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Abstract 

Objectives: The present research aims to understand how contact between ethnic minorities is 

associated with solidarity towards the outgroup minority, exploring how this relation is moderated 

by one’s perceived self-efficacy in contact. Specifically, we examined the association between 

valence of contact and both attitudinal and behavioral measures of solidarity, analysing the relation 

between the two. 

Methods: Two cross-sectional studies were conducted in Italy (Study 1, N=173, Mage = 33.67, 56% 

female, 43% male, 2 respondents self-identified as “Other”) and the UK (Study 2, N=253, Mage = 

33.99, 49% female, 50% male, 2 NA), respectively with people of Albanian and Sub-Saharan 

African origins. Participants answered an online survey, and hypotheses were tested with multiple 

linear regression models and structural equation modelling.  

Results: Consistently across studies, positive contact was associated with higher solidarity, both in 

terms of behavioural intentions and actual behavior, while negative contact yielded a significant 

negative relation only to solidarity intentions in Study 2. The relation between positive contact and 

solidarity behavior was partially mediated by solidarity intentions. Moreover, the results showed 

that respondents with high self-efficacy displayed a strong association between positive contact and 

solidarity, while for respondents with medium-low self-efficacy, the relation was not significant. 

Conclusions: Findings from the studies extend previous knowledge on inter-minority solidarity by 

highlighting the important role played by perceived self-efficacy in inter-ethnic contact. Moreover, 

the differences found between attitudinal and behavioural measures of solidarity signal the need to 

further study actual behavior and carry important practical implications for intergroup contact-based 

interventions.  

Keywords: intergroup contact; ethnic minorities; inter-minority solidarity; self-efficacy  
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Public Significance Statement: 

In current, increasingly multicultural societies, it becomes relevant to understand the relationships 

between ethnic minorities. The present research suggests that when the interaction between 

members of different ethnic minorities is perceived as positive, people are, on average, more willing 

to engage in solidarity actions for the other group. However, people with more positive 

relationships concretely enacted solidarity actions only when they felt confident in interacting with 

others from a different ethnic background. 
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Immigration flows have steadily increased worldwide since the 2000s, a trend that is expected to 

continue in the future (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2024). Coupled 

with recent crises, this phenomenon has sparked growing concern and heightened hostility among 

members of different ethnic groups in host societies. However, research suggests that, in the long run, 

social diversity is associated with more positive group evaluations and improved subjective well-

being (Bai et al., 2020). This shift has been linked to the beneficial effects of intergroup contact, 

specifically positive interactions with members of different groups (Ramos et al., 2019). On the other 

hand, negative intergroup contact can quickly escalate into conflict, particularly during challenging 

times, with harmful consequences for all parties involved (Staub, 2013). It is therefore imperative to 

study processes that may help counterbalance the erosion of social cohesion in increasingly 

multicultural societies. To this end, it is important to explore relationships between ethnic minorities 

alongside majority-minority interactions, as current societies bring together individuals from different 

ethnic backgrounds. By doing so, individual differences should be considered, as recent research 

suggests a certain variability in the effects of intergroup contact. Thus, the present research aims to 

investigate the relation between inter-minority contact quality and solidarity with outgroups, 

examining whether and how the relation is influenced by one’s perception of being capable of 

engaging in inter-ethnic situations.  

Inter-minority Positive and Negative Contact 

A large body of research since the original proposition of the Intergroup Contact Hypothesis 

(Allport, 1954) has supported the relation between intergroup contact and reduced outgroup 

prejudice, suggesting that face-to-face interactions between members of different groups can be an 

effective approach for improving intergroup relations and social cohesion (Brown & Hewstone, 

2005). The meta-analytic findings of Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) provided strong evidence that 

positive contact between majority and minority group members typically improves attitudes toward 

outgroups, consistently among both groups. However, more recent research has addressed the 

neglected role of negative intergroup experiences, showing its detrimental effects on social 
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relationships (Barlow et al., 2012; Schäfer et al., 2021). Specifically, while positive contact is usually 

more frequent in people’s daily lives, negative contact shows significantly larger effects than positive 

contact, increasing outgroup prejudice and discrimination (Graf et al., 2014; Graf & Paolini, 2016). 

This phenomenon is commonly referred to as the contact asymmetry hypothesis (Barlow et al., 2012). 

A recent meta-analysis showed that the negativity bias is particularly pronounced when individuals 

have the option to avoid intergroup contact (Paolini et al., 2024). Individuals seem to be more 

sensitive to negative interactions when they feel they can decide whether to interact or escape 

outgroup members, such as in informal settings with non-intimate partners and among male-

dominated and prejudiced samples in contact with stigmatized, low socioeconomic status outgroups. 

Similarly, negativity bias emerges for non-concealable forms of stigma, but not for invisible ones. 

These findings underscore the importance of considering multiple dimensions of intergroup contact—

such as not only its frequency but also the valence of intergroup experiences—to better understand 

the overall phenomenon. 

Another limitation of existing literature on intergroup contact is that most research addressed 

majority-minority interactions, whereas current multicultural societies are characterized by a 

multiplicity of ethnic and cultural groups, increasing the importance of assessing minority-minority 

experiences to understand the overall role of contact in building social cohesion and equality. In this 

regard, a small but consistent corpus of research on inter-minority contact provided further support 

to the Intergroup Contact Theory, showing the beneficial role of positive contact on attitudes toward 

ethnic minority outgroups through both cross-sectional and longitudinal studies (see Policardo et al., 

2025, for a systematic review). Among other studies, a five-wave panel study examined the effect of 

living with Asian American, Latino, or African American roommates on prejudice among university 

students in the US (Van Laar et al., 2005). Consistent with contact theory, both randomly assigned 

inter-minority roommates in the first year and voluntary inter-minority roommate choice in the 

following years decreased prejudice toward another minority group in the long term across all ethnic 

groups. Similarly, a more recent natural experiment testing the effects of a random roommate 
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assignment policy in a US University showed that being randomly assigned a cross-race roommate 

was associated with having more racial outgroup friends and showing more positive behaviors during 

a novel cross-race interaction (Albuja et al., 2024). Together with the frequency of contact, the quality 

of contact was investigated by Tropp and colleagues (2018), assessing how friendly people of 

African-, Mexican, and Indian descent in the US perceived their interactions with each other. The 

quality of contact, but not mere intergroup exposure, facilitated social integration attitudes, such as 

tendencies to welcome and feel welcomed by others, consistently across ethnic groups. To further 

address the valence of intergroup contact among minorities, Visintin et al. (2017) tested the frequency 

of positive and negative interactions of the Bulgarian minority of Turkish people with Roma people 

in Bulgaria. As expected, positive contact of the Bulgarian Turkish people was associated with 

reduced prejudice toward the discriminated minority of Roma people, while negative contact was 

linked to increased prejudice via negative emotions. Contrary to general findings on intergroup 

contact (Graf et al., 2014), negative contact was not less frequent than positive one, yet negative 

contact did not show a stronger association with inter-minority attitudes. Given the conflictual and 

very little evidence on inter-minority positive and negative contact, more research is needed in 

different countries and with distinct outcomes to assess this duality.  

Inter-minority Contact and Support for Social Change 

Intergroup contact not only reduces outgroup prejudice but also may contribute to reducing 

societal inequalities by promoting supportive behavioral intentions of majority or advantaged groups 

toward disadvantaged ones (Hässler et al., 2020; Hässler et al., 2022; Reimer et al., 2017). A multi-

national research showed that while contact and support for social change towards greater equality 

are positively associated among members of majority groups, positive majority-minority contact is 

negatively associated with the willingness for social change among the disadvantaged groups, thus 

contributing to the status quo (Hässler et al., 2020). Negative majority-minority contact instead is 

linked with disadvantaged group members’ willingness to engage in collective actions to promote 

social change (see Reimer & Sengupta, 2023, for a meta-analysis).  
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Further considering the perspective of minority groups, inter-minority contact may also 

contribute to building coalitions capable of challenging existing injustices within their society. While 

majority group members’ motivation to engage in collective action typically goes against the interests 

and privileges of their ingroup, minorities can be potential allies that engage in one another's 

collective action for a common goal or pure support (Klavina & van Zomeren, 2020). Indeed, they 

represent an underexplored “third group” in majority-minority relationships that can mobilize and 

help for different reasons in favor of more social equality. Yet very few studies up to now have 

examined its role. In this regard, Visintin and colleagues’ (2017) cross-sectional study showed that 

positive inter-minority contact of Turkish ethnic minority was associated with willingness to support 

policies in favour of Roma people, while negative contact was related to less support for them. 

Similarly, contact with Black people engendered a sense of political support among Indian people in 

the post-apartheid South Africa (Dixon et al., 2015). This association was partially explained by 

Indian people’ augmented awareness of discrimination faced by the ethnic minority outgroup, 

suggesting that inter-minority contact that enables cultural exchanges can foster politically supportive 

intentions to challenge the status quo. More recent research by Cernat (2019) further showed the 

benefits of contact between ethnic minorities on reciprocal groups’ intentions to reduce social 

inequalities. However, positive contact was linked to a stronger support by the lower status minority 

of Roma people compared to the higher status Hungarian minority in Romania. The moderating role 

of status was specifically found in willingness to support specific compared to general policies in 

favour of the outgroup minority.  

Nevertheless, overall research up to now confirmed the role of positive inter-minority contact 

in shaping solidarity between minorities towards more inclusive societies. Yet, further research is 

needed to address the role of inter-minority contact valence, not only on attitudes and behavioral 

intentions, but also on behaviors. Indeed, previous research, mostly focusing on the perspective of 

the majority, has shown a gap between positive attitudes towards social equality and actual 

endorsement of supportive behaviors to reduce inequality – the principle-implementation gap (Dixon 
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et al., 2017). Similarly, one study by Tropp and Uluğ (2019) highlighted that while general positive 

contact was associated with greater willingness to participate in protests, only close relationships 

were linked to actual participation in collective actions. Moreover, it is necessary to explore the 

potential influence that other factors may have and assess the generalizability of current results in 

different countries and groups.  

Intergroup Contact and Self-Efficacy  

Recent research suggests that the impact of intergroup contact is not uniform across 

individuals and contexts. This variability in the effects of intergroup contact highlights the need to 

identify the factors that moderate its impact, shaping how individuals experience and benefit from 

such complex interactions. One crucial factor may be the extent to which individuals perceive 

themselves as capable of successfully navigating intergroup interactions, i.e., their perceived self-

efficacy in inter-ethnic contact.  

Perceived self-efficacy refers to individual beliefs concerning one’s ability to plan and execute 

the course of action required in a given situation (Bandura, 1995). According to the Self-Efficacy 

Theory (Bandura, 1995), efficacy beliefs are strictly intertwined with behaviors, as they influence the 

environment one chooses to attend, and the goals they set for themselves, as much as their 

commitment to them. The stronger the perceived self-efficacy, the higher the probability of 

successfully engaging in actions towards one’s goal (Hamann et al., 2024).  

Within the field of study on intergroup contact, the relevance of perceived self-efficacy has 

long been acknowledged. According to the Confidence in Contact Model (Turner & Cameron, 2016), 

self-efficacy enhances individuals’ readiness and motivation to engage in positive intergroup 

interactions. The model was developed in school context and suggests that children who feel 

confident in their ability to engage with outgroup members are more likely to approach intergroup 

contact proactively, sustain meaningful interactions, and benefit from them. The importance of self-

efficacy in contact has also been proven in the adult population. For example, Birtel et al. (2024) 

examined contact self-efficacy as a mediating mechanism in the relationship between personality 
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traits, empathy, and contact quality. Their findings indicate that individuals high in dispositional 

empathy and personality traits such as extraversion and openness to experience are more likely to 

develop high-quality intergroup interactions, but this effect is largely mediated by self-efficacy and 

the effort invested in contact. The relation between intergroup contact and self-efficacy, however, is 

not unidirectional. The same Confidence in Contact Model posits the existence of a feedback loop, 

such that positive interactions with the outgroup are expected to strengthen individuals’ confidence 

in contact (Turner & Cameron, 2016). Several experimental and field studies sustain the reciprocal 

nature of the relationship, showing that both direct and indirect forms of contact increase confidence 

in contact, which in turn leads to a higher willingness to engage in future contact (Turner, 2020).  

Overall, existing research highlights that the perception of being able to interact with an 

outgroup member and the experience of intergroup contact per se are mutually intertwined, yet less 

is known about their interactive effects. In other words, perceived self-efficacy in contact may also 

influence the effects of intergroup contact. In this regard, one study by Bagci and colleagues (2023) 

examined the moderating role of self-efficacy in the relation between intergroup contact and attitudes. 

In their study, they examined cross-group friendships between Turkish and Syrian refugee children 

in 5th grade, and they found that participants with high self-efficacy were more likely to translate 

cross-group friendship quantity into positive intergroup attitudes through an increased positive 

perception of the relationship, while those with lower self-efficacy were more prone to experience 

the friendship as negative and have in turn more intergroup anxiety, and negative intergroup attitudes. 

Building on this initial finding, future research should examine whether self-efficacy influences the 

extent to which intergroup contact affects other outcomes.  

Relevant for the present work, self-efficacy in contact may influence the relation between 

intergroup contact and solidarity efforts with the outgroup. Indeed, self-efficacy has been proven to 

be a central concept for understanding what motivates people to act collectively for social change 

(Hamann et al., 2024). Notably, the authors acknowledge that different efficacy beliefs related to the 

agent (i.e., the self or the ingroup), the action, and the aim come into play in the decision to act against 
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social injustice. Thus, in examining inter-minority solidarity, the extent to which an individual feels 

comfortable in interacting with the outgroup - one efficacy belief related to the agent, and a 

prerequisite for working in solidarity with the outgroup- emerges as an important factor to consider. 

Research Objectives and Hypotheses  

The present research investigates the links between inter-minority contact valence and 

solidarity intentions and behaviors between ethnic minorities, including the moderating role of self-

efficacy in these associations. To these aims, two cross-sectional studies were conducted in two 

distinct countries with long-term immigrants of different origins, controlling for their socio-

economic, educational, and legal status to test the generalizability of the findings. We ran the studies 

in two of the top-10 receiving countries according to the Organization for Economic Co-operation 

and Development (2024), namely Italy and the UK. More specifically, in the first study, we 

considered the perspective of people of Albanian origins towards African immigrants living in Italy, 

while in the second study, we asked people from Sub-Saharan countries living in the UK about their 

attitudes towards South-Asian immigrants. Both Albanian people and South-Saharan African people 

experienced a mass migration respectively in Italy and the UK in the 1990s (Domboka, 2017; Gjinko, 

2019) and are still today one of the largest groups of recent immigration in each country (Italian 

National Institute of Statistics, 2024; The Migration Observatory, 2024b). To choose the ethnic 

minority outgroup, we selected another prominent immigrant group within each context to ensure that 

participants could plausibly have contact experiences in their daily lives.  

To further extend the understudied research on inter-minority contact, which mainly focused 

on positive experiences, and answering to the current research call to focus on the quality of contact 

experiences (Schäfer et al., 2021), we examined the role of both positive and negative contact between 

minorities. Specifically, we hypothesize that direct positive inter-minority contact will be positively 

associated with solidarity with the outgroup (Hypothesis 1a), while direct negative intergroup contact 

will be negatively associated with solidarity (Hypothesis 1b). To go beyond previous research on 

inter-minority contact and support for social change (Visintin et al. 2017), we tested these hypotheses, 
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examining both attitudes and actual behaviors of solidarity between ethnic minorities. Indeed, 

research on the link between attitudes and behavior has consistently shown that the former does not 

always predict the latter (Armitage & Christian, 2003), and recent years have seen a growing interest 

within the scientific community in understanding the effects of contact on behavioral outcomes, 

particularly to explore its potential for interventions that promote more inclusive societies (Boin et 

al., 2021). Up to now, only research focusing on the majority perspective has compared the role of 

intergroup experiences on intentions and actual (or reported) participation in collective action for 

social justice, highlighting differences between the two (e.g., Northcutt Bohmert & DeMaris, 2015; 

Selvanathan et al., 2018). These results pave the way for further exploring these associations. It is 

worth noticing that we implemented a new measure of solidarity, adapted from Glasford and 

Calcagno (2012), that has not been previously studied in relation to inter-minority contact. This 

measure differentiates itself from others by focusing on the goal—social improvement for the 

outgroup—rather than the type of action taken to achieve it (e.g., signing a petition, participating in 

a demonstration, supporting public policy).  

In addition, in light of the importance of perceived self-efficacy in contact in the literature 

on intergroup contact, we expect it can also influence the relation between inter-minority contact 

and solidarity. Specifically, while acknowledging that the two constructs are mutually influenced, 

we focused on their interactive effect, building on the results of Bagci and colleagues (2023). Thus, 

we hypothesize that perceived self-efficacy in inter-ethnic contact may have a moderating role, so 

that higher self-efficacy will strengthen the link between positive inter-minority contact and 

solidarity (Hypothesis 2). The hypothesis is also in line with previous work that highlights the 

crucial role played by efficacy beliefs in engaging in actions for social change (Hamman et al., 

2024). Given that the selected measure of solidarity does not focus on a specific action, to feel 

capable of working in solidarity with an outgroup implies first and foremost to feel capable of 

working with the outgroup, and thus to be in contact with them. In other words, having a high self-
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efficacy in contact may facilitate, if not be a necessary condition, to translate positive contact into 

solidarity.  

Lastly, in line with the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991), according to which 

behavioral intentions can predict related behaviors, we hypothesize that intentions of solidarity with 

an ethnic minority outgroup mediate the association between inter-minority contact and solidarity 

behavior (Hypothesis 3).  

---- 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

---- 

Study 1  

Italy was an emigration country until the 1970s, and immigration began to become a 

controversial issue only in the 1990s (Institute for Research on Population and Social Policies, 2009). 

Public opinion began shifting from viewing migration flows as a resource for the labor market to 

perceiving them as a security threat, and consequently, the debate moved from issues of reception to 

those of control. In the same period, Albanian people experienced mass migration to Italy due to the 

collapse of the communist regime, thus facing a difficult welcome from Italian society (Gjinko, 2019). 

However, today Albanian immigrants are a quite well-established and integrated community, 

although they still suffer from prejudice and discrimination. In our first study, we examined the 

attitudes of people of Albanian descent towards another ethnic minority of more recent immigration, 

namely migrants of African origin. African immigrants represent one of the largest non-EU groups 

in Italy, with immigration flows from both North Africa (e.g., Morocco, Tunisia, Egypt) and Sub-

Saharan Africa (e.g., Nigeria, Senegal, Ghana) (Italian National Institute of Statistics, 2024; 

Ambrosini, 2013). African immigrants are often overrepresented in precarious labor sectors and are 

among those most exposed to xenophobic rhetoric and discrimination (European Commission against 

Racism and Intolerance, 2023; European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2024). Despite 
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considerable diversity among them, they are frequently portrayed and perceived as a single group in 

public discourse. For this reason, we generally defined the outgroup as “African immigrants”, rather 

than referring to a specific country, while acknowledging the considerable diversity within the 

African continent. More specifically, we tested whether the valence of contact experiences with 

outgroup members was associated with both solidarity intentions and engagement (Hypothesis 1), 

examining the moderating role of perceived self-efficacy in inter-ethnic contact (Hypothesis 2). 

Method  

Respondents 

The sample comprised 173 respondents who have Albanian origins living in Italy (Mage = 

33.67, SDage = 9.68, missing n=2). Most of them self-identified as Albanian (91%, n=158), while the 

remaining sample either identified as Italo-Albanian (n=3), Italian (n=1), European (n=1), or did not 

specify their ethnic/cultural group (n=5). All participants were long-term immigrants who had lived 

in Italy for an average of 17.40 years (SD = 8.92; missing data: n = 55). The majority also reported 

having Italian citizenship (61% yes; 28% no, missing n=19). The sample was balanced in gender 

(56% female, 43% male, 2 respondents self-identified as “Other”), and most of the respondents were 

highly-educated, having 66% of them (n= 114) holding a university degree, 29% (n=51) a high school 

diploma and 2% (n=3) who completed middle-school (missing n=5). Socio-economic status (SES) 

was measured as respondents’ perception of their economic situation compared to the average Italian 

person on a 6-point Likert scale, and respondents generally reported having medium SES (MSES = 

3.56, SDSES = 1.76, missing n=8).  

Procedure 

Participants were recruited through convenience sampling between February and June 2023. 

Recruitment was carried out via online social networks, mailing lists, and contacts with community 

associations representing Albanian communities in Italy. The survey was administered online through 

Qualtrics, and participation was voluntary and anonymous. Inclusion criteria were the following: a) 

being 18 years of age or older; b) having completed at least 80% of the questionnaire; c) either being 
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born in Albania or self-identifying as Albanian. A total of 207 respondents participated in the study, 

but 28 of them were excluded due to criterion b and 6 for criterion c, resulting in a final sample of 

173. The respondents completed the survey either in Italian, English, or Albanian, depending on their 

language preference. Before starting the survey, they were informed of the study goals, and they 

provided consent to participate in the study by answering an item to declare that they had understood 

the conditions of participation. The completion of the questionnaire took on average 15-20 minutes, 

and the respondents did not receive any economic compensation. The study was previously approved 

by the University of Bologna Ethics Research Committee.  

Measures 

Inter-minority positive and negative contact was measured with two items adapted by 

Hayward et al. (2017). Respondents were asked to rate on a 5-point Likert scale their agreement with 

the following statements (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree): “When you interact with African 

people, to what extent do you experience the following? a) The contact is friendly; b) The contact is 

negative.” 

Solidarity intentions were assessed with 2 items adapted from Glasford and Calcagno 

(2012), namely: “How willing are you to cooperate with African people to reduce discrimination 

toward immigrants living in Italy?”; “How willing are you to support African people to ameliorate 

living conditions of immigrants living in Italy?”. Response scale ranged from 1= not at all to 5 = very 

much so. The two items formed a reliable index, Pearson’s r(173) = .64, p < .001. 

Solidarity engagement was assessed in relation to the same actions with the following two 

items: “Have you ever cooperated with African people to reduce discrimination towards immigrants 

living in Italy?”; “Have you ever supported African people to ameliorate living conditions 

of immigrants living in Italy?”. We used the same response scale as for solidarity intentions, so that 

higher scores indicated more frequent experiences of working in solidarity with African people. The 

scale has good reliability, Pearson r(173) = .61, p < .001. 



15 
 

Perceived self-efficacy in inter-ethnic contact measure was adapted from Bagci and 

colleagues’ (2020) Cross-Ethnic Friendship Self-Efficacy Scale. We used the following 4 items that 

formed a reliable scale (McDonald’s ω = .80): “For me, making new acquaintance from other ethnic 

groups is easy”; “I am confident I would be able to get close to a new acquaintance from another 

ethnic group”; “I don't think I would be able to make new acquaintances with people from ethnic 

groups other than my own” (reversed); “I would find it difficult to get close to a new acquaintance 

from another ethnic group”(reversed). Participants rated their agreement on a 5-point Likert scale (1 

= strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree), so that higher scores indicated higher self-efficacy. 

Other variables were included in the questionnaire but are not relevant for the present work; 

thus, they will not be described hereby. For a full description of the questionnaire, please refer to the 

Supplementary Materials. 

Results and Discussion 

 All statistical analyses were conducted using the R statistical software (v4.4.1; R Core Team, 

2024), mainly using the R packages dplyr (Wickham et al., 2023), ggplot2 (Wickham, 2016), MBESS 

(Kelley, 2023), MuMIn (Bartoń, 2024), rstatix (Kassambara, 2023), and tidyr (Wickham et al., 2024). 

Data and R code are available in the Open Science Framework (OSF) at 

https://osf.io/4wdh2/?view_only=da236d34962e4f7f99f1617bab68311b. 

Descriptive statistics of the variables (means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations) 

are reported in Table 1. In line with previous findings on majority-minority contact (Barlow et al., 

2012; Brylka et al., 2016; Graf et al., 2014), the sample reported on average more positive compared 

to negative inter-minority interactions with African immigrants, paired t-test t(171)=24.60, p< .001, 

Cohen’s d=2.94. Coherently, perceived self-efficacy in inter-ethnic contact was high on average, and 

the sample reported being quite willing to work in solidarity with the outgroup minorityi. Both 

positive and negative contact were correlated with solidarity intentions and engagement in the 
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expected directions, with positive contact having higher correlation coefficients compared to negative 

contact.  

---- 

Insert Table 1 about here 

---- 

To test our hypotheses, we conducted four nested multiple regression modelsii to determine 

the best-fitting model for each of the two outcome variables of interest, namely solidarity intentions 

and engagement. Models were compared based on the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC). In the 

first model, we only considered demographic variables (age, gender, education, SES) as predictors; 

in the second we added positive and negative contact to test for Hypotheses 1a and 1b; in the third 

we also considered self-efficacy in contact as a predictor; and in the forth we tested Hypothesis 2 by 

considering the interaction between positive contact and self-efficacy in contact. The only 

demographic variable that yielded a significant effect was gender. With respect to solidarity 

intentions, the best model was the third. However, with respect to solidarity engagement, the fourth 

model was 3.24 times more likely than the third based on the AIC weights. Multiple regression 

coefficients of the third and fourth models are shown in Table 2 separately for both solidarity 

measures. In line with Hypothesis 1a, positive contact had a positive and significant association with 

both solidarity intentions and solidarity engagement; however, Hypothesis 1b was not supported by 

the results, as negative contact did not have a significant relation with either of the two outcome 

variables. Self-efficacy in contact was directly associated with both higher solidarity intentions and 

more frequent solidarity engagement, while it significantly moderated only the relation between 

positive contact and solidarity engagement (partially supporting Hypothesis 3). Specifically, in line 

with our predictions, tests of simple slopes showed that more positive contact was associated with 

more frequent solidarity engagement with African immigrants only among Albanian respondents 

with higher compared to lower self-efficacy in contact (see Figure 1). The interaction had an effect 
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size of η²=0.026, indicating a small effect according to Cohen's (1988) guidelines. Findings also 

showed a significant effect of gender on solidarity intentions, so that participants who self-identify as 

female were more willing to work in solidarity with African immigrants compared to males. In 

contrast, we found no gender differences in respect of solidarity engagement. All models explained a 

statistically significant and substantial proportion of variance of both outcome variables [solidarity 

intentions: adjusted R2 = 0.31, F(4, 162) = 19.25, p < .001; solidarity engagement: adjusted R2 = 0.16, 

F(5, 161) = 7.34, p < .001].  

---- 

Insert Table 2 about here 

---- 

---- 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

---- 

Overall, the results of the first study partially support our hypotheses. Not consistent with the 

contact asymmetry hypothesis (Barlow et al., 2012), we found a significant association between 

positive inter-minority contact and solidarity (Hypothesis 1a), but not for negative contact 

(Hypothesis 1b). Moreover, findings partially supported Hypothesis 2, as self-efficacy in contact 

significantly moderated the relation between positive contact and solidarity engagement, but not 

solidarity intentions. 

Study 2 

Study 2 was designed to extend and strengthen the initial findings of Study 1. First, we aimed 

at testing Hypotheses 1 and 2 in a different context and with different ethnic minorities, to assess the 

generalizability of our findings. To this end, we conducted a cross-sectional study with migrants from 

Sub-Saharan Africa residing in the UK - a country that, compared to Italy, has a long history of 
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immigration. Similar to Albanian people in Italy, people of Sub-Saharan African descent experienced 

a mass migration in the 1990s (Domboka, 2017). Nevertheless, they continue to report higher levels 

of discrimination compared to other migrant groups (The Migration Observatory, 2024a). As a 

relevant outgroup, we focused on South Asian migrants, who represent the largest minority group in 

the UK, with well-established communities of Indian, Pakistani, and Bangladeshi origin (The 

Migration Observatory, 2024b). Despite their long-standing settlement, South Asian communities 

still face structural inequalities in areas such as employment, housing, and education, and are frequent 

targets of ethnic and work discrimination (Li, 2018). This combination made them a particularly 

meaningful group for examining inter-minority contact dynamics. 

Second, we aimed to further explore the initial differences that emerged in Study 1 between 

solidarity intentions and solidarity engagement. To do so, we improved our questionnaire by 

implementing a more detailed measure of willingness to work in solidarity with the outgroup and by 

adding a direct measure of solidarity behavior. In particular, we improved the measure of solidarity 

intentions by increasing the number of items and targeting directly the outgroup (e.g., South Asian 

immigrants) instead of the common ingroup (e.g., all immigrants) to emphasize the prosocial nature 

of the action. However, to keep continuity with Study 1, we focused on social issues common to both 

groups.  

Third, we intended to collect a bigger sample to test the mediation role of solidarity intentions 

in the relation between positive inter-minority contact and solidarity behavior toward the outgroup 

minority (Hypothesis 3). 

Method 

Respondents 

The sample comprised 253 participants (Mage = 33.99, SDage = 11.44) and it was balanced in 

gender (nfemale = 123, nmale = 126, 2 participants preferred not to answer). Two participants did not 

provide demographic information. Most of the participants had a University degree (n=234, 92%), 

while the other participants completed high school (n=17, 7%; missing n=2). Socio-economic status 
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(SES) was measured on a 5-point Likert scale, where lower scores indicated feeling poorer and higher 

scores indicated feeling wealthier than the average British citizen. On average, the participants 

reported having an economic situation comparable to that of the general public (MSES = 3.13, SDSES = 

0.64). All participants were living in the UK for at least 5 years when data was collected, and most 

of them were born abroad (n=222, 88%). Of them, almost half had Nigerian origins (n=108, 49%), 

coherently with the Migration Observatory Report (2024b) that identifies Nigeria as one of the top 

10 countries of origin for migrants in the 2021-22 Census. Finally, with regard to their immigration 

status, slightly more than half of the sample held British citizenship (n=139, 55%), while the other 

participants had different types of visas (Indefinite Leave to Remain n=31, Work n=28, Family n=26, 

Study n=21, Asylum n=1, Other n=5). 

Procedure 

Respondents were recruited on the Prolific platform in November 2024 based on the following 

criteria: a) currently living in the UK; b) being in the UK since 5 years or more; c) being born in one 

Sub-Saharan African country; d) having a high approval rate (>0.80) on the platform. Given the 

different recruitment method compared to Study 1, criterion (b) was introduced to ensure that 

participants had a level of experience with the host context comparable to that of Albanian people in 

Italy. The threshold was set at five years, as this represents the minimum required period of residence 

to apply for Indefinite Leave to Remain and establish permanent settlement in the UK. Respondents 

were asked to fill up a questionnaire on the Qualtrics platform in return for economic compensation. 

Before starting the survey, they were asked to provide informed consent after reading a brief 

description of the study goals. A total of 261 people started the survey, of which 1 did not sign the 

informed consent, 5 did not finish the questionnaire, and 2 failed both attention checks, resulting in a 

final sample of 253 participants. The study was previously approved by the University of Bologna 

Ethics Research Committee. 

Measures 
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Inter-minority positive and negative contact measure was adapted by Fuochi et al. (2020) 

to capture respondents’ experiences with South Asian immigrants, considering the frequency and the 

degree of closeness of both types of contact. Positive and negative contact scales were each made of 

4 items, which differed only in the specified valence of contact. The following items were included 

in the scales: “How many South Asian immigrants do you usually meet or run into and see in a 

positive/negative way?”; “How often do you interact with South Asian immigrants you do not know 

well and consider the experience positive/negative?”; “How many South Asian immigrants do you 

know and see in a positive/negative way?”; “How often do you interact with South Asian immigrants 

you know and consider the experience positive/negative?”. Participants were asked to answer on a 5-

point Likert scale, where higher scores indicate more inter-minority contact. Both positive (ω = .83) 

and negative (ω = .84) contact scales have good reliability. 

Solidarity intentions were assessed with 4 items adapted by Glasford and Calcagno (2012). 

Specifically, participants were asked to rate on a 5-points Likert scales (1 = not at all; 5 = absolutely) 

how much they were willing to a) cooperate with South Asian immigrants to sensibilize society on 

the use of racist language towards them; b) support South Asian immigrants in actions to reduce 

discrimination in the labour market towards them; c) participate in raising awareness about injustices 

facing South Asians immigrants on behalf of them; d) support South Asian people to draw attention 

on the discrimination they face as applicants for shared housing. The items formed a reliable scale (ω 

= .89). 

Perceived self-efficacy in inter-ethnic contact was measured with the same scale as in Study 

1, holding good reliability (ω = .79). 

Solidarity behavior was assessed through 1 item adapted by Cattaneo and Grieco (2021). 

After reading the informed consent, respondents were invited to join a raffle for an additional prize 

of 10£ on top of the standard payment for completing the survey, motivated by its length. At the end 

of the questionnaire, participants who previously decided to join the raffle were asked how much they 

would have liked to donate to a fictitious partner organization in case of winning, from 0 to 10£. The 
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message specified that the organization’s main activities were “panel discussions and workshops for 

South-Asian immigrants and their allies to learn and develop concrete solutions to face discrimination 

through role-playing”. The amount of money donated was used as a measure of solidarity towards 

the outgroup, with higher scores indicating higher solidarity. After completing the survey, a 

debriefing message was shown to all respondents specifying the fictitious nature of the raffle. 

As for Study 1, other variables were included in the questionnaire – please refer to the 

Supplementary Materials for a full description of it.  

Analytic plan 

First, to preliminarily test our hypotheses, we replicated the analyses of Study 1 in the new 

context. Second, we implemented Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) to test all the hypotheses 

adjusted for measurement error and considering inter-dependence between variables. The SEM 

models were built upon the results of the multiple linear regression analyses. After controlling for the 

goodness of fit of measurement models, we tested Hypothesis 1 by analyzing solidarity intentions 

and solidarity behavior as a function of positive and negative inter-minority contact (Model 1). Then, 

we ran a second model to test for the moderating effect of perceived self-efficacy in inter-ethnic 

contact (Hypothesis 2) and the mediating role of solidarity intentions (Hypothesis 3) in the relation 

between positive contact and solidarity behavior (Model 2). To estimate the moderation effect, we 

used the unconstrained approach proposed by Marsh and colleagues (2004), while to test the 

significance of indirect effects through the mediator, we used the bootstrapping procedure with 1000 

resamples. Lastly, we used a chi-square test statistic to compare the two models and assess which 

model provided the best fit to the data. In all the analyses we evaluated model fit based on the 

following combination of goodness of fit indicators according to established guidelines (Kline, 2012): 

non-significant model χ2, comparative fit index (CFI) > .90, standardized root mean square residual 

(SRMR) < .10, and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) < .08. All analyses were 

conducted in RStudio, using R statistical software (v4.4.1; R Core Team, 2024). In addition to the R 
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packages mentioned in Study 1, lavaan (Rosseel, 2012), semPlot (Epskamp, 2022), and semTools 

(Jorgensen et al., 2022) were used. Data and R code can be accessed via the Open Science Framework 

(OSF) at the same link provided for Study 1. 

Results and Discussion 

Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations are reported in Table 3. In line with 

previous findings, positive contact was on average more frequent than negative contact, paired t-test: 

t(252)=21.78, p< .001, d=1.98.  Positive contact is positively correlated with both solidarity intentions 

and solidarity behavior, while negative contact is only associated with solidarity intentions. Perceived 

self-efficacy in inter-ethnic contact is high, on average, in the sample and positively associated with 

solidarity intentions, but not with solidarity behavior.  

---- 

Insert Table 3 about here 

---- 

Consistent with the findings of Study 1, multiple regression analyses revealed that positive 

inter-minority contact was associated with both increased solidarity intentions, B= 0.39, SE= .07, 

p<.001, 95% CI [ 0.25,  0.52], β= .32, and solidarity behavior, B= 0.60, SE= .23, p<.001, 95% CI 

[0.15, 1.06], β= .17, with self-efficacy in contact having a moderating effect only in relation to the 

latter, B= .77, SE= .28, p= .007, 95% CI [ 0.21, 1.34], β= .16. Negative contact was negatively 

associated only with solidarity intentions, B= -0.33, SE= .08, p<.001, 95% CI [ -0.48, -0.18], β= - 

.25. No demographic variables yielded significant relations to the outcome variables (see 

Supplementary materials for a full presentation of the results). A sensitivity power analysis was 

conducted using G*Power (Version 3.1.9.7) to estimate the smallest effect size detectable within the 

sample (N = 253) in a multiple linear regression model with one predictor variable out of four. The 

analysis was based on the “Linear multiple regression: Fixed model, R² increase” test, assuming an 
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alpha level of 0.05 and a desired power of 0.80. The analysis yielded a smallest detectable effect size 

of 0.03, corresponding to a small effect size according to Cohen's (1988) guidelines. 

Building on these findings, we did not include demographic variables in the SEM models, and 

we tested the moderating effects of self-efficacy in contact only for solidarity behavior. As a 

preliminary step before testing the hypotheses, we checked how the measurement model performed 

for the sampleiii. The model demonstrated reasonable fit: χ2(160) = 320,604, p< .001, CFI = .921, 

TLI= .906, RMSEA = .063, SRMR = .053. Standardized factor loadings ranged from .73 to .77 for 

positive contact, .71 to .82 for negative contact, .59 to .85 for self-efficacy in contact, .69 to .87 for 

solidarity intentions, and from .55 to .71 for the moderation indicator (all p< .001). Residual variances 

were all positive and significant, and standardized errors were small relative to their corresponding 

parameter estimates, indicating satisfactory measurement quality. 

Table 4 shows the regression coefficients of Model 1. The results partially supported 

Hypothesis 1, as positive contact had a significant positive direct association with both solidarity 

intentions and solidarity behavior, while negative contact had a significant negative direct association 

only with solidarity intentions. Worthy of note, the model explained more variance of solidarity 

intentions (R2=.25) compared to solidarity behavior (R2=.04), and the standardized regression 

coefficients showed a stronger relation between positive contact and solidarity intentions compared 

to solidarity behavior. The model yielded satisfactory fit: χ2(60) = 138.728, p< .001, CFI = .943, 

TLI= .926, RMSEA = .074, SRMR = .050. 

---- 

Insert Table 4 about here 

----  

Following the analytic plan, we then tested our moderation and mediation hypotheses in a 

second modeliv, depicted in Figure 2. The results showed a significant interaction between positive 
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contact and self-efficacy in contact, B = 0.55, SE = .27, p = .037, 95% bootstrapped CI [0.07, 1.18], 

β = .21. Specifically, as shown in Figure 3, a test of simple slopes showed that positive contact held 

a strong positive relation with solidarity behavior only when participants had high perceived self-

efficacy, B=1.32, SE= .49, p= .008, 95% bootstrapped CI [0.38, 2.37], β= .50, while the relation was 

not significant for low levels of self-efficacy in contact, B= -0.88, SE= .66, p= .182, 95% bootstrapped 

CI [-.2.51, 0.28], β= -.33. Findings also supported the mediating role of solidarity intentions in the 

relation between positive contact and solidarity behavior (see Figure 4). Indeed, solidarity intentions 

were positively associated to solidarity behavior, B= 0.43, SE= .19, p= .021, 95% bootstrapped CI 

[0.08, 0.81], β= .19 and positive contact had a significant indirect effect on solidarity behavior through 

solidarity intentions, B= 0.19, SE= .09, p= .035, 95% bootstrapped CI [0.04, 0.39], β= .07. We could 

not test the mediating role of solidarity intentions for negative contact as the direct effect between 

negative contact and solidarity behavior was not significant (Baron & Kenny, 1986). The model 

yielded good fit, χ2(177) = 325.842, p< .001, CFI = .923, TLI=.909, RMSEA = .059, SRMR = .055, 

and resulted to be a better fit to the data compared to Model 1v (Δχ2=13.083, Δdf=3, p= .004). 

Overall, findings from Study 2 partially sustained the hypotheses. In line with Hypothesis 1, 

we found a positive association between positive contact and both solidarity intentions and behaviors; 

however, negative contact was only a significant predictor for solidarity intentions. Therefore, we 

could test Hypothesis 3 only for positive contact. Solidarity intentions partially mediated the relation 

between positive contact and solidarity behavior. In addition, we found a moderating effect of self-

efficacy in contact, supporting Hypothesis 2.   

---- 

Insert Figure 3 about here 

---- 

---- 
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Insert Figure 4 about here 

---- 

General Discussion 

We conducted two cross-sectional studies in two different contexts, namely Italy and the UK, 

to examine the relation between inter-minority contact and solidarity towards the outgroup minority. 

In line with previous research, in both studies, positive contact was associated with higher solidarity, 

both in terms of willingness to engage in actions to reduce discrimination against the outgroup 

(solidarity intentions) and actual behavior (solidarity engagement in Study 1, solidarity behavior in 

Study 2), confirming Hypothesis 1a. However, negative contact yielded a significant negative relation 

only to solidarity intentions in Study 2, but not in Study 1, thus partially confirming Hypothesis 1b. 

Results from both studies partially support Hypothesis 2, as respondents with high perceived self-

efficacy in inter-ethnic contact showed a strong association between positive contact and solidarity, 

while for respondents with medium-low self-efficacy, the relation was not significant. No moderation 

effect was found for solidarity intentions. Lastly, the research also provides evidence that solidarity 

intentions partially mediate the relation between positive contact and solidarity behavior (Hypothesis 

3). However, we were unable to test the same path for negative contact, as the direct association 

between negative contact and solidarity behavior (Study 2) was not significant. Overall, these findings 

add to and extend previous knowledge on inter-minority solidarity by considering the quality and 

valence of inter-minority contact and both attitudinal and behavioral measures of solidarity, shedding 

light on the important role played by perceived self-efficacy in inter-ethnic contact. Indeed, in the 

first study, we found that the interaction between positive contact and self-efficacy in contact 

significantly predicted solidarity engagement with a small effect size. The result was replicated in the 

second study, and a sensitivity analysis confirmed that a small effect size could be detected in the 

sample. Findings also hold up across different modelling frameworks, adding robustness to our 

conclusions. Finally, results were consistent across contexts with different immigration histories (i.e., 
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Italy in Study 1, the UK in Study 2) and considering the perspective of two different ethnic minorities, 

thus increasing the generalizability of the findings. 

Theoretical implications 

The evidence collected extends previous literature on intergroup solidarity in multiple ways. 

First, the use of both attitudinal and behavioral measures of solidarity enabled us to identify 

differences in how positive and negative contact relate to various dimensions of solidarity with the 

outgroup. Our findings highlighted that positive contact was associated with both behavioral 

intentions and actual behaviors in both studies, while negative contact was only associated with less 

willingness to engage in solidarity actions for the outgroup solely in the second study. Moreover, a 

comparison of the standardized regression coefficients of positive and negative contact on solidarity 

intentions in Study 2 showed that positive contact was more strongly related to the outcome variable 

compared to negative contact. These results do not support the positive-negative contact asymmetry 

hypothesis (Barlow et al., 2012; Paolini et al., 2024), in line with Visintin and colleagues’ (2017) 

previous findings. Given that the stronger effect of negative contact in majority-minority contact has 

been linked to an increase in group membership salience during contact (Barlow et al., 2012), one 

possible reason for this difference may be the fact that, for ethnic minorities, group membership is 

always salient, being in a foreign country. Additionally, the negativity bias in contact is particularly 

pronounced among dominant group members who have the opportunity to choose to avoid lower-

status outgroup members (Paolini et al., 2024), whereas ethnic minorities may lack such agency due 

to their non-dominant status. In the evaluation of the differences between positive and negative 

contact, Graf and colleagues’ (2014) study also highlighted the importance of considering their 

relative frequency. In this regard, the present study found that in both samples, positive contact was 

significantly higher than negative contact, against previous findings on inter-minority contact that did 

not find a significant difference between the two (Visintin et al., 2017). Evidence is still too scarce 

and mixed to draw clear conclusions about the reasons for these differences, yet it signals an important 

direction to pursue in future research. Finally, it is worth noticing that inter-minority contact 
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explained more variance of behavioral intentions compared to actual behavior of solidarity in both 

studies. This finding implicitly sustains the call for studies on the relation between intergroup contact 

and behavior, in particular from the minority perspective, which has already been advocated within 

the field (Boin et al., 2021; Tropp & Ulug, 2019). Moreover, it informs studies on the principle-

implementation gap (Dixon et al., 2017) by illustrating that positive contact influences attitudes more 

than behavior, thereby carrying important practical implications for intergroup contact-based 

interventions, which will be further discussed in the next section. 

Second, our findings extend previous research on the role of self-efficacy in intergroup contact 

(Turner & Cameron, 2016; Birtel et al., 2024; Bagci et al., 2024) by showing that being confident in 

one’s own ability to interact with a person of another ethnic group not only promotes more positive 

evaluations of the experience but influences its effects on outgroup solidarity. Specifically, our results 

showed that positive contact was associated with more solidarity behaviors only among respondents 

with high compared to medium-low perceived self-efficacy in inter-ethnic contact, while we did not 

find a moderation effect for solidarity intentions. In other words, while positive experiences with the 

outgroup are associated with greater willingness to engage in solidarity across individuals, only the 

ones who feel comfortable in interethnic interactions tend to get more involved in actual solidarity 

actions, potentially because the confidence in contact makes the engagement less psychologically 

costly and more feasible. These results are consistent with previous findings indicating that only close 

relationships – rather than mere positive contact - were associated with actual participation in 

collective action (Tropp and Uluğ, 2019), as intergroup friendships are linked to higher self-efficacy 

in contact (Bagci et al., 2020; Turner & Cameron, 2016). These results are also in line with Bandura’s 

(1995) Self-Efficacy Theory, according to which self-efficacy is an action-bound concept as it guides 

the selection of the activities and environments one can undertake. Considering that previous studies 

have shown that multiple efficacy beliefs related to different aspects of the agent, the action, or the 

aim influence solidarity efforts (Hamann et al., 2024), it would be interesting to explore in future 

research whether and how other forms of self-efficacy also influence the relation between inter-
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minority contact and solidarity. More broadly, given that literature on intergroup contact has often 

focused only on the social dimension of the self (i.e., social identity), these results suggest that 

considering other characteristics linked to the personal self may also be an interesting avenue to 

explore in future studies – similar to what Hamann and colleagues (2024) argue about social injustice.  

Third, in the second study, we found that solidarity intentions mediate the relation between 

positive contact and solidarity behavior. On a theoretical level, this result is supported by the well-

established Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991), which posits that behavioral intentions predict 

behaviors, being the relation influenced by one’s confidence in their own ability to carry out the 

action, namely their perceived behavioral control. The theory is consistent with the other findings 

previously discussed, as perceived behavioral control closely aligns with Bandura's concept of self-

efficacy (Hamann et al., 2024). The Theory of Planned Behavior has seldom been studied in relation 

to intergroup contact, yet our findings highlight the potential value of carrying out studies informed 

by both theories. Thus, we invite future research to explore this path.  

Lastly, some final remarks are needed in regard of the implemented measure of solidarity 

intentions. Specifically, we used a measure of behavioral intention that focuses on the aim (i.e., 

solidarity with the outgroup minority) more than the specific collective action to undertake (e.g., 

signing a petition, participating in a demonstration), so that both activists and non-activists could 

relate to it. Indeed, considering that the studies focused on different ethnic groups, we expected 

cultural differences in both the familiarity with and the endorsement of specific collective actions. 

Moreover, in Study 1, items were designed so that working in solidarity with the outgroup would 

favor both groups (e.g., all immigrants), while in Study 2, the action would favor only the outgroup 

minority. The relative consistency of the results across the studies let us cautiously assume that 

participants in Study 1 were not moved merely by ingroup interests, thus sustaining our 

conceptualization of the measure as solidarity intentions. These results also align with the idea that 

third-group members may engage in solidarity actions with the outgroup, motivated both by ingroup 
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interest and to protect the outgroup, without the two being mutually exclusive (Klavina & van 

Zomeren, 2020).  

Overall, the present research invites to broader social psychology of collective action literature 

and further explore the role played by third-group members, going beyond the study of the 

relationship between advantaged and disadvantaged groups. Present findings contribute in this 

direction by showing the crucial role of inter-minority contact and confidence in contact in mobilizing 

ethnic minorities to support other groups’ rights. Yet, research is still needed to examine other 

situations, groups, and personal factors that can contribute to understanding the best conditions for 

minority groups' alliances. 

Practical implications 

The differences observed in the relation between inter-minority contact and behavioral intentions of 

solidarity with the outgroup, compared to actual supportive behavior, have practical implications for 

the promotion of more inclusive societies. In line with Čehajić-Clancy and Halperin’ (2024) proposed 

approach for intervention development, our results highlight the need to tailor interventions carefully 

to the specific goals they aim to achieve. Indeed, in their review of evidence-based interventions for 

improving intergroup relations, Čehajić-Clancy and Halperin (2024) highlighted that distinct settings 

require different interventions according to the social groups involved, their needs and motivations, 

the context of intervention, and the desired goal. According to our findings, when working with ethnic 

minorities in a Western country, interventions aimed at promoting positive intergroup contact may 

be more effective in improving solidarity intentions at the attitudinal level, while other interventions 

may be more suited to actively engage people in solidarity behaviors. Nonetheless, our results do 

sustain the use of intergroup contact-based interventions to promote inter-minority solidarity, as 

solidarity intentions are positively associated with solidarity behaviors. Indeed, previous research has 

shown that prejudice reduction interventions reduced the principle-implementation gap (Dixon et al., 

2017), thus having a positive effect on a behavioral level despite working on an attitudinal level. 

However, based on our results, we suggest practitioners to parallelly implement specific activities 
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aimed at improving participants’ confidence in inter-ethnic contact situations to enhance the 

intergroup contact-based intervention effectiveness.  

Strengths, Limitations, and Suggestions for Future Research 

This study focused on two ethnic minorities, namely people of Albanian and Sub-Saharan origins, 

respectively in Italy and the UK, to explore their perspectives and experiences of intergroup contact 

and solidarity. Indeed, literature on intergroup contact is extensive, but it has primarily been 

developed from the perspective of majority groups. Thus, it is necessary to understand the point of 

view of underrepresented groups. The coherence of our findings across studies with distinct 

immigrant groups in two contexts with different immigration histories enhances their external 

validity, yet future studies should replicate our findings with different ethnic groups and in different 

contexts. Indeed, evidence is still too scarce to exclude cultural differences or to state that the context 

or the immigration history of the groups does not influence the found relations. On a similar note, 

perceived self-efficacy in contact may also vary across different ethnic groups; however, neither the 

implemented measure of self-efficacy nor the study design allows for the detection of these potential 

variations. Moreover, our samples were quite biased, as in both studies, respondents held medium to 

high scores on the perceived self-efficacy in ethnic contact scale; thus, future studies should also 

examine the effects of having low perceived self-efficacy.  

The current work should also be considered in light of the following methodological constraints. First, 

we implemented a cross-sectional design; thus, causal inferences shall not be made. Future research 

should use longitudinal designs and innovative technological methods (e.g., longitudinal social 

network analysis, O’Donnell et al., 2021) to further test our findings. Second, in Study 1, we used 

single-item measures to assess inter-minority contact. We addressed this limitation in Study 2 by 

using more precise measurements; however, the change impedes direct comparisons between the 

studies.  

All in all, future studies should address these gaps by conducting a large-scale study with the 

same measurement across different countries with different ethnic groups to assess the potential 
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influence of cultural differences, immigration policies, and the history of immigration of the ethnic 

groups within the hosting country. Moreover, studying the same ethnic group at different time points 

would allow to detect the impact of time on their relation to other ethnic minorities. Lastly, the effect 

of self-efficacy in inter-ethnic contact should also be further explored, assessing both different 

conceptualizations of self-efficacy (Hamann et al., 2024) and the hypothesized relations for people 

with low levels of self-efficacy.  

Constraints on Generality 

Intergroup contact never occurs in a vacuum; it is always embedded within a specific temporal and 

spatial context. This is particularly important when examining relationships between ethnic 

minorities, as various factors—related not only to the characteristics of the groups themselves but 

also to the broader socio-political context and prevailing attitudes toward immigration—can either 

hinder or facilitate inter-minority solidarity. Accordingly, we outline below key features of the socio-

political context in which the present research was conducted. We focused on two long-term 

immigrant groups in two different settings. The first study was conducted in Italy, a country that only 

recently shifted from being a country of emigration to a country of immigration (Institute for Research 

on Population and Social Policies, 2009). Respondents were individuals of Albanian origin, a group 

that, after experiencing a difficult reception in the 1990s, has become more integrated over time, 

although they continue to face prejudice due to associations with criminal activities (Gjinko, 2019). 

The questionnaire was administered in a period of great changes in the Italian immigration system 

that saw the introduction of the widely-debated Cutro Decree (March 2023). The second study was 

conducted in the UK, a country with a long history of immigration, with migrants from Sub-Saharan 

Africa. This group has a longer history of immigration to the UK, although similar to Albanian people 

in Italy, they experienced mass migration in the 1990s (Domboka, 2017). Still today, they are one of 

the largest groups of long-term immigration in the country, being the majority from Nigeria, 

Zimbabwe, and Ghana (The Migration Observatory, 2024b). Compared to other ethnic minorities, 

people of Sub-Saharan African descent reported the highest level of discrimination in 2020 (The 
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Migration Observatory, 2024a). Similarly to Italy, the questionnaire was administered during a period 

of restrictions on immigration policies. All these characteristics should be taken into consideration 

when generalizing the findings to different immigrant groups in distinct settings.  

Conclusion 

Current societies are increasingly diverse, and this trend is expected to continue in the future. At the 

same time, recent years have witnessed a rise in intolerance, xenophobia, and hate speech in both 

political discourse and broader society. In this context, solidarity among different ethnic minorities 

becomes crucial. The present research supports previous findings on the potential of positive 

intergroup contact in fostering solidarity intentions between ethnic minorities. Additionally, it 

extends them by proving a positive association between positive intergroup contact and solidarity 

behaviors. At the same time, however, it also highlights important differences between the two 

outcomes that must be carefully considered in both research and applied settings. Indeed, findings 

from the studies showed that while positive contact was always associated with higher solidarity 

intentions, for solidarity behaviors the association was significant only when individuals also reported 

high self-efficacy in inter-ethnic contact. This evidence is particularly important when designing 

interventions aimed at increasing real-world solidarity. Thus, overall, the present research offers 

important insights useful to understand how to promote more inclusive societies for the benefit and 

well-being of all.

 
i Worthy of note, respondents reported significantly less solidarity engagement compared to 

solidarity intentions, paired t-test: t (172) = 18.88, p < .001, Cohen’s d= 1.43. Moreover, female 

participants reported significantly more positive contact and solidarity intentions compared to male 

participants, Welch two samples t-tests: positive contact t (162.7) = 2.78, p= .006, Cohen’s d= 0.42; 

solidarity intentions t (134.5) = 4.40, p < .001, Cohen’s d= 0.69.  
ii Two participants who did not identified as either male or female were excluded from this analysis 
iii Out of 1000 bootstrap resamples, 1 failed to converge and was excluded from the confidence 

interval estimation 
iv Out of 1000 bootstrap resamples, 2 failed to converge and were excluded from the confidence 

interval estimation 
v To allow comparison between the two models, Model 1 was adjusted to have the same structure as 

Model 2  
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Table 1 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations 

  M SD 2. 3. 4. 5 

1. Positive contact 3.96 0.80 -.24 *** .45 *** .23 *** .25 *** 

2. Negative contact 1.62 0.79 1 -.23 *** -.19 * -.37 *** 

3. Solidarity intentions 3.88 0.85 - 1 .45 *** .37 *** 

4. Solidarity engagement 2.29 1.19   - 1 .37  *** 

5. Self-Efficacy in contact 4.22 0.77     - 1 

Note. * p < .05, *** p < .001 
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Table 2 

Regression coefficients of inter-minority contact and self-efficacy in contact on solidarity intentions and solidarity engagement as separate outcomes 

Variable 

Solidarity Intentions Solidarity Engagement 

B [95% CI] SE β p Adj. R2 B [95% CI] SE β p Adj. R2 

Step 1 (model 3):     .31     .14 

Gender 0.42 [0.20, 0.65] .12 .51 < .001***  -0.28 [-0.64, 0.08] .18 -.23 .130  

Positive Contact 0.32 [0.18, 0.47] .07 .30 < .001***  0.25 [0.02, 0.47] .12 .16 .035*  

Negative Contact -0.13 [- 0.28, .003] .08 - .12 .106  0.05 [-0.20, 0.30] .13 .03 .702  

Self-Efficacy in Contact 0.22 [0.07, 0.38] .08 .21 .005**  0.55 [0.31, 0.80] .12 .36 <.001***  

Step 2 (model 4):     .31     .16 

Positive contact x Self-Efficacy in 

Contact 
0.13 [-0.05, 0.30] .09 .09 .156  0.29 [0.01,  0.56] .14 .15 .041*  

Note. * p<.05, ** p<.01,*** p < .001. B= raw beta regression, CI = confidence intervals, SE = standardized standard error, β = standardized beta 

regression, p = p-value. Significant effects are marked in bold. 
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Table 3 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations 

  M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5 

Positive contact 3.34 0.73 1 -.04  .35 *** .18 * .16 * 

Negative contact 1.95 0.67 - 1 -.29 *** .01  -.21 *** 

Solidarity intentions 3.81 0.88   - 1 .18 * .21 *** 

Solidarity behavior 2.74 2.66     - 1 .08  

Self-Efficacy in 

contact 

4.07 0.74       -  1 

Note. * p < .05, *** p < .001 
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Table 4 

Model 1: Path Coefficients Estimates 

Path B SE p 95% CI  β 

Positive contact→Solidarity intentions 0.43 .09 <.001 *** [0.27, 0.62]  .38 

Negative contact→Solidarity intentions -0.36 .10 <.001 *** [-0.56, -0.17] -.31 

Positive contact→Solidarity behavior 0.51 .20 .010 ** [0.13, 0.91] .19 

Negative contact→Solidarity behavior 0.08 .22 .730 [- 0.35, 0.49] .03 

Note. B= unstandardized estimate; SE= standard error; p=p-value; CI=confidence interval based 

on 1000 bootstrap samples.; β = standardized estimates. Significant effects are marked in bold. 

** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Online Supplementary Materials 

The following variables were also included in Study 1 in addition to the presented measures: group 

efficacy beliefs (adapted from Van Zomeren et al., 2004; Van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2011); 

helping behaviours (adapted by Johnston & Glasford, 2018); empathy; group-based anger (adapted 

from Van Zomeren et al., 2004; Van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2011); linked fate (adapted by 

Ho et al., 2017); perceived discrimination (adapted from Yzerbyt et al., 2006); relative deprivation 

(adapted from Leach, Iyer & Pedersen, 2007); negative attitude towards minority outgroup (adapted 

from Mackie et al., 2000); contact with ethnic majority; minority outgroup friendship; mass-

mediated contact with minority outgroup; ethnic and host identification; social dominance 

orientation (Pratto et al., 2013). 

 

The following variables were included in Study 2: feeling thermometer (Havekes et al., 2011), 

support for collective action (adapted from Hassler et al., 2022); policy support; feelings of 

solidarity (Ozkan et al., 2024); perceived similarity with outgroup ethnic minority and majority 

(Aron & Aron, 1986); majority contact (adapted from Hayward et al., 2017); empathy; group-based 

anger (adapted from Van Zomeren et al., 2004; Van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2011); social 

norms (adapted from Roblain et al., 2020); realistic threat; linked fate (adapted by Ho et al., 2017); 

perceived discrimination (adapted from Yzerbyt et al., 2006); relative deprivation (adapted from 

Leach, Iyer & Pedersen, 2007);  ethnic and host identification.
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Table S1 

Study 2 multiple linear regression models: Solidarity intentions in function of inter-minority contact and self-efficacy in contact 

Variables 
Model 0 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

B [95% CI] SE β p B [95% CI] SE β p B [95% CI] SE β p B [95% CI] SE β p 

Gender 
-0.15 

[-0.36, 0.07] 
.11 -.17 .190             

Age 
-0.01  

[-0.02, 0.00] 
.01 -.12 

.056 

 
            

Education 
0.02  

[-0.42, 0.45] 
.22 

.01 

 
.936             

Socio-

economic 

status 

-0.07  

[-0.24, 0.10] 

 

.09 -.05 
.410 

 
            

Positive 

contact 
    

0.41  

[0.28, 0.54] 
.07 .34 <.001 

0.39  

[0.25, 0.52] 
.07 .32 <.001 

0.64 

[-0.07, 1.34] 

 

.36 .33 .078 

Negative 

contact 
    

-0.35  

[-0.50, -0.21] 
.07 -.27 <.001 

-0.33  

[-0.48, -0.18] 
.08 -.25 <.001 

-0.33 

[-0.48, -0.18] 
.08 -.26 <.001 

Self-

Efficacy in 

contact 

        
0.12  

[-0.01, 0.26] 
.07 .10 .077 

0.32 

[-0.24, 0.88] 
.28 .10 .265 

Positive 

contact x 

Self-

Efficacy in 

Contact 

            
-0.06 

[-0.23, 0.11] 
.09 -.04 .483 

Adjusted 

R2 
0.02 (p=.05) 0.19 (p<.001) 0.20 (p<.001) 0.20 (p<.001) 

Note. B= raw beta regression, CI = confidence intervals, SE = standardized standard error, β = standardized beta regression, p = p-value. Significant effects are marked in bold 
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Table S2 

Study 2 multiple linear regression models: Solidarity behavior in function of inter-minority contact and self-efficacy in contact 

Variables 
Model 0 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

B [95% CI] SE β p B [95% CI] SE β p B [95% CI] SE β p B [95% CI] SE β p 

Gender 
-0.48 

[-1.16, 0.20] 
.34 -.18 .168             

Age 
-0.01  

[-0.03, 0.03] 
.02 -.02 

.761 

 
            

Education 
1.53 

[0.16, 2.89] 
.70 

.14 

 
.029             

Socio-

economic 

status 

-0.14  

[-0.69, 0.42] 

 

.28 -.03 
.621 

 
            

Positive 

contact 
    

0.63  

[0.18, 1.09] 
.23 .18 .006 

0.60 

[0.15, 1.06] 
.23 .17 .010 

-2.61 

[-4.98, -0.24] 
1.20 .16 .031 

Negative 

contact 
    

0.07  

[-0.44, 0.57] 
.25 .02 .798 

0.11 

[-0.40, 0.62] 
.26 .03 .674 

0.16 

[-0.34, 0.67] 
.26 .04 .527 

Self-

Efficacy in 

contact 

        
0.20 

[-0.28, 0.68] 
.24 .06 .405 

-2.32 

[-4.20, -0.44] 
.96 .07 .016 

Positive 

contact x 

Self-

Efficacy in 

Contact 

            
0.77 

[0.21, 1.34] 
.28 .16 .007 

Adjusted 

R2 
0.02 (p=.13) 0.03 (p=.02) 0.02 (p=.04) 0.05 (p=.004) 

Note. B= raw beta regression, CI = confidence intervals, SE = standardized standard error, β = standardized beta regression, p = p-value. Significant effects are marked in bold 
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