Future research could address additional processes underlying 
how inter-minority contact may foster collective action for social change.

Do the effects of inter-minority contact last over time?

The predominantly cross-sectional nature of existing research hardly allows for conclusions regarding the potential long-term 
effects of inter-minority contact. Three out of four longitudinal studies illustrated a positive over time effect of inter-minority con
tact on intergroup attitudes (Bowman & Griffin, 2012; Rastogi & Juvonen, 2019; Van Laar et al., 2005). Thus, research supports the 
effectiveness of positive direct inter-minority contact as a strategy to promote social inclusion over the years not only toward a specific 
outgroup minority (Rastogi & Juvonen, 2019), but also toward multiple ethnic outgroups (Van Laar et al., 2005). However, this last 
generalization effect is stronger between similar ethnic outgroups (Bowman & Griffin, 2012).

Notably, it is noteworthy that most studies included in this review focus on WEIRD contexts characterized by less pronounced inter- 
minority group tensions. Nevertheless, the efficacy of inter-minority contact, whether direct or indirect, may exhibit considerable 
variation in contexts characterized by protracted hostilities or unresolved intergroup conflicts (see Al Ramiah & Hewstone, 2012). For 
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instance, an almost not significant long-term effect was found in the field intervention study conducted in Malaysia. This study 
highlights the challenges of effecting enduring positive change in a social setting with profound ethnic divisions (Al Ramiah & 
Hewstone, 2012), compared to the other three longitudinal studies that were conducted in a relatively stable social context such as US, 
It is therefore recommended that future research be conducted to examine the way inter-minority contact can influence the processes 
of reconciliation in contexts characterized by the persistence of post-conflict tensions or the presence of latent tensions.

Which factors influence inter-minority contact effects?

As highlighted in above illustrated longitudinal studies (Al Ramiah & Hewstone, 2012; Bowman & Griffin, 2012; Rastogi & 
Juvonen, 2019; Van Laar et al., 2005), direct inter-minority contact effects can be weaker, especially in the long-term conflictual 
contexts, such as Malaysia as compared to the US. Thus, a supportive context or a state promoting social inclusion and equality plays a 
significant role in influencing the effectiveness of intergroup contact experiences. Both contextual and individual factors can influence 
inter-minority contact. In this vein, ethnic identification and ideologies reduce the beneficial effects of inter-minority contact on at
titudes toward each other group, inhibiting allyship and reciprocal support in challenging similar disadvantages (Philip et al., 2020). 
Overall, research suggests that social, contextual, and individual factors might inhibit the beneficial effects of inter-minority contact. 
Thus, future research might address which factors might facilitate inter-minority contact positive effects and when and how 
inter-minority contact might overcome inhibiting factors in promoting more inclusive and equitable societies.

Limitations of the available literature and future directions

The present review should be considered in light of the limitations of the available literature on inter-minority contact. First, the 
studies included in the review are derived from specific regions in WEIRD countries characterized by low levels of intergroup past 
conflicts. Therefore, the geographical diversity is limited, claiming the need for future research in understudied areas characterized by 
different social, political, and economic conditions.

Second, most studies measure the main construct, inter-minority contact, using a single item or by assessing different aspects of 
contact. However, they do not achieve a standardized measurement that allows comparisons. In order to achieve more consistent and 
comparable results, future studies should use the measures including multiple items that can be used across various ethnic minority 
groups while maintaining robust psychometric properties in each (for such an example of minority-majority contact, see, e.g., Karataş 
et al., 2023).

Third, the present studies did not examine simultaneously positive and negative direct and indirect forms of contact, so that no 
conclusions can be drawn on valence asymmetry and the strength of direct compared to indirect inter-minority contact on attitudes. 
Therefore, future research may consider multiple forms of contact experiences across different contexts and groups to fill this gap and 
provide information on specific antecedents of each form of contact.

Fourth, the majority of the included studies involved cross-sectional findings that do not allow any inferences about causality 
between measured variables. This gap highlights the need for rigorous research to elucidate the short- and long-term effects of inter- 
minority contact on intergroup relations and mutual support for improving each other’s conditions. Specifically, examining the 
temporal effects of inter-minority contact during adolescence remains largely underexplored. Future research may fill this gap by 
providing insights into this critical life stage, which is characterized by the formation of coherent social and personal identities 
(Crocetti et al., 2018). Moreover, longitudinal studies can provide further information on the current few and inconsistent results on 
the role of minority group status. Research is needed on the reciprocal relations between a relatively higher status minority and a lower 
one, to disentangle the influence of relative group status independently of group similarities in enhancing or reducing the effects of 
inter-minority contact.

Fifth, some insight has been gained into the antecedents of minority contact. However, a comprehensive analysis of their in
teractions and strengths is still lacking and could be compared to antecedents of majority-minority contact (Kauff et al., 2021; Prati 
et al., 2022). Thus, the specific dynamics and effects of these antecedents in promoting social inclusion through minority contact merit 
further investigation. Understanding these antecedents can significantly inform the design of interventions to improve social cohesion 
and inclusion. In addition, an interesting area for future research is the concept of contact avoidance, as opposed to contact 
engagement or intention. Valuable insights into the barriers and facilitators of positive intergroup relations could be gained by 
examining the specific outcomes associated with contact avoidance preferences on the same variables considered in intergroup contact 
studies.

Despite these limitations, this review systematically shows the desirable impacts of inter-minority contact during adolescence and 
adulthood. However, future longitudinal evidence is still needed to monitor these effects over the transition from adolescence into 
adulthood. Studies adopting such a developmental lens enable us to examine different forms of inter-minority contact and their in
fluences across these life phases in ethnic minority groups from various cultural contexts, which may help to tailor developmentally 
and socially informed policies and interventions that foster more inclusive and equitable societies.

Conclusions

In contemporary societies, inter-minority relations are becoming more prevalent and important for understanding national, 
regional, and local group relations. Therefore, the factors and processes involved in these relations deserve greater attention in order to 
examine existing theories in an inter-minority context. The present contribution systematically highlights ethnic minorities’ role in 
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building more inclusive and just societies, starting from their interactions. The scarce but consistent results suggest that the promotion 
of positive inter-minority contact and the reduction of negative experiences can contribute to the endorsement of pro-minority policies 
in promoting equitable societies.
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Karataş, S., Rubini, M., Prati, F., Schwartz, S. J., & Crocetti, E. (2023). Intergroup contact in multiple adolescents’ contexts: The Intergroup Contact Interactions Scale 

(ICIS). Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 1066146. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1066146
Kauff, M., Beneda, M., Paolini, S., Bilewicz, M., Kotzur, P., O’Donnell, A. W., Stevenson, C., Wagner, U., & Christ, O. (2021). How do we get people into contact? 

Predictors of intergroup contact and drivers of contact seeking. Journal of Social Issues, 77(1), 38–63. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12398
(*) Koops, J., Martinovic, B., & Weesie, J. (2017). Are inter-minority contacts guided by the same mechanisms as minority–majority contacts? A comparative study of 

two types of inter-ethnic ties in the Netherlands. International Migration Review, 51(3), 701–726. https://doi.org/10.1111/imre.12247.
(*) Mähönen, T. A., Ihalainen, K., & Jasinskaja-Lahti, I. (2013). Specifying the contact hypothesis in a minority-minority context: A social identity perspective. 

Zeitschrift für Psychologie, 221(4), 223–231. https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000152.
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