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Seventy years of research on intergroup contact, or face-to-face interactions between members of opposing
social groups, demonstrates that positive contact typically reduces prejudice and increases social cohesion.
Extant syntheses, however, have not considered the full breadth of contact valence (positive/negative) and
have treated self-selection as a threat to validity. This research bridges intergroup contact theory with
sequential sampling models of impression formation to assess contact effects across all valences. From the
premise that positive versus negative contact instigates differential resampling of outgroup experiences
when self-selection is possible, we advance and meta-analytically test new predictions for the moderation of
valenced contact effects and negativity bias as a function of people’s opportunity and motivation to self-
select in and out of contact. Our random-effects synthesis of positive and negative intergroup contact studies
(238 independent samples, 936 nested effects; totalN= 152,985) found significant valenced contact effects:
Positive contact systematically associates with lower prejudice, and negative contact associates with higher
prejudice. Critically, the detrimental effect of negative contact is significantly larger than the benefit of
positive contact. This negativity bias is particularly pronounced under conditions in which one can self-
select, is motivated to avoid contact, among male-dominated and prejudiced samples, in contact with
stigmatized, low status, low socioeconomic status outgroups, along nonconcealable stigma, with
nonintimate contact partners in informal settings and in collectivistic societies. Considering individuals’
motivation and opportunity to self-select, together with contact valence, therefore offers a more nuanced and
integrated platform to design contact-based interventions and policies across varied contact ecologies.

Public Significance Statement
This meta-analysis extends earlier analyses of intergroup contact, or face-to-face interactions between
members of opposing groups, showing that the quality of contact and opportunities and motivation to avoid
contact matter. It demonstrates that positive contact improves intergroup relations, but negative contact
worsens them and is more impactful. Negative contact prevails and is thus riskier in real-world settings,
offering opportunity and motivation to avoid contact. This enriched knowledgebase can help maximize the
benefits of intergroup contact and minimize its risks through more targeted policy and intervention.

Keywords: negative intergroup contact, prejudice, self-selection, contact opportunity, contact avoidance

Supplemental materials: https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000439.supp

This research was supported by two Australian Research Council’s
Discovery Projects (Grants DP150102210 and DP220101621) and a Daphne
Keats Chair Endowment (10.50313) awarded to Stefania Paolini. The
authors thank Alyse, Carol, Geetha, Gemma, Georgia, Rebecca, Sheila, and
Winnifred for their help with data coding; Jessica Boin, Miles Hewstone,
Olivia Evans, and Ben Fell for their input on theory and operationalizations at
early stages of development; and Kim Colyvas for his continuous and
formidable support with analyses. The authors publish this article in memory
of late Professor Daphne Keats; her example, courage, resilience, support,
and memory sustained their energy for this project during difficult times and
will sustain them into the future.
All data and researchmaterials, including coding protocol and R codes, are

publicly available as Open Science Framework supplemental documents at
https://osf.io/38rpj/ (see Appendices index for roadmap to file names). Core
materials are available as online Supplemental Materials.
Open Access funding provided by Durham University. This work is licensed

under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (CC BY 4.0;
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0). This license permits copying and
redistributing the work in anymedium or format, as well as adapting thematerial
for any purpose, even commercially.
Stefania Paolini played a lead role in conceptualization, data curation, funding

acquisition, investigation, methodology, project administration, resources,
software, supervision, validation, writing–original draft, and writing–review
and editing. Meghann Gibbs played a supporting role in conceptualization, data
curation, formal analysis, investigation, methodology, project administration,
visualization, and writing–original draft. Brett Sales played a lead role in data
curation and validation and a supporting role in formal analysis, visualization, and
writing–review and editing. Danielle Anderson played a supporting role in data
curation, formal analysis, validation, and visualization. Kylie McIntyre played a
supporting role in data curation, methodology, and validation.
Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Stefania

Paolini, Department of Psychology, DurhamUniversity, South Road, Durham
DH1 3LE, United Kingdom. Email: Stefania.Paolini@Durham.ac.uk

Psychological Bulletin

© 2024 The Author(s)
ISSN: 0033-2909 https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000439

1

https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000439.supp
https://osf.io/38rpj/
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000439.supp
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0
mailto:Stefania.Paolini@Durham.ac.uk
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000439


It is well established in social psychology that face-to-face
interactions between members of opposing groups or intergroup
contact can contribute to social cohesion by reducing intergroup
prejudice, increasing mutual trust, and improving behavioral
intentions toward the outgroup. These conclusions, however, reflect
syntheses of early intergroup contact research (Davies et al., 2011;
Lemmer & Wagner, 2015; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) devoted to
establishing the value of intergroup contact for achieving social
integration and intergroup harmony (Graf & Paolini, 2016; Paolini
et al., 2021; Pettigrew, 1998), against a historical backdrop of
intergroup segregation and skepticism about the power of
trespassing group boundaries (Baker, 1934; Forbes, 1997; Ford,
1986; McClendon, 1974) at the time of the U.S. civil rights
movement and the South African fight against apartheid (Dixon
et al., 2005; Pettigrew, 1998).
Given its original zeitgeist, early intergroup contact research was

more concerned about applying and evaluating intergroup contact in
structured social interventions and less so about unveiling basic
psychological processes associated with intergroup contact (Paolini
& McIntyre, 2019). The first 60 years of intergroup contact research
thus disproportionately sampled and investigated positive intergroup
contact and contact-based intervention programs designed to fast-
track benign intergroup relations and intergroup harmony (Dixon et
al., 2005). In this early work, indicators of contact quantity and
contact quality were treated analytically as interchangeable proxies of
the independent variable in line with unvalenced conceptualizations
of intergroup contact prevalent at that point in time. Ninety-four
percent of the studies included in a landmark meta-analysis of half a
century of contact research (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) recorded a
negative association between contact and prejudice and an overall
negative effect of small-to-medium size.
This early research and associated syntheses were therefore

necessarily ill-equipped to appraise contact effects across the full
breadth of contact valence—positive versus negative intergroup
contact—or variations in valenced contact effects. These research
trends most likely form an incomplete basis to inform contact-based
interventions and policies under varied contact contingencies in
naturalistic settings (Paluck et al., 2019; Paolini et al., 2010).
A growing interest in exploring the fundamentals of intergroup

contact effects and returning a fuller understanding of its precise
potential has recently given impetus to fresh research on positive
and negative intergroup contact (Schäfer et al., 2021). The notion of
a negativity bias in intergroup contact effects or a negative valence
asymmetry in impact was first advanced (Paolini et al., 2010) and
prospectively tested (Barlow et al., 2012), extending plentiful
evidence that bad is stronger than good in many psychological
domains (Baumeister et al., 2001). When a negativity bias in
intergroup contact holds, negative intergroup contact leads to larger
increases in outgroup prejudice than reductions in prejudice
following positive contact. In other words, negative individual-
to-group generalizations following negative contact should be larger
than positive individual-to-group generalizations following positive
contact, and this is because negative contact causes increases in the
attendance of intergroup differences during contact (or category
salience; Paolini et al., 2010).
Given the literature’s early fascination with positive contact and

diffuse confidence in the benefits of intergroup contact, the idea of a
negativity bias has been contentious, contested, and at minimum

untested, as it suggests the possibility that the well-established
benefits of positive contact could be rendered insignificant or even
reverted when negative intergroup contact occurs and is fully
assessed. Despite this resistance, research designs that consider both
positive and negative intergroup contact have since become the
norm in intergroup contact research. This novel research trend has
helped unearth a second kind of asymmetry in intergroup contact:
Positive contact with outgroup members is often more prevalent in
people’s reports of intergroup contact than negative contact (Graf
et al., 2014). Evidence for positive asymmetries in prevalence is
growing at a fast pace (Schäfer et al., 2021) and is noteworthy. It
implies that, at least at the societal level, the greater detrimental
impact of relatively rare negative intergroup contact could be
progressively eroded and possibly even counteracted by the
cumulative impact of a large number of modestly beneficial positive
contact experiences. In addition, a meta-analysis of experimental
research on stereotype change has corroborated the existence and
causal direction of negativity biases in prejudiced judgments of
stigmatized outgroups, following valenced indirect experiences with
specific outgroup members (Paolini & McIntyre, 2019).

Prospective field tests of negativity biases in direct, face-to-face
contact have, however, returned mixed findings (Paolini &
McIntyre, 2019; Schäfer et al., 2021; Zingora et al., 2021 for
overviews). This unexplained variability in results is problematic for
progress in both theory and praxis; it injects uncertainty about
whether negativity biases are present in people’s dynamic, often
repeated, affect-driven contact experiences with outgroup members
as they occur in naturalistic settings. To address this impasse in
contemporary analyses of valenced contact, the present research will
systematically interface intergroup contact theory with relevant
advances in impression formation research.

Bridging Contact Theory With Sequential Sampling
Models of Impression Formation

Biases in impression formation are likely to be stronger in situations in
which information has to be actively sampled.—(Denrell, 2005, p. 968)

The stimulus input to real learning processes depends on the
individual’s selective attention and sampling preferences in a complex
world that is replete with multiple information sources.—(Fiedler et al.,
2013, p. 222)

Although to date substantially underutilized, contemporary models
of sequential experience sampling (Denrell, 2005; Fiedler, 1996,
2000; Kashima et al., 2000; Van Rooy et al., 2003) have high
relevance for intergroup contact because in naturalistic settings,
individuals have regular opportunities and some freedom to actively
sample experiences with outgroup members; they can and often self-
select in and out of intergroup contact.

Based on this premise and models, we will put to empirical test an
integrated suite of novel predictions of moderation of valenced
contact effects. We will contend that valenced contact effects should
be moderated by one’s opportunity to self-select and by several
factors linked to one’s motivation to self-select, including
prejudiced attitudes, contact intimacy, valenced outgroup stereo-
types, and conflict settings. We will test these novel predictions for
moderation meta-analytically.
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Self-Selection Should Moderate Valenced Contact
Effects and Amplify Negativity Biases

According to Denrell’s (2005) model, the valence of initial
experiences with others should profoundly affect how we approach
future interactions with these individuals and the resulting impressions
and judgments of these and associated targets. Based on purely
hedonic considerations, people should be more likely to continue to
interact with these contact partners (or sample more experiences/
resample experiences with them) if they had an initial positive
experience than if they had an initial negative experience. If they had a
negative experience, they are unlikely to go back and sample more
experiences (see also Thorndike’s, 1898 law of effect).
Denrell’s model advances these predictions from a hedonic

standpoint and aligns with a significant body of work showing that
individuals naturally seek good experiences and avoid bad ones
(Feldman, 2004; Thorndike, 1898). Hence, future interactions with a
specific contact partner are more likely if previous interactions suggest
that future ones will be rewarding or pleasurable (Altman & Taylor,
1973; Berscheid, 1985; Homans, 1961; Lott & Lott, 1972;Montoya&
Horton, 2004; Newcomb, 1953; Sunnafrank, 1986; Thibaut & Kelley,
1959). These patterns have been corroborated in several experimental
and field studies. For example, experiments about rewards during
interactions show that willingness to continue the interaction is higher
if one has experienced rewarding interactions (Chambliss, 1966; D. A.
Taylor et al., 1969, p. 333). In a similar vein, attraction ratings of a
future interaction partner based on initial information predict one’s
willingness to continue the interaction (Montoya & Horton, 2004,
p. 700; Schwartz, 1966, cited in Byrne, 1971, p. 231).
These same predictions of differential resampling following

valenced contact also stand when physical and psychological safety
alone are at stake (Baumeister et al., 2001; Murray & Schaller, 2016;
Neuberg et al., 2011): Individuals should be more likely to resample
experiences with outgroup members if previous interactions have
been safe and comfortable rather than unsafe and uncomfortable,
because in so doing, safety, integrity of the organism, and survival
are more likely to be achieved.
Thinking of these processes from the perspective of judgment

accuracy, differential resampling as a function of initial interaction
valence implies that false negatives about others’ qualities should be
more common than false positives because people are likely to stop
sampling after negative experiences and thus reduce the opportu-
nities to subsequently correct their impressions with newer/more
information (see Denrell, 2005, p. 963). This pattern obviously
would offer a particularly fertile ground for the development of
stereotypes and the perpetuation of stigmatization, yet it should be
modulated by competing motivations, like a desire to develop
accurate knowledge structures (Fiedler et al., 2013), a desire to
protect them, or bend them at the service of ingroup self-enhancing
views (Paolini & McIntyre, 2019).
For the sake of the effects at the core of this work, differential

resampling provides the “perfect storm” for the emergence of
negativity biases in generalized outgroup judgments or individual-
to-group generalizations following intergroup contact. Because
positive experiences with outgroup members are likely to lead to
resampling, impressions, and judgments of those (initially positive)
contact partners, and their group should ultimately reflect a large
repertoire of varied experiences and information. In contrast, as
negative experiences are likely to lead to limited or no resampling,

the impressions and judgments of (initially negative) contact
partners and their group should reflect a small repertoire of relatively
homogenous (negative) experiences and information. Impressions
and judgments following positive experiences with outgroup
members should therefore be relatively complex, information-
rich, malleable, and moderate in nature. Whereas impressions and
judgments following negative experiences should be relatively
simple, information-poor, monolithic, and polarized.

It is important to appreciate that this differential resampling
explanation for negativity biases does not rely on cognitive or
motivational biases internal to the individual. Instead, the mere
environmental affordances for opting in and out of experiences with
outgroup members based on initial contact valence would suffice for
these judgment biases to manifest. Self-selection would inject a bias
in the information structure available to the individual (Denrell,
2005, p. 257). The information or experience set available for
their impressions and judgments would ultimately depend on the
outcome (positive vs. negative) of past interactions with outgroup
members and associated opportunities to proactively shape and
“curate” upcoming experiences with the outgroup.

This explanation for negativity biases is logically—although not
necessarily empirically—independent from explanations based on an
attentional advantage of negative information/experiences (i.e., higher
diagnosticity; Fiske, 1980; Reeder & Brewer, 1979; Ybarra, 2002; for
a review, Skowronski & Carlston, 1989; for a comparison, Fiedler et
al., 2013) or self-referential information/experiences (Fazio & Zanna,
1981; Pryor et al., 1977; Zanna et al., 1981; see also Dardenne et al.,
2000; Denton, 2018). We now know that under natural, unstructured,
and unmonitored conditions, negative intergroup contact is often a
rare event compared to positive contact (Graf et al., 2014; Schäfer et
al., 2021). Thus, negativity biases in intergroup contact might also
present because of the attentional advantage implicated in the rarity of
negative contact and/or the self-referential nature of these experiences
compounds with the impact of differential resampling. Yet, these
attentional mechanisms would lead to negativity biases because
negative or self-relevant information acquires higher weight in
impressions and judgment due to its rarity, diagnosticity, or encoding
richness (Fiedler et al., 2013); the differential resampling mechanism
instead would lead to negativity biases even if all experiences
(positive and negative; self-referential and non-self-referential) have
the same weight (see, e.g., Denrell, 2005, pp. 957–960). We opted to
focus on differential resampling over other explanations of negativity
biases in this work because of this mechanism’s ability to serve as a
parsimonious, generative, and integrative framework for the rendering
of novel predictions about the moderation of valenced contact effects
in naturalistic settings.

Denrell’s model predicts that self-selection moderates valenced
contact effects and provides a basis for negativity biases in intergroup
contact: Negativity biases should be more pronounced and more
common in contexts where individuals have opportunity to freely
self-select in and out of their contact experiences, compared to
contexts where, for example, labor divisions, hierarchies, or roles
severely restrict individuals’ freedom to self-select future interaction
partners (see also Harwood, 2021). Overall, the differential impact of
valenced experiences with outgroupmembers on outgroup judgments
should be more pronounced under conditions of ample, rather than
restricted, self-selection because, under ample self-selection, contact
valence can profoundly shape the size of the information and
experiences contributing to impressions and outgroup judgments.
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Other Valenced Expectations About Contact Should
Also Moderate Valenced Effects

The effects of differential resampling on impressions and
outgroup judgments should not be context-invariant. Instead, these
effects should be further moderated by a range of factors that are
predictive of valenced expectations about the outgroup, the contact
partners, and the broad intergroup context. Based on Denrell (2005),
this host of valenced expectations should also moderate individuals’
proclivity to resample experiences with outgroup members and thus
further modulate the size of negativity biases.
Interfacing intergroup contact theory with sequential sampling

models is therefore generative also because it helps us deepen and
advance our understanding of factors that have already gained
significant attention in intergroup psychology, helping us cast a
broad net of auxiliary predictions that well-established moderators
of prejudice will moderate valenced contact effects and the size of
negativity biases in naturalistic settings. We review the main types
we put to empirical test in this meta-analysis.
Valenced stereotypes about the outgroup, as derived from the

outgroup’s perceived valence, status, and socioeconomic status
(SES), evoke expectations about intergroup interactions before
contact has even occurred (Fiske et al., 1999; Hamilton et al., 1990);
they shape impression formation during contact and retrospective
appraisals after contact has taken place (Zingora et al., 2021).
According to Denrell’s model, preexisting outgroup stereotypes
should moderate negativity biases under conditions that allow some
self-selection: When there is some freedom to opt in/out of
intergroup contact, individuals should be particularly unwilling to
resample experiences with outgroup members that have been
negative if they also hold negative expectations about their group as
a whole (i.e., as being stigmatized, low in status, or SES). On the
contrary, they might be more willing to resample despite the
negative experience if the contact partner belongs to an admired and
respected outgroup (i.e., admired, high in status, or SES). The
reverse pattern should be present for positive experiences:
Individuals should be even more willing to resample after positive
experiences if the contact partner belongs to an admired and
respected group. They are likely to be less motivated to resample,
even if the experience was positive, if the contact partner belongs to
a stigmatized group. In other words, based exclusively on
differential resampling, under self-selection conditions and once
again attention biases aside, negativity biases should be more
pronounced in contact with members of stigmatized, low status, low
SES groups and should be significantly muted, but perhaps not
completely erased, in contact with members of admired, high status,
high SES groups, because the valence of the initial contact should
still lead to some differential re-sampling.
This reasoning can be easily extended to valenced expectations

for the broader intergroup context in which contact occurs and for
variations in egalitarian versus prejudiced attitudes of the individual.
It is reasonable to expect that individuals will be less willing to
resample experiences with outgroup members in conflict-ridden
rather than peaceful settings (Meleady & Forder, 2019; Tabory,
1993), and if they are prejudiced rather than tolerant in their
intergroup attitudes (Dhont & Van Hiel, 2009; Hodson, 2011), to
some degree, irrespective of contact’s initial valence. Accordingly,
conflict settings and prejudiced attitudes should be associated with
exacerbated negative valence asymmetries, whereas peaceful

settings and tolerant attitudes should be associated with muted
asymmetries.

Drawing from Denrell (2005), considerations of valenced
expectations about the contact partner, based on their closeness,
intimacy, and familiarity with the individual, should function in a
similar manner: Intimacy and familiarity should moderate the
differential impact of contact valence on subsequent sampling,
impressions, and judgments. There is an expansive and established
body of work within the contact literature highlighting the benefits
of intimate, close contact with outgroup members for the reduction
of intergroup prejudice (Paolini et al., 2004; R. N. Turner & Feddes,
2011; for reviews, Davies et al., 2011; R. N. Turner et al., 2007).
This work still has systematically focused on positive contact and
mostly neglected broader variations in valenced contact (however,
see Fuochi et al., 2020; Graf, Paolini, & Rubin, 2020). Based on
sampling models, the intimacy and familiarity of the contact partner
should mute the impact of valenced contact because individuals are
more likely to resample experiences with intimate or familiar contact
partners, to some extent, irrespective of whether the experience was
previously positive or negative. The larger resampling would
ultimately dilute and mute the impact of both negative and positive
experiences on outgroup judgments, as well as attenuate their
differential impact (negativity bias). In this meta-analysis, we coded
eligible studies along several proxies of intimacy/familiarity that
neatly tap either closeness features of intimacy or informality features
of intimacy (Fuochi et al., 2020; Graf, Paolini, & Rubin, 2020). We
expected ordinal contact valence by intimacy/familiarity interactions
reflective of smaller negativity biases under intimate/familiar contact.

The present meta-analysis tested the influence of these additional
factors as potential moderators of valenced contact effects and
negativity bias in data offering some affordances for self-selection.
Whenever possible, we carried out our tests using parallel proxies of
these constructs as drawn from distinct procedural aspects of eligible
contact studies.

This Meta-Analysis of Valenced Intergroup
Contact Effects

This research aims to advance understanding of how and why
valenced face-to-face intergroup contact shapes generalized
outgroup judgments and broad intergroup relationships in natural-
istic settings. To this end, we assessed valenced contact effects and
negativity biases across the intergroup contact literature and
tested—through a newmeta-analysis—moderation by self-selection
opportunity and motivation.

Choice of Meta-Analytical Tools for Their
General and Unique Qualities

General features of meta-analyses make them attractive research
tools. First, meta-analyses are efficient: They take stock of existing
data and allow for the rigorous test of theory-driven research
questions without requiring new resources to generate new data.
They are particularly useful when the literature available for the
synthesis is large and expansive as the intergroup contact literature.
Second, meta-analyses are effective: By collating together studies
from varied settings and populations and using a multiplicity of
methods and designs, meta-analyses surpass other research
approaches in their inherent ability to control for a multitude of
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variables or confounds in ways no individual prospective study can
ever do. Finally, meta-analyses are powerful: Although they carry
some noise in the coding of key variables and in the computation of
effect sizes by relying on sometimes poorly reported research, they
often counteract that with large samples that are typically not
available to any single study.
More importantly, we chose to use meta-analytical tools because of

their unique merits, making them superior to primary research for
addressing our specific research questions. We reasoned that a meta-
analysis of the expansive intergroup contact literature would capture
and enjoy large and desirable cross-study variability in self-selection—
processes central to all our novel research questions. This
variability stems from significant variance in research designs,
settings, and procedures used in this area of inquiry to recruit
individuals and deploy intergroup contact, which have implications
for self-selection.
For example, some contact studies use experimental designs that

nullify self-selection through randomization of participants to
different contact treatments or interventions. At the same time, a
large number of studies use correlational designs and measure
natural presentations (or the retrieval) of intergroup contact in
everyday settings where self-selection pressures can be significant
and variable. In a similar vein, it is desirable that this literature
includes a vast range of contact settings: A proportion of these
studies investigates contact in institutional and organizational
settings where individuals’ freedom to opt in and out of contact is
significantly restricted. The remainder looks at unstructured,
unmonitored, and unsupervised forms of contact away from
authorities and normative control. These are places where there
should be greater influence of self-selection processes. Studies in
this literature also vary in recruitment strategies and methods for
contact deployment. The methods used can either limit or allow for
actively opt in or opt out of the study and the contact experience.
Altogether, the diversity of procedures and study design within

the contact literature captures naturalistic variability in self-selection
processes relating to intergroup contact. This diversity and
variability increase the incisiveness of our meta-analytic tests of
(moderation by) self-selection.

Overview of Research Objectives, Approach, and
Predictions

Carrying out meta-analytical tests across the vast intergroup
contact literature enabled broad research objectives. We were able to
(a) test for contact valence effects and valence asymmetry in data
with inbuilt self-selection, thus checking what happens to these
effects under conditions that allow individuals to freely self-select in
and out of contact. Because of the large variability in research
designs, settings, and procedures with implications for self-
selection, this literature offers the volume and the scope needed
to code studies along these parameters and thus (b) check if self-
selection opportunity/affordances and (c) other valenced expectan-
cies about various aspects of the contact experience and broader
context, associated with motivation to self-select, moderate
valenced contact effects and negativity biases. Finally, exploiting
the scope of this novel synthesis, we were able to (d) explore
whether additional factors discussed in the contact literature or
known to correlate with prejudice influence also valenced contact
effects, and negativity bias.

To pursue these research objectives, we searched for studies in the
psychological literature that investigated direct, face-to-face inter-
group contact and included a measure of its perceived valence so that
they could be unequivocally classified along contact valence. To
achieve this, we usedmore restricted eligibility criteria than Pettigrew
and Tropp’s (2006) original meta-analysis of unvalenced contact (or
contact the valence of which is disregarded during analyses). To be
included in our meta-analysis, studies needed to pass four critical
eligibility criteria: (a) Studies needed to investigate actual face-to-
face contact between the participants and members of an outgroup;
(b) studies needed to include at least one measure of perceived
valenced contact (e.g., a global measure of contact quality, a measure
of valenced emotions during contact or valenced appraisals of the
outgroupmembers implicated in contact); (c) studies needed to report
statistics for these measures of contact valence that allowed for a neat
classification of the (modal) contact experience as either positive,
negative, or ambivalent/neutral for the majority of the participants;
and (d) studies needed to include at least one generalized judgment
of the outgroup as a whole, thus allowing the quantification of
individual-to-group generalizations. Overall, this approach enabled
us to test the following predictions meta-analytically.

Valenced Contact Effects. We expected straightforward
(meta-analytical) valenced contact effects when checking the
averaged contact-prejudice effect separately for studies of positive
and negative intergroup contact: We expected positive contact
studies to be generally associated with reductions in generalized
outgroup prejudice (positive generalizations) and negative contact
studies to be generally associated with exacerbations in generalized
outgroup prejudice (negative generalizations). We had no a priori
expectations for the effects of ambivalent/neutral contact and
unclassifiable contact valence.

Overall Negativity Bias. Based on sampling models of
impression formation and Paolini et al. (2010), we expected an
overall negativity bias or negative valence asymmetry across the
literature reflecting larger individual-to-group generalizations
following negative contact than positive contact. This effect should
emerge because self-selection underpinning many of the studies in
this literature would provide the grounds to detect the impact of
differential resampling of outgroup experiences following valenced
contact, with implications for complexity (vs. simplicity) of
impressions and extremity (vs. moderation) of outgroup judgments.

Moderation by Opportunity/Affordances for Self-
Selection. Drawing from sampling models, we tested whether
environmental affordances or opportunity for self-selection moder-
ates valenced contact effects and the negativity bias. We expected
negativity biases to be larger under conditions in which self-selection
affordances are broader, relative to conditions that restrict or erase
self-selection. This is because when self-selection is possible,
individuals should differentially re-sample experiences with outgroup
members in light of their valence, aiming to increase positive/safe
experiences and minimize negative/unsafe experiences.

Moderation by Motivation to Self-Select. Extrapolating from
sampling models, we expected valenced contact effects and
negativity bias to be moderated by valenced expectancies around
contact. Hence, we expected these effects to be more pronounced in
studies with prejudiced samples, about contact with negatively
valenced outgroups, with nonintimate partners, and in conflict
settings, than in studies that capture the other side of these
constructs. These moderation patterns should be present because
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individuals are less likely to resample experiences with the outgroup
when they are prejudiced, see the outgroup negatively, contact
involves nonintimate individuals, and takes place in a conflict
setting. This limited resampling should restrict the evidence base for
impressions; primitive impressions should ultimately lead to
polarized outgroup judgments.
Moderation by Correlates of Prejudice and Background

Factors. We coded for proxies of sample gender, age, education,
outgroup and stigma type, geography, and country-level culture.
This allowed us to explore the influence of parameters that are
recommended for inclusion in all meta-analyses (American
Psychological Association, 2010; Appelbaum et al., 2018; see also
Cooper, 2010) that have been included in previous synthesis of
contact or are well-known correlates of prejudice. These ancillary
analyses ascertained whether these variables (a) covary in any
meaningful way with our focal design factor (contact valence), (b)
moderate the size of valenced individual-to-group generalizations,
and (c) valence asymmetries. We had no preexisting expectations for
these factors beyond perhaps anticipating that factors traditionally
associated with higher prejudice (e.g., male gender, low education,
older age) might display larger negative contact effects and negativity
bias, hence suggesting that these effects explain their association with
prejudice.
With its focus on full variations in the valence of intergroup

contact (positive/negative) and the influence of self-selection
processes (opportunity/motivation to opt in/out of contact), this
meta-analysis offers researchers, practitioners, and policy makers a
significantly more nuanced understanding of contact’s varied
presentations, effects, and mechanisms. This work spans naturalistic
settings characterized by significant variations in valence and
structuring/monitoring/sanctioning, and thus opportunities and
motivation for self-selection. Hence, this synthesis provides a
rich knowledge base to maximize the benefits of intergroup contact
for broad intergroup dynamics and minimize its risks for detrimental
effects across varied settings.

Method

Studies Contributing to the Synthesis and
Search Strategies

One hundred ninety-one valenced contact studies (238 indepen-
dent samples/tests; 936 nested tests; N = 152,985 participants) were
included in our meta-analyses as eligible for stringent tests of
valenced contact and negativity bias. They were extracted from 156
discrete data sources, including 135 research articles published
between 1958 and 2020 (Kelly et al., 1958 vs. Bagci et al., 2020;
Graf, Paolini, & Rubin, 2020), 10 PhD and master’s dissertations,
five articles that were either unpublished, under review, or in
preparation, and six unpublished data sets. We provide an overview
of study characteristics at the beginning of the Results section.
Three strategies were used to search for prospective studies to

undergo eligibility screening. First, we examined Pettigrew and
Tropp’s (2006) meta-analysis reference list as our pool of potentially
eligible studies for research published between 1940 and December
2000.With its 713 independent samples from 526 studies, Pettigrew
and Tropp’s meta-analysis is regarded as a comprehensive synthesis
of the intergroup contact research in the 20th century (Paolini et al.,
2021). As the present meta-analysis delves into valenced contact,

our eligibility criteria (see below) are more conservative than those
used by Pettigrew and Tropp. Thus, we can be reasonably confident
that no eligible study for our synthesis was missed for the 1940–
2000 period, using Pettigrew and Tropp’s studies as our pool of
potential studies for that period. Second, fresh systematic searches
of the APA PsycInfo database were undertaken to identify
potentially eligible studies post-2000; these searches encompassed
the period between January 2001 and March 2020. The APA
PsycInfo database incorporates research from 2,281 journals with a
focus on behavioral and social sciences (American Psychological
Association, 2020). Searches were undertaken using a large set of
search terms and their linguistic variants (e.g., contact, interaction,
experience), linked with inclusive logical operands, to scope for
research reporting on valenced direct contact and generalized
outgroup judgments in the abstract. The complete list of search
terms and algorithm is available in Open Science Framework (OSF)
supplemental documents (Appendix A; all appendices can be found
at https://osf.io/38rpj/). These searches collectively identified 535
studies published between 2001 and 2020; of these, 185 were
deemed eligible and included in our meta-analysis. Studies that
failed to meet our eligibility criteria or were not available in English
were excluded. Third, we undertook a search for unpublished
research. We asked 24 professional societies and research networks
to circulate our call for unpublished research that met our specific
criteria (the complete list appears in OSF Appendix B, https://osf.io/
38rpj/). Additionally, we made direct contact with the authors of
eligible studies published since 2010 to solicit any unpublished
studies in their possession; the timeframe for this search was set to
ensure the researcher was still active and contactable. Via this
approach, we collated an additional 40 independent effects from 25
eligible studies that were unpublished at that point in time to
contribute to our synthesis. Our search for unpublished data was
concluded in July 2021.

Eligibility Screening

To determine whether the located studies had the potential to
qualify as eligible for inclusion, we examined each abstract to ensure
that the article was empirical in nature rather than a review or an
opinion piece. Studies were excluded if they were not written in
English and required payment for access (e.g., preroutine
digitalization microfilms) by well-resourced libraries of three large,
highly research-focused, and internationally facing institutions.

All potentially relevant studies needed to meet four inclusion
criteria to contribute to the present synthesis, following the process
described in the flowchart in online Supplemental Figure S1. First,
studies needed to report on direct or face-to-face contact between
members of distinct social groups. Studies that reported exclusively
indirect contact (e.g., media, imagined, vicarious, or extended
contact) were excluded. The eligibility criteria did not stipulate any
restrictions regarding setting, social groups, or participants. Second,
studies needed to include at least one measure of perceived valence
of the contact experience to enable a classification of the effect sizes
along the contact valence factor as either “positive,” “negative,”
“ambivalent/neutral,” or “unclassifiable.” Studies that reported only
unvalenced contact frequency/quantity (e.g., Islam & Hewstone,
1993) were excluded. Eligible measures could tap valenced contact
or emotions (positive/negative); they could be either evaluations of
one or more outgroup members involved in the contact experience,
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of experiences with these individuals or an indicator of overall
valence of the contact experience(s) or contact program. The
measure of contact valence needed to be reported in sufficient detail
to enable classification of the measure as “unipolar,” “bipolar,” or
“mixed.” Eligible unipolar measures used a scale that measures
contact negativity or positivity in the shape of a valenced emotion
(e.g., anxiety or happiness; Kauff et al., 2017), overall contact
valence (e.g., likeable or dislikeable overall contact; Hillman &
Stricker, 1996), overall negative or positive contact quantity (Green
& Stoneman, 1989), one or more of Allport’s conditions for optimal
(or positive) contact (Surace & Seeman, 1967), or the number of
intergroup foes or friends (Bullock, 1978). Critically, to class as
unipolar, these indicators’ scales had to capture the absence/
presence of contact positivity or negativity (e.g., very little/none/not
at all vs. a lot/all/very much). Eligible bipolar measures spanned
between contact positivity and contact negativity; responses are
provided on a scale where one extreme represents positive contact
and the opposite extreme represents negative contact (e.g., good–
bad intervention; Chou & Mak, 1998). Mixed measures would
contain a combination of unipolar and bipolar scales, thus providing
a murkier indication of valenced contact.
All eligible effects (independent and nested) were classified along

contact valence as either “positive,” “negative,” “ambivalent/
neutral,” or “unclassifiable” based on eligible measures of contact
valence with 89.17% interrater agreement. Unipolar scales provide a
direct and unambiguous classification of contact based on whether
the measure assessed positivity or negativity, irrespective of the
specific rating provided. This is because, for example, a measure of
frequency of positive contact (Bagci et al., 2020) would indicate
positive contact irrespective of how large the frequency is rated to
be. Therefore, this class of indicators does not require additional
descriptive statistics to establish the modal valence of the contact
experience for most participants. Additional descriptive statistics were
used to classify effects along contact valence in the case of bipolar and
mixed valence measures. Contact was coded as ambivalent/neutral
based on bipolar and mixed scales when central tendency information
(i.e., mean, mode, or median) for contact valence was rated as being
less than one standard deviation from either side of the scale midpoint;
contact was classed as positive or negative if the central tendency
information fell outside one SD around the midpoint of the scale.
The valence of contact was categorized as unclassifiable when bipolar
or mixed scales were used, and insufficient central tendency and
dispersion statistics were reported to enable unequivocal study
classification along contact valence.
Third, as we were interested in the impact of contact on broad

intergroup relations or generalized outgroup judgments rather than
more circumscribed impressions of the contact partners (cf. some of
the data in Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), studies needed to include a
measure of outgroup impressions to be eligible for inclusion.
Eligible outgroup judgments asked participants to rate either the
outgroup as a whole, a typical or hypothetical outgroup member, or
an outgroup member that was uninvolved in the target contact
experience. Eligible outgroup judgments could assess attitudes,
prejudiced beliefs, emotions, behavioral intentions, or general
orientations around diversity or a combination of these. Finally, to
be eligible, statistics for the relationship between contact valence
and outgroup judgment had to be reported. A combination of
specific statistical indicators allowed for the computation of effect
sizes. These included zero-order correlations; unstandardized b

coefficients with standard error or standardized β coefficients; mean
with standard deviation; means with t test; independent t test; p value
of t test; F test (k = 2 or k > 2). Statistics for these relationships were
extracted with 80.43% interrater agreement.

Each study was screened for eligibility by this article’s second,
third, and fourth author or two psychology research students; difficult
cases were discussed, and decisions were resolvedwith the help of the
first author. The full list of eligible studies included in this meta-
analysis is provided in the Reference list (see entries with asterisks).

Coding of Studies and Reliability Checks

A structured coding protocol (online Supplemental Material S2)
was developed by the first, second, and last author and two senior
colleagues for the purpose of this meta-analysis to ensure reliable
coding of data relevant to our research questions; this included
operational definitions for all the constructs of interest, their levels,
and clear instructions for coding. The protocol was based on similar
instruments employed in published meta-analyses in related areas
(McIntyre et al., 2016; Paolini & McIntyre, 2019; Pettigrew &
Tropp, 2006). It was developed in accordance with the iterative
methods described by Krippendorff and Bock (2009) and piloted 2
times on a subset of studies for inclusion in early stages of this
investigation. The final version of the coding protocol extracted data
relevant to 73 variables for each eligible sample. A set of 11 articles
and 14 studies, published between 1971 and 2018, and using varied
methodologies and seven coders, trained to the coding protocol in
small groups but coding independently, contributed to establishing
interrater reliability. Interrater reliability between coders was
consistently good (agreement ranging between 80% and 100%);
interrater coefficients are shown in Table 1. Having established
satisfactory interrater reliability, each eligible study was indepen-
dently coded by one of the five researchers engaged in the screening
process or one of six research assistants of varied age and ethnic
backgrounds trained to code the studies. The coders were trained by
the first and last author, following the principles outlined by Lipsey
and Wilson (2001). This process started with training in the use and
understanding of the coding protocol. Next, each coder coded a
small set of studies, and the results were compared and discussed to
resolve any inconsistency. This process was repeated multiple times
until satisfactory convergence in coding interpretation was reached
to ensure clarity and consistency of decision and coding.

Extracted Variables

For the purpose of our main analyses, the eligible studies were
coded using our coding manual (online Supplemental Material S2)
along three classes of variables: (a) focal variables, (b) key
moderators, and (c) ancillary moderators. The codes (raw and
calculated) for all variables extracted and recoded for analyses can
be found in OSF Appendix F2 (https://osf.io/38rpj/).

The focal variables were contact valence (independent variable or
IV) and outgroup prejudice (dependent variable or DV). These two
variables were relevant to calculate effect sizes to test for an overall
(unvalenced) contact effect à la Pettigrew and Tropp, valenced
contact effects, an overall negativity bias in impact, and moderation
tests: More information in the Eligibility Screening section above
and the Computation of Effect Sizes and the Statistical Approach
sections below). Details about indicators for key and ancillary
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ra
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]
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re
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ra
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=
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at
tr
ib
ut
ed

po
si
tiv

e
ch
ar
ac
te
ri
st
ic
s;
18
,
8%

);
2
=

ne
ga
tiv

e
(e
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at
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at
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e
ou
tg
ro
up

st
at
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=
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at
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at
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=
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ra
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=
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d
st
at
s
co
lla
ps
ed

(7
,
3%

).

[v
36
c]
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at
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r
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at
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at
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at
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re
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at
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at
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at
us

is
lo
w
er

th
an

th
e
pa
rt
ic
ip
an
ts
/in

gr
ou
p
(e
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d
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=
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ra
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=
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ra
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=
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ra
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c
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=
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at
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=
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is
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=
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he
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at
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);
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=
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=
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=
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=
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=
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=
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e
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.g
.,
st
ud
en
t
m
aj
or
s,

nu
rs
es
,
ob
es
e
pe
op
le
,
ch
ild

re
n
w
ith

di
sa
bi
lit
y,

H
IV

-i
nf
ec
te
d)
.

95
.0
0

S
tig

m
a
ty
pe

R
ec
or
ds

w
he
th
er

th
e
in
te
rg
ro
up

di
st
in
ct
io
n
is

vi
si
bl
e/
no
nc
on
ce
al
ab
le

or
in
vi
si
bl
e/

co
nc
ea
la
bl
e.

[v
50
]
ta
rg
et

ou
tg
ro
up

in
vo
lv
ed

(o
pe
n-
en
de
d
te
xt
).

[v
50
c]

0
=

vi
si
bl
e/
no
nc
on
ce
al
ab
le

[e
th
ni
ci
ty
,
na
tio

na
lit
y,

ge
nd
er
,
ag
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moderators are organized in tabulated form in Table 1, including
indicators’ operational definitions and levels for the raw indicators
and for the recoded indicators used for analyses, descriptives, and
interrater agreement. Indicators that had insufficient spread to allow
for moderation tests in a design inclusive of contact valence were
excluded from analyses and reporting. Because the main constructs
had several parallel indicators, we grouped together the results for
these indicators in tables and the main text.
The key moderators are indicators relevant to test for moderation

by (a) opportunity/affordances for self-selection and (b) motivation
for self-selection—as associated with valenced expectations about
intergroup contact and broad intergroup dynamics. We had eight
indicators for self-selection. These included procedural, design, and
setting parameters with implications for individuals’ affordances/
opportunity to self-select in and out of intergroup contact, including
having to actively opt in if wishing (having to actively opt in to
contact, having to actively opt in to data collection), being able to
opt out if not wishing to take part (able to opt out of data collection,
use of concealment, able to opt out of contact, participant incentive),
or a combination of the two (study design, sampling procedure).
When appropriate and practically viable for coding, we kept track of
the phase of the study (contact/intervention vs. data collection) self-
selection referred to (e.g., able to opt out of contact vs. able to opt out
of data collection; full details appear in Table 1’s Panel 1). We had
five indicators tapping valenced expectations about various aspects of
the contact experience and broader dynamics with implications for
individuals’ motivation or willingness to opt in and out of intergroup
contact. They captured qualities of the participants (sample
prejudice), the outgroup (outgroup valence, outgroup status, and
outgroup SES), and the broader intergroup setting (conflict setting);
see full details in Table 1’s Panel 2. Six study parameters had clear
implications for the key moderator intimacy and had a sufficient
spread of observations for inclusion in our moderation analyses.
Four indices mapped onto closeness features of intimacy; they
included the number of contact partners in the experience, the
number of contact partners in the contact measure, intimacy of the
contact partner, and contact length. Two of the intimacy indices
mapped onto informality features of intimacy; they included
contact location and data collection location; full details appear in
Table 1’s Panel 3.
Last, in the class of ancillary moderators, we included theoretically

relevant variables investigated in past moderation tests of unvalenced
contact effects (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), established correlates of
outgroup prejudice, and variables required for best practice in meta-
analyses (American Psychological Association, 2010; Appelbaum et
al., 2018). These included sample characteristics (gender, age,
education, geography), bases for stigmatization (outgroup type,
stigma type), cultural differences (country-level culture), and year of
publication (publication year); see Table 1’s Panel 4. OSF Appendix
F2 (https://osf.io/38rpj/) reports all eligible studies included in this
meta-analysis together with relevant codes (raw and recoded) on all
variables extracted for this synthesis.

Computation of Effect Sizes

Our meta-analyses were performed with Comprehensive Meta-
Analysis (CMA, Version 3.0; Borenstein et al., 2011) and with R
Version 4.1.2 (R Core Team, 2021) of the package metafor Version
3.8-1 (Viechtbauer, 2010). Most data of interest were expressed

in primary sources as correlation coefficients (rs), describing the
relationship between valenced contact (positive vs. negative;
independent variable) and outgroup evaluations (positive vs.
negative; dependent variable). For longitudinal studies, (cross-
sectional) zero-order correlations were extracted from one randomly
selected data wave to maximize consistency with the remainder of
the data. In the few cases when zero-order correlations were not
available, Lipsey and Wilson’s (2001) calculator was utilized to
convert available statistics into rs. In a few instances of studies
reporting multiple regression analyses or path analyses and omitting
zero-order correlations, partial standardized β and unstandardized b
values were extracted as proxies of Pearson’s rs. The effect sizes
used in the analyses and in the reporting were expressed as Fisher’s z
and denoted as z(r)’s in text, tables, and figures. To increase direct
comparability with Pettigrew and Tropp’s (2006) meta-analysis,
overall effects and averaged effects for moderation by contact valence
were also expressed (in text) in Pearson’s rs.1 The effect sizes were
coded in the direction used in Pettigrew and Tropp (2006): Positive
values indicated that contact was associated with more prejudice (a
negative/worsened impression); negative values indicated that
contact was associated with less prejudice (a more positive/improved
impression). In addition to the reporting of Fisher’s z, Z-values were
also reported for inferential tests (denoted as Zs).

For our primary analyses, one independent effect size was
extracted from each eligible sample, as required by traditional meta-
analysis methods (Borenstein et al., 2009). To ensure that our meta-
analytic findings drew from the best data available, carrying
minimal noise with regards to testing for contact valence effects, the
“purest” effect size was identified and extracted from within the set
of all available (nested) effect sizes for samples with multiple
eligible valenced contact-prejudice relationships. These decisions
were made using a theory-driven ranking tool, which prioritized
neater contact valence indicators (e.g., unipolar) over murkier ones
(e.g., mixed) and outgroup judgments that provided direct
evaluations of the outgroup (e.g., warmth), away from cognitive
elaborations. This ranking tool can be found in online Supplemental
Material S3. A composite purity ranking score was calculated for
each eligible effect size based on the purity of the contact valence
and outgroup judgment measures; the purest effect size was chosen
for inclusion. When the options were equivalent on the purity
ranking score, any effect size was selected at random.2 Secondary
analyses used a multilevel meta-analytical approach; these used all

1 It is useful to keep in mind that, while Fisher’s z has values larger than
±1.00 as Pearson’s correlations approach +1.00 and −1.00, for smaller
values between −.50 and +.50, the two statistics’ values are very similar
(Borenstein et al., 2009). Thus, most of the (small and moderate) effect sizes
reported in this article as z(r) values can be readily interpreted as equivalent
to rs.

2 When multiple contact-prejudice pairings of similar purity were
available and at least one negative contact pairing was available, an effect
size for negative contact was (randomly) selected to ensure sufficient
representation of negative contact studies in our final sample for a literature
recognized for a positivity bias (Graf & Paolini, 2016; Pettigrew & Tropp,
2006). On 50 occasions (out of 238 independent samples; 21%), a negative
contact pairing was selected over other valences of equal parity with this
method. For our ancillary analyses with nested effects of varied purity, all
eligible contact-prejudice pairings were included in the analyses. This second
data set returned very similar results to the independent/purest effects data
set, hence demonstrating that this approach to ensure sufficient representa-
tion of negative contact in our primary analyses did not unduly pollute our
meta-analytical tests of valence asymmetry.
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(nested) eligible effect sizes of varied purity that could be extracted
from all eligible samples. A total of 238 independent/purest and 936
nested/varied purity effect sizes entered our primary/secondary
analyses.

Statistical Approach

In all analyses, a random-effects analysis approach was used. In
our primary analyses, using exclusively the independent/purest
effect sizes, weighted mean effect sizes were calculated for each
sample, which allow for samples with larger sample sizes to have a
greater weight within the analysis; data were modeled using CMA
Version 3 (Borenstein et al., 2011). Tests of heterogeneity of effects
used the Method of Moments approach, also known as the
DerSimonian–Laird (DL) estimator. In our secondary analyses,
carried out as robustness tests with all nested/varied purity effect
sizes, a multilevel random-effects model was fit using Restricted
Maximum Likelihood estimation to address nonindependence of
effects within three hierarchical levels (reports, studies nested within
reports, and samples nested within studies). The multilevel analysis
was carried out using R 4.1.2 (R Core Team, 2021) with the package
metafor Version 3.8-1 (Viechtbauer, 2010).
We used a mixed-effects metaregression analysis for tests of

moderation; the primary (father) model had a single moderator,
contact valence (positive vs. negative). Two variable moderator
models, including contact valence, were run to examine the effect of
key and ancillary moderators using both main effect only and full
factorial models with the purpose of determining if the additional
variables moderated the basic valenced contact effect. The additional
variables included self-selection indicators, valenced expectation
indicators, intimacy indicators, and ancillary indicators. For models
inclusive of moderator variables with three or more levels, the Q
statistic was used to assess significance. Simple effects for our two
factor models were obtained from single-factor models of one variable
at the time for subsets of the data where the other factor was kept
constant at a chosen level. Overall, these tests afforded stringent tests
of moderation of valenced contact effects and valence asymmetries.

Transparency and Openness

This review project’s hypotheses, methods, and analyses were not
preregistered; they received approval from the first author’s ethics
board (H-2016-0381). We adhered to the meta-analysis reporting
standards’ guidelines for meta-analytic reporting (Appelbaum et al.,
2018). All meta-analytic data (raw and recoded to enter this
synthesis’ analyses), research materials, and coding scheme are
available as OSF Supplemental Documents at https://osf.io/38rpj/;
core materials are available as online Supplemental Materials. Data
were modeled using CMA (Version 3; Borenstein et al., 2011), R
Version 4.1.2 (R Core Team, 2021), with the package metafor
Version 3.8-1 (Viechtbauer, 2010). CMA uses an interactive
platform that does not save codes; all R codes are included in OSF
Appendices J1 and J2 (https://osf.io/38rpj/).

Results and Discussion

Study Characteristics

Several background variables for sample, study, and contact
characteristics were extracted and are summarized in Table 2. With

regards to research design, as anticipated, most eligible samples
were drawn from cross-sectional correlational designs, with the
remaining (one seventh) using experimental or longitudinal designs.
This variability in research design and good representation of
correlational designs confirm that these meta-analysis data are
significantly infused by healthy variations in self-selection.
Regarding sample age and education, the data were mostly from
samples of young adults and adults, with smaller contingents of
children, adolescents, and older adult samples. A large proportion of
participants had or were undertaking an undergraduate degree or
attended/had completed secondary school; other levels of education
were less represented (primary and postgraduate). The meta-
analysis data were relatively gender-balanced.

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics Along Sample and Study/Contact Background
Variables Contributing to Ancillary Moderation Analyses

Design parameter/level k %

Research design
Cross-sectional 201 85.17
Experimental 19 8.050
Longitudinal 16 6.78

Sample age
Children 9 3.81
Adolescents 29 12.29
Young adults 103 43.64
Adults 90 38.14
Older adults 3 1.27

Sample education
Primary 14 5.96
Secondary 58 24.58
Undergraduate 96 40.68
Postgraduate 2 0.85

Sample gender
Female-dominated 144 61
Male-dominated 92 39

Contact location
Varied naturalistic settings 205 86.86
School/educational setting 20 8.47
Research laboratory 6 2.54
Work/organizational 3 1.27
Recreational/tourism 1 0.42
Residential 1 0.42

Geographical location
Europe 140 59.32
North America 76 32.20
Asia/Oceania 16 6.78
Africa 2 1.69

Conflict setting
Peaceful society 140 59.32
Postconflict society 51 21.61
Conflict society 45 19.07

Intergroup setting
Ethnicity/nationality 160 67.80
Religion 25 10.59
Gender/sexuality 20 8.47
Age 15 6.36

Other social categories 14 5.35

Design parameter/level M SD Min Max

Publication year 2008.9 14.14 1958 2021

Note. Descriptives are calculated against a total k of 238 independent
samples/tests and 152,985 participants. Min = minimum; Max = maximum.
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Turning to contact characteristics, most contact interactions
investigated took place across a variety of naturalistic contact
settings, followed by schools and educational settings (other locations
were less investigated: research laboratories, work/organizational,
recreational/tourism, and residential). The studies reported data from
36 countries and four continents; these overrepresented Europe and
North America over all other locations (Asia/Oceania and Africa).
The majority of the samples came from peaceful societies; conflict
and postconflict societies were similarly but more rarely represented.
The studies varied in the intergroup setting of interest. As expected,
the largest proportion of studies focused on contact across ethnicity
and national divides, followed by religion, gender and sexuality, age,
and other intergroup categories.
We checked and reported below covariations between these

background variables/ancillary moderators and our focal predictor
(contact valence) to ascertain predictors’ independence prior to
moderation analysis.

Overview of Main Analyses

This fresh attempt at synthesizing early and contemporary research
on intergroup contact, focusing on valenced face-to-face contact or
direct contact that can be precisely characterized as falling somewhere
along the positive-negative valence spectrum, will ascertain the extent
towhich contact valence acts as a boundary condition to the beneficial
effects of intergroup contact and moderates the size of the contact-
prejudice link in ways consistent with a negativity bias. In addition,
we will check whether self-selection opportunity and motivation, as
well as established correlates of prejudice and background factors,
further modulate these patterns. To this end, results reporting are
organized into five sections:

First, we replicate the analyses in Pettigrew and Tropp’s (2006) meta-
analysis with our data, determining the average effect of intergroup
contact on outgroup judgments across eligible studies for this meta-
analysis disregarding contact valence, to examine what we label an
overall unvalenced contact effect. Second, we meta-analytically test
whether contact valence moderates this unvalenced generalized effect.
Third, we check for the existence of an overall negativity bias or negative
valence asymmetry in contact effects by comparing the magnitude of
individual-to-group generalizations for negative versus positive contact.
We carry out all these tests twice, once with all independent/purest effect
sizes (k = 238) and once with all nested/varied purity effect sizes (k =
936). Fourth, we assess moderation by self-selection affordances and
motivation (in terms of valenced expectations, and intimacy) to test
hypotheses derived from sequential models of impression formation.
Fifth, we explore moderation by other theoretically relevant variables in
the contact literature and ancillary moderators.

Overall Unvalenced Contact Effect

Our analyses started with assessing the overall effect of
intergroup contact on outgroup judgments. For this, the contact-
prejudice effects were coded and treated in the same way as in
Pettigrew and Tropp’s (2006) meta-analysis: Positively signed
effects indicated more outgroup prejudice with increased contact (a
detrimental effect); negatively signed effects indicated less outgroup
prejudice with increased contact (a beneficial effect). However, by
looking at both positive and negative intergroup contact, this
research departs significantly from Pettigrew and Tropp and earlier
syntheses, which, by virtue of their time in history, oversampled

prejudice reduction studies and failed to capitalize on more recent
studies of negative contact (Paolini et al., 2021). Because of our
critically distinct pool of studies (reflective of a sharper focus on
valence and pure evaluative contact-prejudice relations and the
significantly greater variance in contact valence), we expected our
overall (unvalenced) contact effect testing the link between
contact and prejudice the way Pettigrew and Tropp did to be
markedly different from theirs and to reflect a more balanced
aggregation of prejudice reduction effects of positive contact and
prejudice exacerbation effects of negative contact, and thus lead to
more muted conclusions about the general benefits of intergroup
contact.

The approach we took enables a direct comparison between the
results of Pettigrew and Tropp’s meta-analysis and those of the
present synthesis. Figure 1 compares the distributions of effect sizes
in Pettigrew and Tropp’s meta-analysis (left panel) with those from
our synthesis of all nested/varied purity effects (middle panel) and of
all independent/purest effects (right panel). The funnel plots for this
synthesis identify whether our effect sizes stemmed from positive,
ambivalent, negative contact, or contact unclassifiable along contact
valence (see +, −, o, and ? notation); this information was not
available in Pettigrew and Tropp.

Inspection of Distributions

The three distributions are noticeably different in density, shape,
and averaged effect size. Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) reported an
overall effect of r = −.21 in their meta-analysis of contact of
unspecified valence that is much larger than our overall unvalenced
effect for independent/purest effects (right panel) and still larger
than our overall effect for nested/varied purity effects (right panel;
cf. vertical lines for respective Ms). We interpret these important
differences as reflecting key differences in (a) inclusion criteria, (b)
purity of operationalizations, and (c) research trends. Pettigrew and
Tropp’s meta-analysis drew from a larger number of studies because
it used a less restrictive set of inclusion criteria for both the
independent variable (i.e., unvalenced contact) and the dependent
variable (both contact-specific and generalized prejudice) and
aggregated across pure and murkier evaluations of the contact-
prejudice relation. The present synthesis includes data from more
recent investigations, post-Pettigrew and Tropp’s cutoff date
(December 2000), which are richer in negative intergroup contact
effects. As a result, especially our distribution of independent/purest
effect sizes (Figure 1’s right panel), which aimed at balancing the
number of positive and negative contact effects toward stringent and
balanced valence asymmetry tests, includes more positively signed
effects and a more uniform spread across positively and negatively
signed effects, indicative of the larger number of investigations on
the detrimental impact of negative intergroup contact in the more
recent literature (negative contact, 30%, k = 71; positive contact,
49%, k = 117). Our distribution of nested effects, which, like
Pettigrew and Tropp’s, does not discriminate between high and low
quality operationalizations and aggregates across all effects is also
more skewed, like Pettigrew and Tropp’s original, to overrepresent
positive contact (negative contact, 28%, k = 263; positive contact:
60%, k = 564) and, as a result, returns an overall unvalenced contact
effect that is closer in size and direction to Pettigrew and Tropp’s
original mean effect. We formalized these observations with the
meta-analysis tests in the following sections.

NEGATIVITY BIAS IN INTERGROUP CONTACT 13



F
ig
ur
e
1

F
un
ne
l
P
lo
ts
of

C
on
ta
ct
-P
re
ju
di
ce

E
ffe
ct
s
in

P
et
tig

re
w
an
d
T
ro
pp

(2
00
6)

an
d
T
hi
s
R
es
ea
rc
h’
s
D
at
a
Se
ts

N
ot
e.

F
un
ne
lp

lo
ts
of

co
nt
ac
t-
pr
ej
ud
ic
e
ef
fe
ct
s
as

a
fu
nc
tio

n
of

sa
m
pl
e
si
ze
,a
s
pe
r
P
et
tig

re
w
an
d
T
ro
pp
’
s
or
ig
in
al
pl
ot
,w

he
re

po
si
tiv

el
y
si
gn
ed

ef
fe
ct
s
in
di
ca
te
m
or
e
ou
tg
ro
up

pr
ej
ud
ic
e
w
ith

in
cr
ea
se
d

co
nt
ac
t(
a
de
tr
im

en
ta
le
ff
ec
t)
;n

eg
at
iv
el
y
si
gn
ed

ef
fe
ct
s
in
di
ca
te
le
ss

ou
tg
ro
up

pr
ej
ud
ic
e
w
ith

in
cr
ea
se
d
co
nt
ac
t(
a
be
ne
fi
ci
al
ef
fe
ct
).
T
he

pl
ot

on
th
e
le
ft
pa
ne
ld

is
pl
ay
s
th
e
di
st
ri
bu
tio

n
fr
om

P
et
tig

re
w
an
d

T
ro
pp
’
s
(2
00
6)

m
et
a-
an
al
ys
is
of

un
va
le
nc
ed

co
nt
ac
te
ff
ec
ts
;t
he

pl
ot
in
th
e
m
id
dl
e
pa
ne
ld
is
pl
ay
s
th
e
di
st
ri
bu
tio

n
of

ne
st
ed
/p
ur
ity

va
ri
ed

ef
fe
ct
si
ze
s
fr
om

se
co
nd

ar
y
an
al
ys
es

of
th
e
pr
es
en
tm

et
a-
an
al
ys
is
of

va
le
nc
ed

co
nt
ac
te
ff
ec
ts
,a
nd

th
e
pl
ot

on
th
e
ri
gh
tp

an
el
di
sp
la
ys

th
e
di
st
ri
bu
tio

n
of

in
de
pe
nd
en
t/p

ur
es
te
ff
ec
t
si
ze
s
fr
om

th
e
pr
im

ar
y
an
al
ys
es

of
th
is
m
et
a-
an
al
ys
is
.T

he
pl
ot
s
fo
r
th
is
m
et
a-
an
al
ys
is
al
so

in
di
ca
te
ho
w
ea
ch

ef
fe
ct
si
ze

w
as

cl
as
si
fi
ed

al
on
g
co
nt
ac
tv
al
en
ce
.E

ff
ec
ts
iz
es

cl
as
si
fi
ed

as
po
si
tiv

e
co
nt
ac
ta
re
id
en
tifi

ed
by

“
+
”
si
gn
s;
ef
fe
ct
si
ze
s
cl
as
si
fi
ed

as
am

bi
va
le
nt
/n
eu
tr
al
co
nt
ac
ta
re
id
en
tifi

ed
by

“
o”

si
gn
s;
st
ud
ie
s
cl
as
si
fi
ed

as
ne
ga
tiv

e
co
nt
ac
ta
re
id
en
tifi

ed
by

“
−
”
si
gn
s;
an
d
ef
fe
ct
si
ze
s
cl
as
si
fi
ed

as
un
cl
as
si
fi
ab
le
al
on
g
co
nt
ac
tv
al
en
ce

ar
e
id
en
tifi

ed
by

“
?”

si
gn
s.
V
er
tic
al
lin

es
su
pe
ri
m
po
se
d
on

ea
ch

pl
ot
id
en
tif
y
ov
er
al
l(
av
er
ag
ed
)e
ff
ec
ts
iz
e.
E
ff
ec
ts
fr
om

sa
m
pl
es

w
ith

an
N
gr
ea
te
rt
ha
n
2,
00
0
pa
rt
ic
ip
an
ts
ar
e
om

itt
ed

to
ea
se

vi
su
al
co
m
pa
ri
so
n.
T
he

st
ud
ie
s
re
le
va
nt
to
th
is
m
et
a-
an
al
ys
is
th
at
w
er
e
om

itt
ed

fr
om

di
sp
la
y
ar
e
m
ar
ke
d
w
ith

an
as
te
ri
sk

in
th
e
m
et
a-
an
al
ys
is
re
fe
re
nc
e
lis
ti
n
O
S
F
A
pp
en
di
x
D
(h
ttp

s:
//o

sf
.io

/3
8r
pj
/)
.T

he
pl
ot
s
fo
rt
hi
s
m
et
a-
an
al
ys
is
in
th
e
m
id
dl
e
an
d
ri
gh
t-
ha
nd

pa
ne
ls
ar
e
al
so

av
ai
la
bl
e

pl
ot
te
d
as

a
fu
nc
tio

n
of

SE
s
(r
at
he
rt
ha
n
P
et
tig

re
w
an
d
T
ro
pp
’
s
or
ig
in
al
sa
m
pl
e
si
ze

he
re
)i
n
th
e
O
S
F
S
up
pl
em

en
ta
lD

oc
um

en
ts
at
ht
tp
s:
//o

sf
.io

/3
8r
pj
/.
SE

=
st
an
da
rd

er
ro
r;
O
S
F
=
O
pe
n
S
ci
en
ce

F
ra
m
ew

or
k.

14 PAOLINI, GIBBS, SALES, ANDERSON, AND MCINTYRE

https://osf.io/38rpj/
https://osf.io/38rpj/
https://osf.io/38rpj/


Independent/Purest Effects

A random-effects metaregression conducted with all 238
independent/purest effects found a nonsignificant, close-to-zero,
negatively signed relationship between contact and outgroup
judgments, r = −.0028, z(r) = −.0028, Z = −.13, p = .8962,
95% z(r) CIs [−.04, .04], τ = 0.40, I2 = 93.6, k = 238 (see Figure 1
right panel’s vertical unbroken line). These results indicate that,
when collating data from studies of varied and known contact
valence, with an emphasis on highest quality operationalizations for
the contact-prejudice relationship (purest effects), but disregarding
contact valence during analyses (unvalenced contact), our results are
very different from Pettigrew and Tropp’s: Intergroup contact is
neither beneficial nor detrimental; it neither improves nor worsens
generalized outgroup prejudice. The overall benefits of unvalenced
contact for outgroup judgments based on independent/purest effect
sizes are therefore negligible in size.

Nested/Varied Purity Effects

We provided a conceptual replication of these analyses with all
936 nonindependent effect sizes of varied purity. We modeled a
three-level intercept-only multilevel meta-analysis, accounting for
the random effect of articles [τ2 = 0.0120, τ = 0.11, levels = 169],
studies nested within articles [τ2 = 0.0414, τ = 0.20, levels = 197],
and samples nested within studies [τ2 = 0.0041, τ = 0.06, levels =
229], I2= 98.4. The Akaike information criterions (AICs) confirmed
that the three-level hierarchical structure provides the best fit to the
data, AIC(2) = 27,964.47; AIC(3) = 27,567.65; AIC(4) =
27,509.71, respectively; this hierarchical structure was thus used
in all our multilevel meta-analyses. The multilevel model returned a
significant, negatively signed relationship between unvalenced
contact and outgroup prejudice, r = −.16, z(r) = −.16, SE = .018, Z
= −8.68, p < .0001, 95% z(r) CIs [−.12, −.19], k = 936. This
averaged effect size is displayed by the vertical, unbroken line on
Figure 1’s middle panel. These results indicate that, when collating
indiscriminately all data from varied quality operationalizations
(pure and nonpure effects), and again disregarding contact valence
during analyses, the results get closer to Pettigrew and Tropp’s
original results: Intergroup contact is typically associated with
small-size reductions in generalized prejudice.
Importantly, our analyses also revealed that these overall

unvalenced contact effects carried significant degrees of heterogeneity,
independent/purest effects, Q(235) = 14,390.32, p < .0001, I2 = 98.4;
nested/varied purity effects,Q(935)= 41,497.18, p< .0001, I2= 96.3;
forest plots are in OSF Appendices H1 and H2 (https://osf.io/38rpj/).
Hence, a significant portion of variance within our effect size data is
nonrandom3 and must reflect the impact of moderators. Together,
the difference in overall unvalenced contact effects between
independent/purest and nested/varied purity effects and evidence
of heterogeneity point towards nuanced patterns in the data that
require further investigation.

Moderation by Contact Valence and Valenced
Contact Effects

Next, we looked at the intergroup contact-prejudice relationships
coded again a la Pettigrew and Tropp, but this time through the
lenses of our focal independent variable (contact valence), once

again separately for independent/purest and nested/varied purity
effect sizes. In both sets of analyses, contact valence significantly
moderated the overall unvalenced contact effect, independent/
purest,Q(3)= 356.07, p< .0001, τ= 0.29, I2= 97.93; nested/varied
purity, Q(3) = 20,297.72, p < .0001; articles [τ2 = 0.0076, τ =
0.087, levels = 169]; studies nested within articles [τ2 = 0.0395,
τ = 0.1987, levels = 197], and samples nested within studies [τ2 =
0.0053, τ = 0.0725, levels = 229]; I2 = 95.86. Therefore, the
contact-prejudice link was significantly affected by the valence of
the contact experience.

Metaregression analyses were undertaken to further explore these
moderations; the results are summarized in Figures 2 and 3 and the
top and middle panels of Table 3. With both independent/purest and
nested/varied purity effect sizes, we found meaningful valenced
contact effects on outgroup prejudice: Negative intergroup contact
was associated with significant increases in prejudice—detrimental
individual-to-group generalizations. Positive and ambivalent con-
tact were associated with significant reductions in prejudice—
beneficial individual-to-group generalizations. These effects were
not statistically different in size along the independent/purest effects
(Z = −0.65, p = .52; all pair-wise comparisons were significant for
the more powered nested/varied purity effects). The effect of
unclassifiable contact is difficult to interpret theoretically and
was empirically inconsistent between data sets. All the pair-wise
comparisons, including negative contact, were significant, ps <
.0001; yet, their meaning is conflated by opposite-signed effects.
Hence, we carried out extra data manipulations to achieve neater
valence asymmetry tests.

Overall Negativity Bias or Negative Valence
Asymmetry in Impact

Both Paolini et al.’s (2010) and Denrell’s (2005) models
hypothesize the existence of an overall negative valence asymmetry

3 Traditional publication bias tests, like the fail-safe N test and the
Tweedie–Duval trim-and-fill method, have been conventional for many
years, but do not perform well under conditions of high between-studies
heterogeneity. Under these circumstances, regression-based bias adjustment
methods or some form of Vevea–Hedges selection model are typically more
appropriate (see Harrer et al., 2021, Chapter 9; Johnson & Hennessy, 2019).
Encouraged by a reviewer, we endeavored to replace the results of traditional
publication bias tests with this newer generation tests. Yet, we discovered
that these might also be inappropriate for this meta-analysis. As indicated by
the I2, our models with k =238 independent/purest effects had an I2 = 97.9%
for the overall unvalenced effect and an I2 = 98.4% for the model including
contact valence; our model with k = 936 nested/varied purity effects had an
I2 = 95.86% for the overall unvalenced effect and an I2 = 96.3% for the
model including contact valence. This large between-studies variance is very
obvious in the associated forest plots in OSF Appendices H1 and H2 (https://
osf.io/38rpj). As Harrer et al. (2021) explained, under these circumstances
“publication bias analyses of meta-analyses with very high heterogeneity
should at best be avoided altogether” (end of section 9.3; see also Johnson &
Hennessy, 2019, pp. 15–16, but with notes of caution regarding using the size
of I2 as diagnostic due to its relative and sometimes biased nature). Efforts
should instead be directed to identify theory-driven moderators capable of
explaining such between-studies heterogeneity (see also Johnson, 2021).
This approach is exactly what we used in the sections that follow, where we
draw on sequential models of impression formation to identify moderators of
valenced contact effects that, in conjunction with contact valence, can
explain some of such heterogeneity. For readers still interested in traditional
publication bias tests, we refer to the OSF Supplemental Documents at
https://osf.io/38rpj (appendix M) for results and notes of caution in
interpretation.
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in impact, reflecting significantly larger worsening of outgroup
prejudice following negative intergroup contact than attenuations of
outgroup prejudice following positive intergroup contact. Hence,
incisive tests of intergroup valence asymmetry require comparisons
between the magnitudes of valence-congruent individual-to-group
generalizations associated with intergroup contact of differing
valence. The contact-prejudice effect sizes à la Pettigrew and Tropp
thus require screening for valence-incongruent individual-to-group
generalizations (and if needed, recoding).
Valence-incongruent individual-to-group generalizations are ex-

amples of contrast, rebound, or boomerang effects (Kunda & Oleson,
1995, 1997). Contrast effects have been discussed and documented in
attitude and stereotype change research (McIntyre et al., 2016;
Mussweiler, 2003), but to our best knowledge, they are disregarded in
the contact literature (however, see Birtel & Crisp, 2012). This blind
spot most likely reflects both a late theoretical appreciation that
intergroup contact has a direction of change “embedded” in its valence
and a delay in empirically coding simultaneously for the valence of
contact and the outgroup judgment, something that we do in this
research. Our sharp interest in valenced contact toward stringent tests
of valence asymmetry led us to first check for the existence and
appraise the prevalence of contrast effects amidst eligible intergroup
contact studies; this appraisal could not be achieved by Pettigrew and
Tropp’s meta-analysis of unvalenced contact.
Seventeen of the 238 independent/purest effect sizes (7.2%) in

our data set displayed valence-incongruent relationships (some
significant and some nonsignificant) between the valence of the
contact experience and the outgroup judgment. Fourteen of the
independent/purest positive contact effect sizes (12%) produced a
positively signed effect (rs range = .04/.64; M = .31, Mdn = .29),
thus unexpectedly revealing prejudice exacerbation (see effects
denoted with “+” in the right panel of Figure 1, falling in the

positively signed section of the funnel plot). Three of the
(independent/purest) negative contact effect sizes (4%) produced
a negatively signed effect (rs range = −.07/−.35;M = −.24,Mdn =
−.31), thus displaying prejudice attenuation (see effects denoted
with “−” in Figure 1’s right panel falling in the negatively signed
section of the funnel plot). These effect sizes needed recoding for
neat tests of valence asymmetry. Of the 19 ambivalent contact effect
sizes, we found that 15 produced an effect indicative of prejudice
reduction and four produced an effect indicative of prejudice
exacerbation (see effects denoted with “o” in the right panel of
Figure 1). As these effects are evaluatively consistent with at least
some valenced features of the ambivalent contact experience
(Zingora et al., 2021), we treated them in our recoding (see in
the following section) as valence congruent. Finally, of the 31
unclassifiable contact valence samples, 18 displayed prejudice
reduction and 12 displayed prejudice exacerbation (see effects
denoted with “?” in the right panel of Figure 1). The interpretation of
valence unclassified effects is difficult: The lack of clarity over the
valence of the contact prevents us to discerning whether these effects
are valence congruent or incongruent. As such valence unclassifi-
able samples “pollute” neat tests of valence asymmetry; for this
reason, they were excluded from our follow-up analyses centered
around contact valence (for a similar approach, see Paolini &
McIntyre, 2019).

Following the method of Paolini and McIntyre’s meta-analysis,
which also tested intergroup valence asymmetries but in experimen-
tal data, we recoded the signs of the contact-prejudice effects à la
Pettigrew and Tropp so that a positive effect always indicates a
valence-congruent generalization, that is, changes in outgroup
evaluations in the direction of the valenced contact experience with
the outgroup members (i.e., an assimilation effect; e.g., outgroup
attenuations following positive contact, prejudice exacerbation
following negative contact) and a negative effect always indicates
a valence-incongruent generalization, that is a change in outgroup
evaluations in an opposite direction of the valenced contact
experience with the outgroup members (i.e., a contrast effect; e.g.,
prejudice exacerbation following positive contact, prejudice reduc-
tion following positive contact). Considering this recoding along the
line of valence-congruent effects, the larger the effect size, the larger
the relationship between intergroup contact and outgroup prejudice
in absolute terms in directions congruent with the contact valence.
So, for example, if contact was positive in nature, the larger the effect
size (and the taller the bars in our upcoming graphs) the larger the
improvements in outgroup judgments or positive generalizations. If
contact was negative in nature, the larger the effect size (and the taller
the bars in the graphs), the larger the worsening in outgroup
judgments or the negative generalizations. With the data recoded in
this fashion to reflect valence-congruent effects and the unclassifiable
contact valence effects removed from the analyses, we were left with
207 effect sizes in the independent/purest analyses and with 875
effect sizes in the nested/varied purity analyses.

Independent/Purest Effects

The average valence-congruent individual-to-group generaliza-
tion in our pool of independent/purest effect sizes was significant
and positively signed, r = .29, z(r) = .30, Z = 21.23, p < .0001, 95%
z(r) CIs [.27, .33]. The overall effect for valence-congruent
generalizations was significantly heterogeneous,Q(208) = 5095.59,

Figure 2
Averaged Valenced Contact Effects Drawing From All Independent/
Purest Effect Sizes (k = 238) and Expressed With Pettigrew and
Tropp’s Scoring Method
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p < .0001, I2 = 95.94, and thus once again pointed towards the
meaningful influence of moderators. Contact valence significantly
moderated the size of these generalizations, Q(2) = 33.59, p < .0001.
All types of valenced contact produced significant individual-to-group
generalizations (full statistics in Table 3’s bottom panel): As
predicted, negative contact was associated with the largest effect
size (r= .37, p< .0001), followed by ambivalent contact (r= .34, p<
.0001), and last by the smallest effect size for positive contact (r= .23,
p < .0001). Pairwise comparisons indicated that ambivalent contact
was not statistically different from negative contact, Z = 0.92, p =
.3582, and was associated with significantly larger generalizations
than positive contact, Z = 2.50, p = .0125. This pattern was
unexpected but is consistent with findings reported in attitude research
experiments (Brauer et al., 2012; see Graf, Paolini, & Rubin, 2020).
More critically for the focus of the present research, as expected

based on Paolini et al.’s (2010) model and expectations of an overall
negative valence asymmetry in intergroup contact data allowing for
self-selection (e.g., Denrell, 2005), negative contact was associated

with significantly larger generalization effects than positive contact,
Z = 5.69, p < .0001. These results are displayed in Figure 4; they
were substantially replicated by the analyses on nested/varied purity
effects.

Nested/Varied Purity Effects

A test of negativity bias was carried out on our pool of all nested/
varied purity effect sizes using a post hoc test of differences in mean
effects. This approach allowed us to directly compare the magnitude
of generalizations across averaged effect sizes that were differently
signed along the Pettigrew and Tropp’s scoring method. These
analyses indicate that negative intergroup contact produces signifi-
cantly larger generalization effects than their ambivalent counterparts,
z(r)d = 0.52, SE = .02, Z = 30.19 p < .0001. More importantly, these
analyses confirm that negative contact produces larger generalizations
than positive contact, z(r)d = 0.69, SE = 0.0048, Z = 142.18, p <
.0001, consistent with the existence of a negativity bias also when

Figure 3
Distributions of Contact-Prejudice Effects Drawing From All Nested/Varied Purity Effects S (k =
936), Expressed as a Function of Contact Valence and Using Pettigrew and Tropp’s (2006) Scoring
Method
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looking across the whole pool of purest and less pure operationaliza-
tions of the contact-prejudice link.
Across all analyses, we found consistent evidence for the existence

of a negativity bias in intergroup contact effects. As predicted by
Paolini et al. (2010) and by the novel interplay between intergroup
contact theory and sequential models of impression formation
(Denrell, 2005), the detrimental effects of negative contact on

generalized prejudice are larger than the beneficial effects of positive
contact.

Moderation by Focal Variables

The remainder of the analyses used the independent/purest effect
sizes expressed as valence-congruent generalizations. This pool of
effects provides a more balanced representation of positive and
negative contact effect sizes on which to build more complex
moderation analyses, and the specific scoring method allows for
direct comparisons of effect sizes across valences. We prepared
these data by aggregating ambivalent contact effects with positive
contact effects on the grounds that, on average, ambivalent contact
was associated with similar prejudice reductions to positive contact
(top panel of Table 3) and produced effects that could be reasonably
classed as evaluatively congruent. The positive and ambivalent
effects together were associated with an average effect very close to
that of positive contact effects alone, r = .24, z(r) = .24, Z = 14.44,
p < .0001, 95% z(r) CIs [.21, .28] (vs. z(r) = .23), due to ambivalent
contact contributing a small fraction of the new aggregated positive
contact set (19 out of 136). Importantly, negative contact effects
were still associated with significantly larger generalizations than
this enlarged set of positive and ambivalent effects, Z = 5.26, p <
.0001, again confirming the existence of an overall negative valence
asymmetry in impact across contact studies.

Our key moderation tests are organized around three classes of
factors informed by the novel interfacing between intergroup
contact theory and sampling models of impression formation,
including (a) opportunity/affordances for self-select, (b) valenced
expectations about various aspects of the contact experience as
proxies of motivation to self-select, and (c) contact intimacy. The
analytical approach employed was identical across all tests; we

Table 3
Contact-Prejudice Mean Effect Sizes Scored With Pettigrew and Tropp’s Method (Top and Middle Panels) and as Evaluatively Congruent
Generalizations (Bottom Panel) Across Independent/Purest Effect Sizes (Top/Bottom) and Nested/Varied Purity Effect Sizes (Middle), as a
Function of Contact Valence

Contact valence Mean r z(r) Z 95% CI 95% PI p k

Pairwise comparison p

2 3 4

Independent/purest effects scored per Pettigrew and Tropp
1. Positive contact −.23 −.23 −10.67 [−.27, −.19] [−.65, .19] <.0001 117 .5164 <.0001 .0001
2. Ambivalent contact −.19 −.19 −3.72 [−.29, −.09] [−.62, .24] .0002 19 <.0001 .0244
3. Negative contact .39 .39 15.10 [.34, .44] [−.03, .81] <.0001 71 <.0001
4. Unclassifiable contact −.04 −.04 −.80 [−.13, .05] [−.46, .39] .4222 31

Nested/varied purity effects scored per Pettigrew and Tropp
1. Positive contact −.29 −.30 −17.24 [−.26, −.33] [−.75, .15] <.0001 564 <.0001 <.0001 .0002
2. Ambivalent contact −.14 −.14 −5.91 [−.09, −.18] [−.59, .32] <.0001 48 <.0001 <.0001
3. Negative contact .37 .39 21.93 [.35, .42] [−.06, .84] <.0001 263 <.0001
4. Unclassifiable contact −.23 −24 −10.50 [−.19, −.28] [−.69, .21] <.0001 61

Independent/purest effects scored as evaluative congruent generalizations
1. Positive contact .23 .23 −9.32 [.18, .27] [−.26, .71] <.0001 117 .0125 <.0001
2. Ambivalent contact .34 .35 5.93 [.23, .46] [−.15, .85] <.0001 19 .3582
3. Negative contact .37 .39 13.18 [.33, .45] [−.10, .88] <.0001 71

Note. Bolded coefficients are significant at p < .05. Coefficients on the right are p values for pair-wise comparisons between mean effect sizes. Effects
are expressed with Pettigrew and Tropp’s scoring method (top and middle panels) and can be positively and negatively signed. Positively signed effects
indicate more outgroup prejudice with increased contact (a detrimental effect); negatively signed effects indicate less outgroup prejudice with increased
contact (a beneficial effect). Effects expressed in terms of valence-congruent individual-to-group generalizations (bottom panel) can only be positively
signed. The larger the (positive) effect, the larger the individual-to-group generalization in evaluative congruent directions (e.g., reduced prejudice
associated with positive contact; exacerbated prejudice associated with negative contact). CI = confidence interval; PI = prediction interval.

Figure 4
Averaged Valenced Contact Effects Drawing From All Independent/
Purest Effect Sizes and Expressed in Terms of Valence-Congruent
Individual-to-Group Generalizations
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showcase some indicators to familiarize the reader with our
analytical approach. Also, for simplicity of exposure, we provide all
results in main text and associated tables and figures for the first
class of moderators; for the remainder classes of moderators, we
refer the reader to the online Supplemental Tables S4–S9 for the
tables of results.

Moderation by Opportunity to Self-Select

We examined the moderating effect of self-selection on the overall
negativity bias we detected on the valence-congruent individual-to-
group generalization index. Based on sampling models, we expected
ability to self-select to be associated with amplified valenced contact
effects and negativity bias. We had coded the studies in our pool of
eligible data for the synthesis along several design, setting, and
procedural parameterswith implications for self-selection (see Table 1).
Eight of these indicators displayed adequate spread once dichotomized
in two-level moderators (no self-selection vs. self-selection) for
inclusion in a factorial design with the focal independent variable,
contact valence (positive vs. negative).
We used Pearson χ2 tests to check the convergent validity

between self-selection indicators and their relative independence
from the contact valence factor. Seventeen tests out of the 28 carried
out with the self-selection indicators were significant or marginal, all
χ2s(1) ≥ 2.92, p ≤ .088, indicating a good and spread-out degree of
convergent validity between the (parallel) indicators. Four self-
selection indicators significantly correlated with contact valence
(able to opt out of data collection, able to opt out of contact, having
to actively opt in to contact, having to actively opt in to data
collection), all χ2(1) ≥ 8.58, p ≤ .003. The other four indices were
not associated with contact valence, all ps > .47; hence, there was
some desirable independence between the focal independent
variable and many of these moderator indices. Covariations
between predictors in our meta-analytical analyses would not be
problematic, however, as they are managed well analytically by the
statistical program’s algorithm in a manner analogous to multiple
regression. Participants’ ability to opt out of data collection was
selected for exemplification. Participants in the no self-selection
condition were recruited in studies that severely limited participants’
ability (if wishing) to opt out of data collection, for example,
because the study was carried out in an institutional or
organizational setting (e.g., Naor & Milgram, 1980; Vezzali &
Giovannini, 2012). Studies in the self-selection condition used
methods that allowed participants (if wishing) to opt out of data
collection (e.g., Hewstone et al., 2006; Kotzur & Wagner, 2021).
Our first step consisted of a metaregression analysis carried out,

including contact valence (coded 0 = positive, 1 = negative) and
ability to opt out of data collection (0 = not able to opt out/no self-
selection, 1 = able to opt out/able to self-select) as simultaneous
predictors in the analyses. This first step detected a significant main
effect of contact valence, z(r) = .13, p < .0001, 95% CIs [.07, .18],
while controlling for ability to opt out of data collection. This result
is reported under the “main effects/contact valence” field on the left-
hand side of Table 4, in the top panel for the moderator index “able
to opt out of data collection.” The effect sizes of the conditions
contributing to this significant main effect of contact valence can be
found on the right-hand side of the table. This result indicates that
the negativity bias identified earlier across all independent/purest
effects in our overall test remained significant while accounting for

variations in whether participants could self-select or not out of data
collection.

A main effect of ability to opt out of data collection was significant,
z(r) = .10, p = .022, 95% CIs [04, .17], while controlling for contact
valence (see “main effects/self-selection” field in Table 4’s left-hand
side for “able to opt out of data collection” index). This significant
effect indicates that individual-to-group generalizations following
contact and across contact valences were larger when individuals were
able to freely choose to engage as opposed to when data collection was
mandated. Interestingly, this meta-analytical result replicates experi-
mental evidence for larger generalizations for voluntary valenced
intergroup imagery, as opposed to involuntary valenced imagery
(Husnu et al., 2024). It has quite poignant implications as it suggests
that the impact of contact experiences with specific individual
outgroup members is appreciably larger when individuals have some
freedom about engaging or not in the intergroup experience, as
compared to when they do not have such freedom.

In a second step, we introduced a multiplicative term to the
metaregression model to capture the contact valence by self-selection
interaction. This second step returned a significant interaction, z(r) =
.25, p = .0049, 95% CIs [.08, .42], hence, as predicted by sampling
models, self-selection significantly moderated the size of valenced
contact effects. This interaction effect is reported under the
“interaction” field in the middle of Table 4 and displayed in panel
A, at the top-left-hand corner of Figure 5.

Next, follow-up analyses provided a formal test of the significant
contact valence by self-selection interaction. The effect sizes of the
four conditions underpinning the 2 × 2 design and interaction were
all statistically significant (see four right-hand columns in Table 4),
meaning that positive and negative contact produced significant
individual-to-group generalizations at each level of the self-
selection factor. The results of the simple effects analysis for the
interaction can be found in the top panel of Table 5. The simple
effects analysis revealed that the difference in effect size between
positive and negative contact was significant under self-selection
(Z= 5.20, p< .0001; see fourth row), but not under no self-selection
(Z = .96, p = .34; see third row). Consistent with a strong version of
the hypotheses derived from Denrell’s model, these results suggest
that the negativity bias was present exclusively under conditions in
which participants were able to self-select to contact. Following up
the interaction the other way (see first and second rows), we detected
a significant difference in effect size between the self-selection and
the no self-selection conditions among the negative contact effect
sizes (Z = 3.99, p = .0001), but not among the positive contact
studies (Z = 1.60, p = .11). These results indicate that the contact
valence by self-selection interaction was driven by differences in the
effects of negative contact as a function of self-selection.

Altogether, these first meta-analytical results about the modera-
tion of valenced contact effects by ability to self-select indicate that
self-selection processes amplify negative valence asymmetries in
impact, specifically by amplifying the magnitude of valenced
generalization effects following negative contact. These results
imply that the disproportionately larger impact of negative contact
on intergroup responding is more likely to materialize under
conditions of unstructured, unmonitored, and unsanctioned contact,
where variability in contact valence is also likely more pronounced
(see Paolini et al., 2010).

We replicated this analytical approach with the other seven self-
selection indicators, as described in detail in Table 1. These results
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are also summarized in Tables 4 and 5 and displayed in Figure 5
(Panels B–H). All metaregression models, inclusive of the contact
valence and self-selection factors, returned a significant main effect
of contact valence when accounting for the diverse proxies of self-
selection. Hence, the negativity bias detected across all independent/
purest effect sizes held significant when controlling for variations on
a multiplicity of procedural and design parameters with implications
for self-selection, including use of concealment, study design,
having to actively opt in to contact, having to actively opt in to data
collection, participant incentive, sampling procedure, and able to opt
out of contact.
These analyses also returned significant/marginal main effects of

self-selection in four of the seven additional models, indicative (as
for the earlier indicator) of larger individual-to-group general-
izations in the studies where participants were able to self-select (vs.
not able to) while controlling for contact valence. Therefore, in most
cases, the ability to self-select in or out of intergroup contact
amplified the impact of valenced intergroup contact on outgroup
judgments. In addition to our example indicator, a significant/

marginal interaction between contact valence and self-selection was
detected for use of concealment, study design, and able to opt out of
contact. When looking at the results of the simple effects (see
Table 5), we found that seven tests out of seven displayed a
significant negativity bias under self-selection conditions (see last
row within each indicator’s panel), whereas five tests out of seven
displayed a negativity bias in impact in the no self-selection
conditions (see third row within each indicator’s panel). Looking at
the designs the other way, we found that the difference in effect sizes
between the selection and the no self-selection conditions was
significant or marginal 3 times out of seven under negative contact
studies (see second row within each indicator’s panel) and 2 times
out of seven under positive contact studies (see first row within each
indicator’s panel). Altogether, these results, with those described
earlier for the index showcased, suggest that the interaction pattern
implicating contact valence and ability to self-select are driven by
both negative and positive contact effects.

Overall, the negativity bias was larger or present exclusively in
studies allowing for self-selection than it was in studies not allowing

Table 4
Main Results for the Models Including Contact Valence and Self-Selection Affordances Indicators

Moderator index

Main effect

Interaction

Self-selection

No self-selection Self-selection

Contact valence

Contact valence Self-selection Positive Negative Positive Negative

Able to opt out of data collection
z(r) (Z) .13 (4.30) .10 (3.07) .25 (2.81) .20 (6.41) .11 (1.41) .26 (12.92) .42 (17.75)
95% CIs [.07, .18] [.04, .17] [.08, .42] [.14, .26] [−.04, .26] [.22, .30] [.37, .47]
p (k) <.0001(208) .0022 (208) .0049 (208) <.0001 (41) .16 (7) <.0001 (92) <.001 (68)

Use of concealment
z(r) (Z) .15 (5.21) .12 (2.13) .32 (2.49) .22 (3.22) .07 (.63) .25 (14.14) .41 (17.87)
95% CIs [.09, .20] [01, .24] [.07, .56] [.09, .35] [−.14, .27] [.21, .28] [.36, .45]
p (k) <.0001(208) .0330 (208) .0127 (208) .0013 (9) .53 (4) <.0001 (124) <.0001 (71)

Study design
z(r) (Z) .15 (5.30) .07 (1.68) .16 (1.86) .24 (4.59) .24 (3.86) .25 (13.61) .41 (17.17)
95% CIs [.09, .20] [−.01, .15] [−.01, .33] [.12, .37] [.12, .37] [.21, .28] [.37, .46]
p (k) <.0001 (208) .0934 (208) .06 (208) <.0001 (15) <.0001 (9) <.0001 (118) <.0001 (66)

Having to actively opt in to contact
z(r) (Z) .12 (4.01) .06 (1.90) .04 (0.62) .23 (11.13) .33 (7.56) .27 (8.98) .41 (15.62)
95% CIs [.06, .18] [−.000, .12] [−.08, .16] [.19, .27] [.25, .42] [.21, .33] [.36, .47]
p (k) .0001 (208) .06 (208) .53 (208) <.0001 (91) <.0001 (21) <.0001 (42) <.0001(54)

Having to actively opt in to data collection
z(r)/r (Z) .12 (3.81) .07 (2.47) .01 (0.10) .22 (9.61) .33 (6.28) .29 (10.58) .41 (16.03)
95% CIs [.06, .18] [.02, .13] [−.13, .14] [.17, .26] [.23, .43] [.23, .34] [.36, .46]
p (k) .0001 (208) .0136 (208) .92 (208) <.0001 (81) <.0001 (15) <.0001 (52) <.0001 (60)

Participant incentive
z(r) (Z) .15 (5.22) .02 (0.56) .01 (−0.18) .24 (12.93) .39 (16.47) .27 (6.41) .40 (8.11)
95% CIs [.09, .20] [−.05, .09] [−.13, .15] [.20, .28] [.34, .44] [.18, .35] [.30, .50]
p (k) <.0001 (208) .58 (208) .86 (208) <.0001 (110) <.0001 (59) <.0001(23) <.0001(16)

Sampling procedure
z(r) (Z) .15 (5.14) .02(.83) .06 (.96) .21 (7.18) .40 (9.85) .26 (12.18) .39 (13.96)
95% CIs [.09, .20] [−.03, .08] [−.06, .18] [.16, .27] [.32, .48] [.22, .30] [.33, .44]
p (k) <.0001 (208) .41 (208) .34 (208) <.0001 (42) <.0001 (23) <.0001(91) <.0001 (52)

Able to opt out of contact
z(r) (Z) .14 (4.81) .04 (1.11) .17 (1.86) .19 (5.72) .49 (6.02) .26 (13.13) .38 (16.20)
95% CIs [.08, .20] [−.03, .11] [−.01, 36] [.13, .26] [.33, .65] [.22, .30] [.34, .43]
p (k) <.0001(208) .27 (208) .06 (208) <.0001 (35) <.0001 (7) <.0001(98) <.0001(68)

Note. Coefficients in boldface are significant at p < .05. Average effects expressed in terms of valence-congruent individual-to-group generalizations
(right-hand side of the table) can only be positively signed. The larger the (positive) effect, the larger the individual-to-group generalization in evaluative
congruent directions (e.g., reduced prejudice associated with positive contact; exacerbated prejudice associated with negative contact). CI = confidence
interval.
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Figure 5
Graphs for the Interplay of Contact Valence With Each of the Self-Selection Affordances Indicators
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Note. Effects are expressed in terms of valence-congruent individual-to-group generalizations: The larger the (positive) effect, the
larger the individual-to-group generalization in evaluative congruent directions (e.g., reduced prejudice associatedwith positive contact;
exacerbated prejudice associated with negative contact). In all graphs, error bars indicate 95% CIs. (A) Panel displays moderation tests
for contact valence and able to opt out of data collection. (B) Panel displaysmoderation tests for contact valence and use of concealment.
(C) Panel displays moderation tests for contact valence and study design. (D) Panel displays moderation tests for contact valence and
having to actively opt in to contact. (E) Panel displays moderation tests for contact valence and having to actively opt in to data
collection. (F) Panel displays moderation tests for contact valence and participant incentive. (G) Panel displays moderation tests
for contact valence and sampling procedure. (H) Panel displays moderation tests for contact valence and able to optout of
contact. CI = confidence interval.
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for self-selection, along four indicators (see Figure 5A–5D; able to
opt out of data collection, use of concealment, study design, and
having to actively opt in to contact). The negative bias was similar in
size irrespective of self-selection along two self-selection indicators
(see Figure 5E–5F; having to actively opt in to data collection and
participant incentive). In only two instances, the negativity bias was
larger in studies not allowing for self-selection than in studies
allowing for it (see Figure 5G–5H; sampling procedure and able to
opt out of contact). Hence, ability to self-select moderated the
magnitude of valenced contact effects and the negativity bias, most
times in ways consistent with Denrell’s model.

Moderation by Valenced Expectations

This section of analyses tested moderation by motivation/
willingness to self-select in and out of contact; the five available

indicators (sample prejudice, outgroup valence, outgroup status,
outgroup SES, and conflict setting) were subjected to 2 Contact
Valence × 3 Moderator between-subjects factorial designs. We
treated these variables as three-level moderators in light of
conceptual considerations and preliminary results indicating that
this granularity unveiled nuances that were otherwise masked by
their two-level counterparts. The analytical and reporting approach
used was similar to that in the earlier section: Step 1 included
exclusively the main effects, and Step 2 added the interaction term
(contact valence by moderator); for increased agility, the detailed
tables of results are available in the online Supplemental Materials
(see online Supplemental Tables S4–S9). The model statistics for
effects involving three-level moderators are expressed asQ tests; for
consistency of reporting, we extended this test statistics to all
main effects. These results are summarized in online Supplemental
Table S4. Given the conceptual heterogeneity of this class of

Table 5
Simple Effects for Models Including Contact Valence and Self-Selection Indicators

Design section Condition compared z(r) SE 95% CI Z p

Able to opt out of data collection
Positive contact Self-selection—no self-selection .06 .04 [−.01, .13] 1.60 .11
Negative contact Self-selection—no self-selection .31 .08 [.16, .46] 3.99 .0001
No self-selection Negative—positive contact −.09 .10 [.10, −.29] 0.96 .34
Self-selection Negative—positive contact .16 .03 [.10, .22] 5.20 <.0001

Use of concealment
Positive contact Self-selection—no self-selection .03 .07 [−.11, .17] 0.39 .69
Negative contact Self-selection—no self-selection .34 .10 [.14, .54] 3.35 .0008
No self-selection Negative—positive contact −.16 .20 [−.55, .23] −0.82 .41
Self-selection Negative—positive contact .16 .03 [.11, .22] 5.70 <.0001

Study design
Positive contact Self-selection—no self-selection .001 .06 [−.10, .11] 0.13 .90
Negative contact Self-selection—no self-selection .17 .07 [.04, .30] 2.50 .01
No self-selection Negative—positive contact .0003 .10 [−.19, .10] 0.00 .99
Self-selection Negative—positive contact .17 .03 [.11, .23] 5.65 <.0001

Having to actively opt in to contact
Positive contact Self-selection—no self-selection .04 .04 [−.03, .12] 1.17 .24
Negative contact Self-selection—no self-selection .08 .05 [−.02, .18] 1.63 .10
No self-selection Negative—positive contact .10 .05 [.01, .19] 2.14 .03
Self-selection Negative—positive contact .14 .04 [.06, .22] 3.28 .001

Having to actively opt in to data collection
Positive contact Self-selection—no self-selection .07 .04 [.003, .14] 2.04 .04
Negative contact Self-selection—no self-selection .08 .06 [−.03, .19] 1.38 .17
No self-selection Negative—positive contact .11 .05 [.01, .22] 2.07 .04
Self-selection Negative—positive contact .12 .04 [.04, .20] 3.07 .002

Participant incentive
Positive contact Self-selection—no self-selection .02 .05 [−.06, .11] 0.55 .59
Negative contact Self-selection—no self-selection .01 .05 [−.10, .12] 0.20 .84
No self-selection Negative—positive contact .15 .03 [.09, .21] 4.80 <.0001
Self-selection Negative—positive contact .14 .07 [.01, .27] 2.07 .04

Sampling procedure
Positive contact Self-selection—no self-selection .05 .04 [−.03, .12] 1.22 .22
Negative contact Self-selection—no self-selection −.01 .05 [−.11, .08] 0.29 .78
No self-selection Negative—positive contact .19 .04 [.10, .27] 4.41 <.0001
Self-selection Negative—positive contact .13 .04 [.05, .21] 3.14 .002

Able to opt out of contact
Positive contact Self-selection—no self-selection .07 .04 [−.01, .15] 1.78 .07
Negative contact Self-selection—no self-selection −.10 .08 [−.26, .06] −1.24 .21
No self-selection Negative—positive contact .30 .09 [.11, .48] 3.18 .0015
Self-selection Negative—positive contact .12 .03 [.06, .18] 3.96 .0001

Note. The focal independent variable contact valence was coded as 0 = positive contact, 1 = negative contact. The
self-selection indicators were coded as 0 = no self-selection, 1 = self-selection. Coefficients in boldface are significant
at p < .05. The sign of the zs(r) indices reflects the result of the comparison (i.e., subtraction) between the two
conditions implicated in the test (see conditions compared field). SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval.
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moderators, we limited our tests of convergent validity to the three
parallel indices of valenced outgroup stereotypes (see below). We
used again Pearson χ2 tests to check for the moderator indices’
relative independence from contact valence. All valenced expec-
tancies indices displayed no empirical association with contact
valence, all χ2 < 2.02, ps ≥ .365.
Based on sampling models, we expected prejudiced samples to

display larger negativity biases than nonprejudiced samples due to
more pronounced differential resampling as a function of contact

valence. Sample prejudice did not significantly moderate the main
effect of contact valence (see interaction field at the top of online
Supplemental Table S4), yet the simple effects analysis displayed
the predicted pattern: The negativity bias was larger and marginally
significant for prejudiced samples, Z = 1.91, p = .06. It was fully
significant for neutral attitude samples, Z = 2.46, p = .014. It was
smaller and nonsignificant for nonprejudiced samples, Z = 1.48, p =
.14 (full stats at the top of online Supplemental Table S5). This
pattern of effects is displayed in Figure 6A. Hence, samples with

Figure 6
Graphs for the Interplay of Contact Valence With Each of the Valenced Expectation Indicators
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Note. Effects are expressed in terms of valence-congruent individual-to-group generalizations: The larger the (positive) effect, the larger the individual-
to-group generalization in evaluative congruent directions (e.g., reduced prejudice associated with positive contact; exacerbated prejudice associated with
negative contact). In all graphs, error bars indicate 95% CIs. (A) Panel displays moderation tests for contact valence and sample prejudice. (B) Panel
displays moderation tests for contact valence and outgroup valence. (C) Panel displays moderation tests for contact valence and outgroup status. (D) Panel
displays moderation tests for contact valence and outgroup SES. (E) Panel displays moderation tests for contact valence and conflict settings. CI =
confidence interval; SES = socioeconomic status.
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prejudiced and neutral outgroup attitudes displayed a negativity
bias, whereas nonprejudiced samples did not.
We had three parallel indicators for valenced outgroup stereotypes

(outgroup valence, outgroup status, and outgroup SES). As expected,
these three indicators were significantly associated, all χ2(4)s≥ 38.68,
ps < .001, thus showing signs of convergent validity: Studies
focusing on stigmatized outgroups also often looked at outgroups of
lower status and lower SES, and vice versa (i.e., admired, higher
status, higher SES outgroups). We expected the three indicators to
display a similar interactive pattern with contact valence. Based on
Denrell’s (2005) sequential model as well as explanations of valence
asymmetry based on risk aversion (Baumeister et al., 2001; Neuberg
et al., 2011), we expected ordinal interactions reflective of larger
negativity biases in studies of contact with stigmatized outgroups, low
status/minority outgroups, and low SES outgroups and slimmer and
possibly nonsignificant negativity biases in studies of contact with
admired outgroups, high status/majority outgroups, and high SES
outgroups. Yet, in light of Paolini and McIntyre’s (2019) meta-
analysis, we were also open to disordinal interactions reflective of
negative valence asymmetries for studies of contact with stigmatized,
low status/minority, and low SES outgroups and positive valence
asymmetries (i.e., reversals) for studies of contact with admired,
majority/high status, and high SES outgroups, consistent with
cognitive (Abelson et al., 1968; Fiedler et al., 2013; Rothbart et al.,
1979) and social psychological (Coats et al., 2007; Reynolds et al.,
2000; J. C. Turner et al., 1987) explanations for valence asymmetries.
We had no a priori expectations about the results for contact with
neutral valence outgroups, status, or SES similar to those of the
participants/ingroup. The three indicators of valenced outgroup
stereotypes displayed two slightly distinct patterns: The results for
outgroup valence were indicative of a disordinal interaction (albeit
with nonsignificant follow ups for the reversal); the results for
outgroup status and SES were indicative of an ordinal interaction (cf.
Figure 6B–6D).
The moderation analyses involving outgroup valence detected a

marginal main effect of outgroup valence, Q(2) = 4.99, p = .0825,
indicative of a tendency for larger generalizations for admired as
opposed to stigmatized or neutral outgroups. The contact valence by
outgroup valence interaction was not significant, yet the averaged
effect sizes by conditions showed a pattern for negativity bias in
studies investigating stigmatized and neutral valence outgroups and a
pattern for positive valence asymmetries in the (small number of)
studies investigating admired outgroups. The simple effects analyses
(online Supplemental Table S5) indicated that the difference in effect
size between positive and negative contact studies was significant
only for contact with stigmatized outgroups, Z = 3.88, p = .0001.
Predictably, the largest share of studies focused on using contact to
revise responses to stigmatized outgroups, and significantly more
research is needed to understand the effects of contact with admired
and neutral valence groups in society and thus enable a deepening of
our understanding of basic processes in intergroup contact (Paolini &
McIntyre, 2019).
The results we detected for outgroup status and outgroup SES

aligned directly with Denrell’s and risk aversion explanations
(Figures 6C and 6D). In both sets of analyses, we detected only a
significant main effect of contact valence, Q(1) = 8.11 and 7.98,
both ps < .005, while controlling for valenced expectations about
the outgroup. The generalizations were always in the direction of a
negativity bias at all levels of the outgroup status and SES

moderators. These negativity biases were consistently reliable for
low status/minority and low SES groups, both ps < .005, but also
presented for contact with groups of similar SES, Z = 2.35, p =
.0189, and marginally for higher status/majority groups, Z = 1.89,
p = .0597.

Hence, although we detected some minor inconsistency between
the results for the three indicators of valenced outgroup stereotypes
we had, invariably across indicators, the negativity bias was the
largest and statistically most robust in contact with negatively
valenced outgroups, irrespective of whether these evaluations drew
from their perceived valence, status, or SES.

We coded the eligible contact studies also for whether they were
carried out in settings with active intergroup conflict, postconflict,
or peaceful societies. The main effect of contact valence was
marginally significant when accounting for conflict setting, Q(1) =
3.61, p = .0574. Although the interaction term was nonsignificant,
p = .21, simple effects analysis suggested that the quality of the
broader intergroup context did matter (see Figure 6E). Negativity
biases in generalizations were of statistical relevance in conflict and
peaceful societies, Z = 1.90, p = .0574, and Z = 3.39, p = .0007,
respectively, but not in postconflict settings, Z< 1. Unexpectedly, in
postconflict settings (e.g., Northern Ireland, Cyprus), positive and
negative face-to-face contact had the same capacity to affect group-
level responses. Future research should establish what unique
qualities make postconflict societies less vulnerable to negativity
biases in intergroup contact.

Moderation by Intimacy

We also examined moderation by intimacy/familiarity. Based on
sampling models, we expected larger generalizations under
nonintimate/unfamiliar (vs. intimate/familiar) contact, reflecting
buffering of valenced contact by intimacy (Graf, Paolini, & Rubin,
2020). We also expected intimacy to interact with contact valence in
the form of an ordinal fashion indicative of larger negativity bias
under nonintimate/unfamiliar contact due to muted valence
asymmetries under intimate/familiar conditions in lieu of repeated
resampling (Denrell, 2005). Of the six study parameters coded, four
mapped onto closeness features of intimacy (number of contact
partners in contact, number of contact partners in measure, intimacy
of contact partners in contact, intimacy of contact partner in
measure, and contact length), and two onto informality features of
intimacy (contact location, location of data collection; for full
details, see Table 1). All 15 Pearson χ2 tests between pairs of
intimacy indicators were significant/marginal, all χ2(1) ≥ 3.83, p ≤
.050, confirming widespread convergent validity between all
indicators (no obvious tighter clustering of these associations was
found separately for closeness and informality indicators). Four
intimacy indicators significantly covaried with contact valence
(contact length, location of data collection, number of contact
partners in contact, intimacy of contact partner in measure), all χ2(1)
≥ 8.65, p ≤ .003; the other two did not, ps > .27.

Number of contact partners in contact was used for exemplifica-
tion purposes. Studies in the no intimacy condition had participants
engaged in (nonintimacy-inducing) contact with a large number of
outgroup members (whole group; e.g., Abrams et al., 2017); studies
in the intimate condition had participants engaged in contact with
one or a small number of outgroup members (one or multiple group
members; e.g., Brown et al., 2007) and thus were expected to
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experience contact as more personable and intimacy-inducing. We
performed a metaregression analysis (see online Supplemental
Table S6), including contact valence (coded 0 = positive, 1 =
negative) and number of contact partners (0 = large number/no
intimacy, 1 = small number/intimate) as simultaneous predictors.
This first step detected a significant main effect of contact valence,
z(r) = .13, p < .0001, 95% CIs [.07, .19], indicating that the
negativity bias identified across all independent/purest effect sizes
held significant while accounting for variations in intimacy associated
with the number of contact partners involved in the contact
experience. As expected, a main effect of intimacy was also
significant, z(r) = .11, p = .004, 95% CIs [.04, −.18]: The contact-
prejudice relationship was larger when individuals had nonintimacy-
inducing or impersonal contact with a larger number of outgroup
members than in intimacy-inducing contact with one or a small
number of contact partners. This meta-analytical result replicates the
results of earlier meta-analytical evidence for number of outgroup
members drawn from experimental tests of individual-to-group
generalization in the stereotype change literature (McIntyre et al.,
2016). Hence, individuals are readier to generalize from specific
outgroup members to the outgroup as a whole when in nonintimate,
impersonal contact with many outgroup members.
When introduced a multiplicative term in the metaregression

model, this second step returned a marginal interaction, z(r) = .20,
p = .05, 95% CIs [.0004, .40], hence, as predicted by sampling
models, intimacy significantly moderated the size of valenced
contact effects (see Figure 7A and online Supplemental Tables S6
and S7). The effect sizes of the conditions underpinning the 2 × 2
design and interaction were all statistically significant (all ps <
.0001), with the exclusion of the negative/intimate condition, most
likely due to limited power (p = .15; cf. four right-hand columns in
online Supplemental Table S6). Simple effects analysis (online
Supplemental Table S7) revealed that, as expected, the difference in
effect size between positive and negative contact was significant
under nonintimate contact (Z = 4.87, p < .0001) but was not
significant under intimate contact (Z = −.53, p = .60). Consistent
with a strong version of the hypotheses derived from Denrell’s
model, we found that the negativity bias was present exclusively
under conditions in which participants had impersonal, nonintimate
contact with outgroup members. Following up the interaction the
other way, we detected a significant difference between the non-
intimate and the intimate conditions among the negative contact
studies (Z = −2.96, p = .003), but only a marginal one among the
positive contact studies (Z = −1.89, p = .06). These results indicate
that the contact valence by intimacy interaction was driven by the
negative/nonintimate condition.
Altogether, this first set of meta-analytical results for moderation

by intimacy indicates that the intimacy of the contact experience
mutes valenced contact effects by reducing the magnitude of
valenced generalization effects and buffers against negativity biases.
This pattern was driven by the nonintimate/negative condition.
Based on sampling models, the disproportionately larger impact of
negative contact is more likely under conditions of impersonal,
nonintimate contact because, under these conditions, individuals are
unlikely to resample experiences with outgroup members and thus
are unduly influenced by the valence of early contact experiences.
We used the same analytical approach with the other five

indicators of intimacy (online Supplemental Tables S6–S7 and
Figures 7B–7F). All metaregression models returned a significant

main effect of contact valence (all ps < .0001); hence, the negativity
bias holds across variations in intimacy. These analyses also
returned significant/marginal main effects of intimacy 3 times out of
five additional models, but the direction of these effects was not
homogeneous across indicators: They were in the direction of
intimacy “muting” valenced contact effects on other two closeness
features (intimacy of contact partner in measure, contact length),
and as for the showcased indicator, they were in the direction of
intimacy “amplifying” valenced contact effects on an informality
feature (contact location). This dissociation between conceptually
different operationalizations of intimacy was also evident in the
results of the simple effects (see online Supplemental Table S7; see
also Figure 7B–7F). All three extra indices tapping closeness
features displayed a significant difference between negative and
positive contact (i.e., a negativity bias) under nonintimate conditions
(all ps < .0005), whereas the two indices tapping informality
features did not, ps > .27. Along informality (contact location,
location of data collection), a negativity bias presented under
intimate/informal conditions (ps< .0001), but never under intimate/
closeness proxies, all ps> .06. Looking at the designs the other way,
the buffering effects of intimacy for closeness indices and the
amplifying effects of intimacy for informality indices were driven
by a mixture of positive and negative contact conditions: Difference
in effect sizes between the intimate and nonintimate conditions were
significant/marginal 4 times out of five in negative contact and 3
times out of five in positive contact.

These results, with those showcased earlier, suggest that, in line
with early work (Graf, Paolini, & Rubin, 2020; Fuochi et al., 2020),
intimacy moderates valenced contact effects. Consistent with
sampling models, intimacy muted positive and negative general-
izations and the negativity bias along intimacy-as-closeness of the
interaction. On the other hand, intimacy amplified valenced effects
and bias along intimacy-as-informality of the interaction and its
locations; hence, formal contact settings where contact is often
mandated through structural roles (Harwood, 2021) might be
desirable for broad intergroup relations.

Moderation by Ancillary Variables

Eight ancillary indicators captured variations along theoretically
relevant variables investigated in past moderation tests of
unvalenced contact effects, established correlates of outgroup
prejudice, and sample background variables in best meta-analytic
practice (American Psychological Association, 2010; see Table 1.
Given the indicators’ conceptual heterogeneity, we did not carry out
tests of convergent validity. Chi-square tests indicated that most
indicators were uncorrelated with contact valence, all χ2 < 1, ps >
.36; only significant or marginal effects are commented below in this
section. Results of ancillary moderators implicated in 2 × 2 models
are in online Supplemental Tables S8 and S9; those implicated in 2×
3 models are in online Supplemental Tables S4 and S6; all graphs
are in Figure 8.

Gender was coded in terms of the proportion of female participants
within the overall study sample. On average, eligible studies
displayed a slight prevalence of female-dominated samples (M = .59;
Mdn = .55). A 2 (gender) × 2 (contact valence) design found a
significant main effect of contact valence and a marginal main effect
of gender (online Supplemental Table S8), Z = 1.80, p = .0721,
indicative of a tendency for individual-to-group generalizations to
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be larger for female-dominated samples than male-dominated
samples. Although the contact valence by gender interaction was
not significant, simple effects analysis and means patterns (see
Figure 8A) suggested that negativity biases were stronger for male-
dominated samples, Z = 5.19, p < .0001, than female-dominated
samples, Z = 2.11, p = .0350 (online Supplemental Table S9). This
gender difference was driven by responses to positive (p = .0082)
rather than negative contact (p= .59). These results suggest that well-
established gender differences in prejudice (e.g., Dozo, 2015;

Ekehammar et al., 2003) might reflect males being disproportionately
susceptible to negativity biases due to reduced responsiveness to
positive contact.

Age was coded based on the age category where the sample age’s
central tendency fell. To test for moderation, we aggregated studies
with children, adolescents, and young adults (attending or not
attending college/university) into the “younger” condition and
contrasted it against studies with adults and older adults as the
“older” condition. The main effect of contact valence was significant

Figure 7
Graphs for the Interplay of Contact Valence With Each of the Intimacy Indicators
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individual-to-group generalization in evaluative congruent directions (e.g., reduced prejudice associated with positive contact; exacerbated prejudice
associated with negative contact). In all graphs, error bars indicate 95% CIs. (A) Panel displays moderation tests for contact valence and number of
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Figure 8
Graphs for the Interplay of Contact Valence With Each of the Ancillary Indicators
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(online Supplemental Table S8); no other effects were significant,
both ps > .48. Simple effects analysis (online Supplemental Table
S9) and visual display (Figure 8B) confirmed that negativity biases
were uniform across age conditions: younger, Z = 3.25, p = .0012;
older, Z = 3.87, p = .0001, so we found no evidence of age
moderating valenced contact effects and negativity biases.
We coded the education level undertaken or completed by the

majority of participants in the study sample as primary (or unspecified)
education, secondary education, undergraduate, or postgraduate
education; for moderation analysis, we recoded this factor as a
three-level moderator (primary vs. secondary vs. university).
Education was marginally correlated with contact valence across
studies, χ2(2) = 5.08, p = .079. Positive contact studies tended to be
underrepresented among university-level samples and overrepre-
sented among primary and secondary school samples (the opposite for
negative contact). This pattern reflects a tradition of structured
(positive) contact-based interventions in schools (for overviews, see
Cameron & Turner, 2016, R. N. Turner & Cameron, 2016). Despite
the lack of independence between the two predictors, the (unique)
main effect of contact valencewas significant,Q(1)= 6.54, p= .0105;
the main effect of education was also significant, Q(2) = 9.50, p =
.0087, and indicative of larger generalizations for secondary education
and university than primary education. All education conditions
displayed a pattern for a negativity bias (see Figure 8C). Although the
contact valence by education interaction was not significant, the
simple effects analysis (online Supplemental Table S5) and visual
inspection suggested that the negativity bias was significant and
roughly equivalent in size in the primary education and university
sample studies, Z= 2.56, p= .0105, Z= 3.06, p= .0022, respectively,
but slimmer and not significant in the secondary education samples,
Z = .89, p = .37. Hence, there was some evidence of moderation by
education, but this pattern was not linear in nature. Direct, prospective,
within-study tests of moderation within the same sociocultural context
will need to confirm this.
Outgroup type was organized for moderation analysis in four

distinct groups: ethnicity/nationality/religion, gender/sexuality, age,
and other. The “other” category was a mixed bag of outgroups; the
ethnicity/nationality/religion category was disproportionately re-
presented in the pool of eligible studies (81.25%; full descriptives
appear in Table 2). As a result, the other levels were largely
underpowered, and thus the moderation analyses should be treated
as exploratory. Contact valence was once again significant; no other
effects were significant (see online Supplemental Table S8).
Visually inspecting the effect sizes for the factorial design
(Figure 8D), we found patterns indicative of negativity biases for
studies focusing on ethnicity, nationality, and religion (.27 vs. .42);
gender and sexuality (.12 vs. .21), and age (.17 vs. .32). There was a
pattern for positive valence asymmetry in the “other” category (.25
vs. 13). Due to the limited power for most of the contact valence
comparisons, the only significant simple effect was found for
ethnicity (online Supplemental Table S9).
The variable outgroup type was also recoded to explore broader

differences in stigma type, as a function of whether the basis of the
stigma was visible/nonconcealable (e.g., ethnicity, age) or invisible/
concealable (e.g., sexuality, mental health). We then checked
whether this higher order parameter moderated the valenced contact
effects and negativity bias. The main effect of contact valence was
significant; the main effect of stigma type was not significant but the
contact valence by stigma type interaction was, Z = −3.75, p =

.0002 (online Supplemental Table S9). The pattern was for a
negativity bias for studies on visible/nonconcealable stigma (.23 vs.
.42) and a pattern for a positive asymmetry for studies on
concealable/invisible stigma (.27 vs. .14); see Figure 8E. Only the
former effect, however, was statistically reliable, Z= 6.32, p< .0001
versus Z= 1.46, p= .15 (online Supplemental Table S9). Hence, the
concealability of the stigma moderated the valenced contact effects:
visible forms of stigma displayed a negativity bias, but invisible
stigma did not and instead tended to display a direction consistent
with positive valence asymmetries.

The country of data collection was categorized based on broad
geographical areas (Europe, North America, other). This moderator
was significantly associated with contact valence in our pool of
studies, χ2(2) = 6.73, p = .035: Negative contact studies were
relatively overrepresented in European and North American studies;
positive contact studies were overrepresented in Asia, Oceania, and
Africa. Despite this indication for nonindependence, the effect of
contact valence was still significant when accounting for geography,
p = .02 (see online Supplemental Table S4). A marginal main effect
of geography was also detected, p = .06, reflecting larger
generalizations in European and North American studies than in
studies from other geographical locations. The interaction was, on the
other hand, nonsignificant. More research from non-Western,
educated, industrialized, rich, democratic countries settings is needed
to confirm these findings.

The country of data collection was also coded to test for the
impact of country-level culture. We classified countries based on
Načinović Braje et al. (2019; see also Hofstede, 1980). Examples of
individualistic countries were the United States, the United
Kingdom, and the Netherlands; examples of collectivistic countries
were China, Malaysia, and Greece. The culture factor was
uncorrelated to contact valence; χ2(1) = 2.17, p = .14. Contact
valence was significant when controlling for country-level culture
(online Supplemental Table S8); this effect was qualified by a
marginal contact valence by culture interaction, Z = 1.72, p = .085
(see Figure 8G). This reflected a pattern of larger negativity biases
for collectivistic than individualistic countries, although both effects
were statistically reliable, Z = 3.94, p < .0001; Z = 4.06, p < .0001
(online Supplemental Table S9). Hence, culture moderated the bias,
with collectivistic countries showing larger negativity biases.

The publication year was recorded as a proxy of research recency
and publication bias; more recent research was expected to use more
rigorous measurements and designs and to include a larger number
of unpublished studies (Mdn = 2015;M = 2008, SD = 14.14). This
variable was significantly associated with contact valence, χ2(1) =
5.68, p = .017: As expected, positive contact studies were over-
represented in past studies and negative contact studies in recent
studies. This pattern is indicative of a well-established historical
positivity bias in the contact literature (Graf & Paolini, 2016;
Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Despite this nonindependence, the main
effect of contact valence was still significant when controlling for
publication year (p < .0001; online Supplemental Table S8);
publication year did not affect the magnitude of the individual-to-
group generalizations on its own or in combination with contact
valence. While both old and more recent publications displayed a
significant negativity bias (both ps < .05), its magnitude was visibly
larger in the older studies set (.21 vs. .43) than recent studies set (.29
vs. .37; see Figure 8H). Overall, these results suggest that, although
tests of negative contact were less represented in older studies, this
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older research did not display weaker negativity biases. Hence, it is
improbable that the overall negativity bias we detected in this
synthesis reflects a gross publication bias of our pool of studies.
Overall, we detected ample evidence of moderation of valenced

contact effects and the negativity bias by focal moderators derived
by sequential models of impression formation and ancillary
moderators. We discuss the implications of these findings for
theory, intervention, and policy in the next section.

General Discussion

With this research, our intention was to demonstrate the
generative power of seeing individuals as active agents in the
construction of their social reality (Dardenne et al., 2000; Denton,
2018; Yzerbyt & Leyens, 1991), through intergroup contact, and
under naturalistic conditions that allow some freedom in seeking out
and avoiding experiences with outgroup members. We built novel
theoretical bridges between intergroup contact theory and contem-
porary experience sampling models (Denrell, 2005; Fiedler, 1996,
2000; Kashima et al., 2000; Van Rooy et al., 2003), thus taking stock
of underutilized but relevant research innovations in impression
formation research. We established our theoretical and empirical
work on an explanation for negativity bias in intergroup contact in
terms of differential resampling of experiences with outgroup
members following positive (vs. negative) contact under conditions
in which some self-selection is possible (Denrell, 2005). From this
single simple premise, we predicted the detection of an overall
negativity bias in impact across the contact literature, as well as
advanced a unified set of novel predictions for moderation by
opportunity and motivation to self-select. In extending the scope
of moderation predictions this way, we offered an integrative
framework for past, contemporary, as well as future research on the
valenced contact-prejudice link in ecological settings. We summa-
rize our key results and their implications for theory, practice, and
policy in the pages that follow.

Updating Early Syntheses With Contact Across the
Valence Spectrum

We expected very different results for our updated test of
unvalenced contact effects from those originally documented by
Pettigrew and Tropp’s (2006)meta-analysis. These expectations were
corroborated: Although Pettigrew and Tropp’s synthesis of mostly
positive contact studies returned an averaged, small-to-medium
negative effect size (r = −.21), our overall effect size of independent
and purest evaluations of the contact-prejudice relationship, which
was inclusive of clearly classifiable studies along valence, was a
heterogeneous, nonsignificant, near-zero, negatively signed effect
size. Hence, when contact fully samples the whole breadth of contact
valence—and our selection rules were set up to achieve that—
intergroup contact is not necessarily associated with lower outgroup
prejudice.
This difference in results is a vivid reminder of historical changes

in zeitgeist within this literature (Paolini et al., 2021), nowmore than
before actively encouraging openings to analyses of negative
contact (Paolini et al., 2010; Pettigrew& Tropp, 2006; Schäfer et al.,
2021). It is also a clear practical warning for practitioners and policy
makers to ensure that society is structured and functions in such a
way to make contact experiences that resemble Pettigrew and

Tropp’s set most likely and readily available and stay away from
more valence variegated experiences, like those in our primary
synthesis.

The ultimate outcome of any synthesis of intergroup contact
effects obviously reflects the valences of the contact experiences
investigated and included (i.e., a special case of the garbage-in-
garbage-out principle; Goel, 2021). When our analyses extended
beyond the independent/purest effects to all nested effect sizes of
varied evaluative purity and the balance for positive versus negative
contact shifted back to favor positive contact, our overall
unvalenced contact effect also went back closer to Pettigrew and
Tropp’s original finding (r = −.16). This meaningful variance of
results within our own data set signals that intergroup contact on its
own is not enough to produce benefits for intergroup relations. Its
valence is critical to predict what direction its generalized ripple
effects will go.

We see our null/nonsignificant overall unvalenced contact effect
from a more balanced set of positive and negative independent/
purest effects of higher internal validity; we regard Pettigrew and
Tropp’s original result (negative/significant) and our unvalenced
effect from all nested/varied purity effects superior in ecological
validity. Our pool of independent effect sizes reflects purer, higher
quality evaluations of valenced contact and prejudice and provides a
fuller range and balanced set of contact valences, and thus improved
stimulus sampling (Wells & Windschitl, 1999), conducive to firmer
conclusions about contact effects across varying valences. At the
same time, growing evidence for positive asymmetries in prevalence
(Graf et al., 2014; Schäfer et al., 2021) suggests that most ecologies
of direct, face-to-face contact display larger frequency of positive
than negative contact. If positive asymmetries in prevalence are true,
robust, and widespread, then the more optimistic conclusions from
Pettigrew and Tropp (and our ancillary multilevel analyses) might
generally apply more often (see alsoMacInnis & Page-Gould, 2015)
than our more muted conclusion from the more balanced pool of
purest positive and negative contact effects.

Evidence of Valenced Contact Effects and
Overall Negativity Bias

Our results do not diminish and should not diminish our trust in or
commitment to positive intergroup contact as a key tool for reducing
prejudice: We found the same beneficial effects of positive contact
that Pettigrew and Tropp did. Our results for valenced contact were
consistent with expectations: In both analyses with independent/
purest and nested/varied purity effect sizes, positive contact
was systematically associated with lower outgroup prejudice and
negative contact with higher outgroup prejudice. This pattern proves
that contact valence is a powerful moderator of the contact-prejudice
link and an important boundary condition for generalized benefits of
intergroup contact. It tells us that contact is not invariably associated
with reduced prejudice; instead, on average, it produces changes in
the direction of its valence—or valence-congruent individual-to-
group generalizations.

Critically, being able to discriminate between investigations with
qualitatively different modal experiences along the contact valence
factor allowed us to carry out unprecedented tests of negative
valence asymmetry. Because contact research has significant inbuilt
self-selection, we expected it to provide the ideal basis for
individuals’ differential resampling following valenced contact, as
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contemplated by Denrell’s sequential sampling model, and thus to
return a significant overall negativity bias. Consistent with
predictions by Paolini et al.’s (2010) model, early prospective tests
(Barlow et al., 2012), and Denrell’s (2005) sequential sampling
model, negative contact showed larger generalization effects than
positive contact in both analyses with independent/purest and
nested/varied purity effect sizes, meaning that negative contact
typically deteriorates intergroup judgments more than positive
contact improves them. This generalization advantage of negative
contact held even when controlling for a multiplicity of moderators,
thus contributing to our confidence that bad is stronger than good in
intergroup contact.
These findings help realign intergroup contact effects with the

broader psychology literature on negativity bias. Negativity biases
are documented in a large range of psychological domains
(Baumeister et al., 2001; Rozin & Royzman, 2001). In all of these
areas of inquiry, it is well established that negative entities like
events, objects, personal traits, and emotions are more influential for
judgment and behavior. In social psychology alone, we know that
several aspects of information processing, memory, person
perception, and attributions key to intergroup relations are also
disproportionately affected by negative information (e.g., Fiske,
1980; Ohira et al., 1998; Pratto & John, 1991; Ybarra & Stephan,
1999). This meta-analysis confirms that the fundamental psycho-
logical processes that occur in intergroup contact are not at odds
with psychological processes investigated in other areas of
psychology. These results also reduce some disconnects between
a social psychological outlook on intergroup contact and less
optimistic research and less optimistic analyses of intergroup
contact documented in brother disciplines like sociology, political
sciences, and human geography.
The null finding in the moderation test for year of publication

suggests that negativity biases were equally present in early contact
investigations as they are in more recent research. In the past, we
were just not paying attention and equipped conceptually and
methodologically to detect them. In expanding our understanding of
valenced contact, it is, however, important to recognize that
negativity biases in intergroup contact effects are not logically or
empirically incompatible with the established notion that intergroup
contact typically benefits intergroup relations, as routinely derived
from Pettigrew and Tropp’s (2006) original tests and now our update
with nested/varied purity effects. As long as positive intergroup
contact remains more prevalent than negative contact, even the
modest beneficial effects of (frequent) positive contact could
counteract and progressively erode the more pernicious effects of
(rare) negative contact experiences and ultimately lead to overall net
benefits for intergroup relations. As Baumeister et al. (2001)
eloquently put it, “goodmay [still] prevail over bad by superior force
of numbers” (p. 323).
The negativity bias we detected in our freshmeta-analytical data for

direct, face-to-face contact complements the results of early meta-
analytical tests of valence asymmetry carried out collating highly
controlled, internally valid experiments in stereotype change research
(Paolini & McIntyre, 2019). This earlier work detected a significant
negativity bias when assessing the impact of indirect contact with
members of stigmatized outgroups. It dissipated doubts about
direction of causality and confirmed that negative outgroup
experiences cause larger detrimental changes in judgments of
stigmatized outgroups, than positive experiences cause beneficial

changes. The present meta-analysis now tells us that these
asymmetrical patterns of valenced generalizations are not limited
to static, detached (indirect/non-face-to-face), cognitive-laden experi-
ences with outgroup members away from self-selection pressures. A
similar pattern presents in more immersive, dynamic, affect-laden
experiences of face-to-face contact, often taking place in naturalistic
settings where there is plentiful affordance for self-selection. Our hope
is that these fresh meta-analytical results will help settle debates about
whether negative valence asymmetries in impact exist (Árnadóttir et
al., 2018; Schäfer et al., 2021) and shift the conversation to when (and
why) these effects are more/less pronounced—and whether they can
possibly even be reversed (see Fiedler et al., 2013).

Negativity Biases Are Heterogeneous and
Amplified by Affordances for Self-Selection

Evidence of an overall negativity bias, of course, does not negate
logically or empirically the existence of meaningful variations. The
overall bias we detected was significantly heterogeneous, which
means that it reflects sizeable degrees of nonrandom variability
associated with the influence of moderators. This heterogeneity was
expected based on similar evidence in the broader psychological
literature (Baumeister et al., 2001) and on theoretical ground
(Paolini et al., 2010; see also Graf & Paolini, 2016; Paolini &
McIntyre, 2019; Schäfer et al., 2021).

In this research, we delved into pointed and systematic tests of
moderation derived from Denrell’s sequential model of experience
sampling. With some variations across indicators, we found that
environmental affordances for self-selection amplified the valenced
contact effects and the negativity bias in ways consistent with
Denrell’s model. Simple effects analyses indicated that, more often
than not, the negativity bias was either present exclusively or
especially under high environmental affordances for self-selection
(i.e., more opportunity to opt in and out of contact). According to
Denrell’s model, affordances for self-selection should create
opportunities to differentially resample experiences with outgroup
members as a function of contact valence (i.e., resampling a lot after
positive and not at all or much less affect negative; see also Fiedler et
al., 2013; Thorndike, 1898). These results suggest that people’s
ability to exert autonomy around intergroup contact, if not harmful,
could be risky for broad intergroup relations (cf. Bagci et al., 2021):
It would increase the chances of negative—rather than positive—
spiraling of intergroup relations following valenced contact through
larger negativity biases in generalizations.

Looking at this from the applied perspective of optimizing social
cohesion outcomes, practitioners and policy makers would need to
stay mindful that affordances for volitional or autonomous contact
makes it for intergroup contact that is more pernicious when
negative and/or less beneficial when positive. In contrast, mandated
contact, like that in structured contact-based interventions or highly
structured organizational and educational settings, might be a safer
option because it limits individuals’ ability to opt out when contact
has suboptimal outcomes, thus increasing the chances that
resampling will continue and lead to less polarized and more
differentiated view of the other. Although mandated contact might
not be the most positive and might not associate with the largest
generalizations, its practical (but perhaps not political) appeal is in
not carrying high risks for negative generalizations and thus offering
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the ground for perhaps slow and modest but sustained accumulation
of benefits for broad intergroup relations.
Our work expands on and departs markedly from other

psychological analyses of volition by identifying potentially
pernicious societal consequences of individual volition. Cognitive
neuroscience decisively emphasizes the benefits of individual
autonomy and highlights the dangers associated with others’ social
influences for both individual wellbeing and social order, reflecting
a very individualistic cultural outlook on social relationships and
social influence (Bush & James, 2020; Yu et al., 2018; see also
Chirkov et al., 2003; Howard et al., 2021). The feeling of being in
control over one’s own behavior (or sense of agency) is regarded as a
fundamental biological need (Leotti et al., 2010), adaptive for
survival, as scarcity in agency would reduce one’s motivation to
actively engage with the physical and social environment (see, e.g.,
“learned helplessness”; Abramson et al., 1978). Hence, the effort
humans expend to regulate their behavior would depend heavily on
the belief that we have agency; the mere exertion of choice and even
possibility of choice would thus be both subjectively (Shapiro et al.,
1996) and objectively rewarding (Tanaka et al., 2008; Tricomi et al.,
2004). On the contrary, confusions between sources of one’s goals/
tasks (self- vs. other-) would be associated with reduced emotional
self-awareness, increased rumination (Diefendorff et al., 2000;
McGregor et al., 2006; Sheldon, 2014), and cortisol release typical
of stress responses to uncontrollable threats (Quirin et al., 2009).
Our results underscore the possibility that the host of psychological
benefits of individual-level autonomymight come at the cost of risks
or drawbacks for group-level and community social cohesion.

Partner Intimacy and Settings With Limited Intimacy
Potential Are Best for Integration

Because contact partner intimacy and intimacy-inducing features
of the contact setting imply positive expectancies about the
upcoming contact, these factors should also moderate contact
valence effects, attenuating their magnitude and the negativity bias
(Denrell, 2005). We consistently detected larger generalizations
under nonintimate and impersonal contact (see also McIntyre et al.,
2016). As expected, we also found frequent patterns of valence by
intimacy interactions that were not uniform: They were in the
direction of intimacy muting negativity biases along closeness
indicators but amplifying them along informality indicators. Hence,
for social integration, engaging in contact in formalized settings and
having achieved closeness with outgroup members provide a
superior solution to having contact with distant/unfamiliar others in
unstructured and informal settings with just potential for intimacy
building. This dissociation between kinds of intimacy brings fresh
conceptual clarity and helps reconcile otherwise contrasting results
in past research on intimacy and contact valence (Fuochi et al., 2020;
Graf, Paolini, & Rubin, 2020).
Although this meta-analysis lacks dynamic information about the

possible interplay between these intimacy features, Denrell’s model
elucidates ways in which the constraints to self-selection posed by
formalized settings, due to often clear and restricted roles (e.g.,
workplace, educational settings, family expectations), might in fact
produce positive outcomes in the longer run. These benefits would
manifest because people have to stick to intergroup contact under
conditions of suboptimal contact (e.g., contact that starts with
negative impressions/feelings or mixed valences), which would

discourage contact resampling when free self-selection is possible.
In other words, involuntary contact would lead to positive outcomes
by virtue of “forcing” contact under conditions that would otherwise
deter further contact (see also Hodson, 2008). Future research
should check the point in time at which contact under formalized
settings might need to become voluntary for contact to continue
accruing benefits for broad intergroup perceptions.

Valenced Outgroup Expectations Also Moderate
Contact Effects via Hot-Stove Drives

Drawing from Denrell (2005), we expected ordinal interactions
between contact valence and valenced expectations about the
outgroup and the contact setting because of these factors’
associations with individuals’ motivation to self-select in/out of
contact. We anticipated more pronounced valenced contact effects
and negativity biases among prejudiced samples, in contact with
stigmatized, low status, and low SES outgroups, and in conflict
settings; these predictions were all corroborated except for conflict
setting. Hence, from a self-selection standpoint, negativity biases are
larger under conditions in which individuals are motivated to avoid
rather than engage in contact.

From a majority–minority difference lens, the enhanced influence
of intergroup contact, especially of the negative kind, among
majority members reporting on contact with stigmatized, low status,
and low SES is troubling: It suggests that Majority individuals,
renowned to benefit the most from positive intergroup contact
(Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005), are also those more prone to the
destructive influences of negative contact. Future research should
check whether this happens because majority individuals enjoy
greater contact volition, that is, they are freer to choose whether to
engage or not in contact, whereas minority members have these
opportunities severely restricted, for instance, by being in service
roles (Harwood, 2021).

Factors fostering valenced expectations about the outgroup are
not only practically significant for the tailoring of prejudice
reduction interventions to specific contexts and populations; they
are also theoretically central to contrast alternate explanations for
negativity biases (Baumeister et al., 2001; Denrell, 2005; Fiedler
et al., 2013; Paolini &McIntyre, 2019). For example, from the onset,
we had not ruled out the logical and empirical compatibility of our
focal explanation for an overall negativity bias (differential
resampling driven by hedonic considerations/risk aversion;
Denrell, 2005) with explanations of greater diagnosticity/informa-
tiveness of rare negative experiences driven by epistemic
considerations (Fiske, 1980; Reeder & Brewer, 1979; Ybarra,
2002; for a review, see Skowronski & Carlston, 1989). Concurrent
evidence in the literature of positive valence asymmetries in
prevalence (Graf et al., 2014; Schäfer et al., 2021) confirms that, for
most people, negative direct contact is a relatively infrequent and
thus a salient occurrence. Therefore, the greater diagnosticity of
negative contact due to its rarity and thus its greater informativeness
could contribute to the overall negativity bias we detected and
possibly work in parallel to the differential resampling we focused
on (see, e.g., Fiedler et al., 2013).

This meta-analytical evidence does not allow for direct tests of
mediation or competing tests of mechanisms. In these circumstances,
we can only infer mechanisms indirectly from the shape of interactions
between contact valence and preexisting valenced expectations for
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contact (see Paolini & McIntyre, 2019; see also Fiedler et al., 2013).
Ordinal moderations of negativity biases are more consistent with
hedonic and risk-aversion explanations than with explanations that
invoke concerns about epistemic accuracy, epistemic defense, or
ingroup self-enhancement. This meta-analysis found limited, and
never significant, evidence for disordinal interactions or reversals of
bias. As such, our results suggest that intergroup contact effects, as we
captured with this meta-analysis, are dominated by hot-stove
motivations (hedonic considerations/risk aversion), placing a premium
on stimulus valence rather than on colder motivations (epistemic,
schema defense, ingroup enhancement), placing an emphasis on fit
between contact valence and preexisting valenced expectancies. As
we wait for prospective and direct tests of mediation (especially
experimental), we are thus satisfied that Denrell’s differential
resampling offers to date the most parsimonious and thus a superior
single explanation for our valenced contact effects, overall negativity
bias, valence by self-selection interactions, and contact valence by
valenced expectations interactions.
This prominence of affect over cognitions in direct, face-to-face

contact experiences has been recognized before (Esses & Dovidio,
2002; Paolini et al., 2004; Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005). It is
inconsistent with an original emphasis (Allport, 1954) on using
contact to dispel ignorance about the outgroup (Paolini, Harris, &
Griffin, 2016). For example, a meta-analysis of mediation findings
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008) shows that affective mechanisms, like
reduced intergroup anxiety and increased empathy, are superior in
explaining contact effects than cognitive levers, like increased
knowledge or reduced ignorance.
This prominence of hot-stove motivations over colder motiva-

tions does not need to be context invariant. For example, it is worth
noting that our results for face-to-face contact are part inconsistent
with patterns of generalization detected in the stereotype change
literature (Paolini & McIntyre, 2019). In this earlier meta-analysis,
positive indirect contact with admired outgroups displayed a
generalization advantage over negative indirect contact with these
outgroups (a reversal of negativity bias). Different types of outgroup
experiences (face-to-face vs. indirect) and settings might instigate
different motivational concerns (Paolini & McIntyre, 2019). Face-
to-face contact might be more intransigent against the tyranny of
negativity because, especially in the wild, it triggers concerns of risk
that sharpen valence stimulus appraisals. Less immersive forms of
contact, like media contact, parasocial contact, and outgroup
storytelling (Harwood, 2021; Vezzali et al., 2014; White et al.,
2021), might have greater potential to revert things for the better
because they trigger colder motivations that favor cooler appraisals
of fit between stimulus valence and preexisting valenced expectan-
cies (see, e.g., Fiedler et al., 2013).
Future research has the important (and exciting) responsibility of

establishing whether these ideas of context dependency of
qualitatively different motivations can be harnessed to increase
the efficacy of prejudice reduction and peace-building interventions.
We are not alone to think they might: In the literature, we have
already observed calls for individual and community-level shifts
from intergroup orientations dominated by fear (Amodio et al.,
2003; Phelps et al., 2000) to orientations dominated by hope
(Cohen-Chen et al., 2014; Jarymowicz & Bar-Tal, 2006) and higher
order cognitions (Amodio & Devine, 2006; Amodio & Ratner,
2011; Fiedler et al., 2013).

Limitations and More Ideas for Future Research

The broad scope of this research helped us highlight evident blind
spots in the contact literature and missing research, along
conceptually and practically important moderators. The intergroup
contact literature remains overrepresented by studies on contact
along ethnicity, nationality, and religion (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006).
There were noticeable differences in valenced contact effects as a
function of outgroup type, with negativity biases likely to present
(with sufficient power) in contact along ethnicity, gender, sexuality,
and age. The miscellanea “other” category showed signs of positive
valence asymmetries. Hence, prospective tests are needed to check if
these trends are true and negativity biases extend beyond ethno-
religious contact. Importantly, we found that the concealability of
the stigma produced marked dissociations: Negativity biases
emerged for visible, nonconcealable forms of stigma, whereas
(nonsignificant) positive valence asymmetries were detected for
invisible, concealable forms. These results confirm that concealable
and nonconcealable stigma do not produce uniform impressions
(Chaudoir & Fisher, 2010; Herek & Capitanio, 1996) and
downstream consequences (Jonzon & Lindblad, 2005; Lane &
Wegner, 1995). These results suggest that individuals use visual
cues of stigmatization for their decisions regarding resampling
contact with members of stigmatized outgroups or not. When these
cues are not available, they would have a weaker basis for
differential resampling and bias formation. Why concealable stigma
would produce positive valence asymmetries, however, remains
unclear and something for future research to establish. Country-level
culture also moderated valenced effects: Negativity biases were
more pronounced in collectivistic than individualistic societies. This
might reflect greater attendance of group memberships in these
societies, facilitating especially negative generalizations (Paolini et
al., 2010). Yet, our confidence in these results is limited by our focus
on research published in English-speaking journals. Hence,
although we were able to test for geography and culture, our
data are highly skewed toward Western, educated, industrialized,
rich, democratic countries samples and societies (Henrich et al.,
2010; Rad et al., 2018). More prospective contact research in these
evident research blind spots will also increase confidence in this
meta-analysis’ findings.

This meta-analysis was not preregistered and thus might be more
vulnerable to reproducibility issues (Lakens et al., 2016). Also, we
discussed earlier how differences/similarities in eligibility screenings
and selection of effect sizes for inclusion likely underpin differences/
similarities between our overall unvalenced contact effects (for
independent/purest and nested/purity varied effects) and Pettigrew
and Tropp’s and, in so doing, affect trade-offs between findings’
internal and ecological validity. We do not see this variance as
troublesome because such variance is entirely meaningful and
predictable when read in the context of valenced contact effects and
wide-spread positive valence asymmetries in prevalence. Yet this
variance in overall unvalenced effects urges a note of caution about
any underspecified statements about the consequences of contact that
fail to spell out the type of contact one refers to.

This meta-analysis’ core strength in testing hypotheses relevant to
self-selection processes is also this work’s main weakness. We
stressed the importance of synthesizing a literature inclusive of a
large body of correlational field data and primary research with a
range of research designs, settings, ways of recruiting participants,
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and deploying contact with implications for self-selection. This
correlational and mixed method quality of the reference literature
injected healthy and desirable variability in self-selection in the bulk
of the data we synthesized, but with that also significant uncertainty
about the actual direction of causality of the effects we isolated.
Based on the theoretical springboard we used (Denrell, 2005) and
with the confidence that comes from longitudinal (Kotzur &
Wagner, 2021) and experimental evidence of negativity biases
(Hayward, Tropp, et al., 2017; Paolini & McIntyre, 2019), we
interpreted the contact-prejudice links we extracted as indicative of
the causal impact of valenced contact and self-selection pressures on
generalized outgroup prejudice. The reality is that these empirical
links could equally reflect the impact that outgroup prejudice exerts
on contact valence appraisals and self-selection. Together with a
growing number of contact scholars (e.g., Binder et al., 2009; Kauff
et al., 2021; Paolini, Harris, & Griffin, 2016, 2018; R. N. Turner et
al., 2020), we regard both the contact-prejudice and the prejudice-
contact links theoretically, empirically, and practically important for
a fuller understanding of the ecology and dynamics of intergroup
contact. At the same time, these complexities and uncertainties carry
an implicit invite for future research on the impact of self-selection
in intergroup contact to disentangle the two processes with
controlled designs (e.g., experimentation, multiwave designs; see
Husnu et al., 2024, for initial quasi-experimental tests). These future
tests could draw more actively from methods and designs in social
neuroscience analyses of volition (Denny et al., 2012; Northoff et
al., 2006; Northoff & Bermpohl, 2004; Qin & Northoff, 2011). This
meta-analysis says also little about the possible time-dependency
between the valence and self-selection factors in naturalistic settings.
We coded eligible studies concurrently for modal contact valence and
for procedural parameters with implications for opportunity and
motivation to self-select. Yet, for example, we do not know whether
study participants were blind to the valence of the contact opportunity
that was presenting to them (i.e., self-selection precedes valence; see,
e.g., Fiedler et al., 2013) or had some clues about the prospective
valence of the accessible or avoidable contact when they decided to
take part (i.e., valence precedes self-selection). Some sophisticated
experimental work on the interplay between these two factors could
impose by design a clear temporal articulation, starting from self-
selection and continuing with experience valence (Fiedler et al.,
2013). The valence of self-selected contact experiences might be
particularly salient (and potentially more salient than that of mandated
contact; Husnu et al., 2024; Tricomi et al., 2004) by virtue of their
uncertain status under conditions in which valence is revealed only
after one has actively elected to engage in that experience (O’Doherty
et al., 2003; Tanaka et al., 2008; see, e.g., Fiedler et al., 2013).
Individuals should actively opt into a contact experience (or elect not
to avoid it) only when they have reasonable expectations for a
sufficiently productive and safe experience. Also, people should be
particularly motivated to discover that valence after they have
“gambled” on it under high uncertainty at decision time (e.g., see
Stange, 2021). Moreover, the very act of pondering and deliberating
about whether to engage in contact or not should increase attention,
encoding, and retrieval of those experiences, relative to experiences
that are unconditionally available. Future experimental research could
systematically vary the temporal relationship between volition and
contact valence manipulations (see, e.g., Husnu et al., 2024) or study
their natural dynamic occurrence with experience sampling methods
or longitudinal designs.

While not an explicit aim of this research, our sharp focus on
valenced contact has offered an opportunity to unearth the hidden
benefits and potentially superior positive consequences of ambiva-
lent (vs. positive) contact and the existence of contrast or rebound
effects in intergroup contact. Ambivalent or mixed valence contact
studies constituted only a minority of our eligible studies (8%). Yet,
given their novelty (Zingora et al., 2021), they provide valuable,
preliminary knowledge. Ambivalent contact was typically prejudice-
reducing and was associated with larger valence-congruent effects
than positive contact. These results map very closely to experimental
evidence in attitude research (Brauer et al., 2012). Think-aloud data
from that work suggest that ambivalent outgroup information might
be especially effective because it is perceived as more acceptable and
truthful. Exclusively positive portrayals of outgroups might instead
come across as unrealistic and noncredible on the ground of their
evenness or extremity (Kunda & Oleson, 1995, 1997), in ways
similar to one-sided (vs. two-sided) persuasivemessages (Hovland et
al., 1949). The practical significance of these results cannot be
underestimated: They suggest that positive-plus-negative might be
better than positive-only contact (Árnadóttir et al., 2018; Birtel &
Crisp, 2012). Future research should orient some fresh attention to
perceived outgroup variability and check if valence mixed
experiences lead to more complex outgroup representations
(Ostrom et al., 1993) and, as a result, less polarized judgments
(Linville, 1985).

Our attention to contact valence helped us also make strides into
another unexplored dimension of intergroup contact effects and find
first evidence of contrast, rebound, or boomerang effects. Broadly,
contrast effects reflect changes in a target judgment in the direction
opposite to that implied by judgment-relevant information provided
or immediately accessible to the individual at the time of
constructing the judgment (e.g., valence-incongruent effects;
McIntyre et al., 2016). Contrast effects, together with assimilation
effects, have been suggested as possible explanations for negativity
biases in some of the psychological literature (e.g., Helson, 1964;
Sherif & Sherif, 1967). They have been discussed and documented
in the attitude (Bless & Wänke, 2000) and stereotype change
literatures (Kunda & Oleson, 1995). Yet, theoretical analyses of
contrast effects have been surprisingly absent in the intergroup
contact literature, even though there are no obvious theoretical or
logical reasons to consider them implausible in intergroup contact.
We see this lagging as both metatheoretical and metamethodolo-
gical: It likely reflects a traditional inattention to fundamental, basic
processes in this literature, bringing with that a late appreciation of
directions of change as “embedded” in any contact valence.
Detecting contrast effects also requires the simultaneous consider-
ation of the valence of contact and the outgroup judgment; this is
something that was until now missing (and we just catered for).
Consistent with early analyses suggesting that assimilation effects
(or valence-congruent effects) are the rule and contrast effects are
the exception (McIntyre et al., 2016; Schwarz & Bless, 1992), we
found evidence of evaluative incongruent effects in only 7% of our
independent/purest effects sizes. Although some of these effects
were weak and statistically unreliable, their median value was
noticeable, ranging between .29 and .31. Although relatively
infrequent, the detection and magnitude of these contrast effects are
theoretically noteworthy, as it suggests that—contrary to what has
been implicitly assumed so far—we cannot take for granted that
contact experiences will inevitably affect downstream processes in
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evaluatively congruent ways. Hence, we need to be prepared for
positive contact, under some circumstances, to lead to worsened
intergroup responding and negative contact to improved intergroup
responding. The challenge for future research will be to understand
the circumstances that make contrast effects more likely (for
promising starting points, see Bless & Schwarz, 2010; McIntyre et
al., 2016; Mussweiler, 2003; Schwarz & Bless, 1992).

Coda and Conclusions

A large part of 70 years of research on intergroup contact
demonstrates that intergroup contact typically reduces prejudice and
increases social cohesion. Extant syntheses, however, have not
considered the full breadth of contact valence (positive/negative)
and have treated self-selection as a threat to validity.
To ease direct comparisons with earlier syntheses, we started our

tests disregarding contact valence by design and analysis. Our
preliminary analyses assessed the overall effect of intergroup
contact on outgroup prejudice coding effects and treating them
analytically in the same way as Pettigrew and Tropp’s (2006)
original meta-analysis. Yet, because our data sets provided
representation to newer data on negative intergroup contact that
had not entered early syntheses, our unvalenced effect is different
from Pettigrew and Tropp’s. It reflects the added influence of
negative contact. From a fresh outlook on the whole contact valence
spectrum, we can now see how Pettigrew and Tropp’s early results
resemble those for positive and ambivalent contact in our expanded
design. As such, our findings corroborate empirically interpretations
of early results in the contact literature as being driven by positive
contact effects (see Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006, p. 767; see also Graf
& Paolini, 2016).
This research rehabilitates self-selection processes: It bridges

intergroup contact theory with emerging sequential sampling
models of impression formation to assess intergroup contact across
contact’s full ecologies. From the simple premise that valenced
contact instigates differential resampling of outgroup experiences
when self-selection is possible (Denrell, 2005), we predicted, meta-
analytically tested, and found evidence for positive and negative
generalizations, an overall negativity bias, moderation of valenced
contact effects, and negativity biases by people’s opportunity and
motivation to self-select in and out of contact. Consistent with
Denrell’s model, the negativity bias is particularly pronounced
under conditions in which there are opportunities for self-selection
and individuals are motivated to avoid (vs. engage in) contact. The
bias is larger among male-dominated and prejudiced samples. It is
larger in contact with nonintimate contact partners in informal
settings. It is larger in contact with stigmatized, low status, low-SES
outgroups, and within collectivistic societies.
When understood against a backdrop of widespread positive

valence asymmetries in prevalence (Graf et al., 2014; Schäfer et al.,
2021), our fresh meta-analytical evidence for positive and negative
generalizations and for a negativity bias in intergroup contact effects
offers a significant integrative and coherent platform to bring
together and understand better intergroup contact research to date.
Having established meta-analytically positive generalizations
following positive contact and amid highly prevalent positive
contact in society, we pointed out that Pettigrew and Tropp’s (2006)
original meta-analytical results remain highly ecologically sound
and an appropriate synthesis of modal consequences of intergroup

contact across most settings and populations. Negative general-
izations and negative biases in contact effects, however, are also
real. Luckily, the rarity of negative contact for most people and
contexts means that, as a society, we are most often able to keep
these pernicious effects in check. Scholars, practitioners, and policy
makers will need to work together to identify and provide the best
conditions for positive valence asymmetries to continue doing their
work in keeping social order safe.

This meta-analysis also makes a contribution in this important
practical direction. As research turns to predictors of contact (Kauff
et al., 2021; Paolini et al., 2021; R. N. Turner et al., 2020),
intergroup contact researchers feel more at ease with the notion that
contact-prejudice associations might be bidirectional and reflect
both the effects of contact on prejudice and the effects of prejudice
on self-selected contact (Binder et al., 2009; Herek & Capitanio,
1996; Wilson, 1996). Our moderation results for self-selection
affordances, consistent with sequential sampling models, elevate
self-selection from an unwanted methodological confound to a
meaningful process in naturalistic contact settings that is worthy of
targeted investigation (see also Paolini et al., 2022). Intergroup
contact researchers’ early desire to defend the value of contact as a
prejudice reduction tool encouraged a view of self-selection to
contact as a methodological artifact, potentially polluting “neat”
causal inferences for the contact-prejudice relationship (Binder et al.,
2009; Herek & Capitanio, 1996; Wilson, 1996), and thus something
to control and rule out as threatening internal validity (see, e.g.,
Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006, pp. 753, 758). Reflecting this traditional
view, Pettigrew and Tropp checked for moderation by self-selection
in ancillary analyses of their influential meta-analysis and also found
that studies’ procedural features associated with participants’ ability
to opt in to contact moderated contact effects. These scholars
discounted the value of these ancillary results on the ground that their
moderation effect for self-selection disappeared when controlling for
variations in research design quality: In their synthesis (as in ours),
forced contact studies weremore often fully randomized experiments,
whereas free choice studies were quasi-experiments, cross-sectional
surveys, and field studies. Unlike Pettigrew and Tropp, we see their
results as further compelling meta-analytical evidence that self-
selection shapes (i.e., moderates) and contributes to explaining
(mediates) contact-prejudice relationships.

Bringing sequential models into the mix, our work demonstrates
that there are now both solid theoretical and empirical bases to
consider self-selection as a key player in explaining valenced
contact effects and negativity biases. Self-selection is not only a
driving force determining whether contact will happen or not. Now
we know that it is also capable of shaping intergroup contact’s
downstream consequences on outgroup judgments and group-level
responding.

Considering opportunities and motivation to self-select, together
with contact valence, offers a much more nuanced and integrated
platform to design effective contact-based interventions and policies
across varied contact ecologies. This work tells us that, from a
practical perspective, it is smart to continue taking stock of
structured contexts that restrict people’s ability to self-select (e.g.,
workplace, educational and organizational settings) to increase their
exposure to diversity while working on creating a climate that
motivates to engage in intergroup contact. These conditions best
protect intergroup relations from sharp deterioration after rare
negative occurrences while ensuring that positive changes can still
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be accrued, albeit perhaps at a modest but steady rate. Diversity
practitioners and policy makers should instead be mindful of
contexts that allow self-selection or motivate to avoid intergroup
contact because especially these contexts increase the chances of
negative spiraling of broad intergroup dynamics following negative
contact. To best manage these contexts and mitigate these risks,
everything should be done to foster procontact-seeking attitudes as
well as individual and collective openness to engage with “the
other” (see R. N. Turner & Cameron, 2016; Stevenson et al., 2021;
Paolini et al., 2018, 2021) across a multiplicity of group divides.
More research on these dynamics is needed. We look forward to
future investigations on the downstream consequences of forced,
mandated-but-desired, accidental, and voluntary intergroup contact
for individuals, groups, and communities.
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*Árnadóttir, K., Lolliot, S., Brown, R., & Hewstone, M. (2018). Positive and
negative intergroup contact: Interaction not asymmetry. European Journal
of Social Psychology, 48(6), 784–800. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2365

Bagci, S., Stathi, S., & Golec de Zavala, A. (2021). Social identity threat
across group status: Links to psychological well-being and intergroup bias
through collective narcissism and ingroup satisfaction. Cultural Diversity
and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 29(2), 208–220. https://doi.org/10.1037/
cdp0000509

*Bagci, S. C., Turnuklu, A., & Tercan, M. (2020). Positive intergroup
contact decreases the likelihood that prejudicial attitudes become avoidant
behavioral tendencies. European Journal of Social Psychology, 50(3),
597–613. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2646

Baker, P. E. (1934). Negro-white adjustment. Association Press.
*Barbir, L. A., Vandevender, A. W., & Cohn, T. J. (2017). Friendship,
attitudes, and behavioral intentions of cisgender heterosexuals toward
transgender individuals. Journal of Gay & Lesbian Mental Health, 21(2),
154–170. https://doi.org/10.1080/19359705.2016.1273157

*Barlow, F. K., Paolini, S., Pedersen, A., Hornsey, M. J., Radke, H. R. M.,
Harwood, J., Rubin, M., & Sibley, C. G. (2012). The contact caveat:
Negative contact predicts increased prejudice more than positive contact
predicts reduced prejudice. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
38(12), 1629–1643. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167212457953

Baumeister, R. F., Bratslavsky, E., Finkenauer, C., & Vohs, K. D. (2001).
Bad is stronger than good. Review of General Psychology, 5(4), 323–370.
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.5.4.323

Berscheid, E. (1985). Compatibility, interdependence, and emotion. In W.
Ickes (Ed.), Compatible and incompatible relationships (pp. 143–161).
Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-5044-9_7

*Bikmen, N. (2011). Asymmetrical effects of contact between minority
groups: Asian and Black students in a small college. Cultural Diversity
and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 17(2), 186–194. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0023230

*Bilewicz, M. (2007). History as an obstacle: Impact of temporal-based social
categorizations on Polish-Jewish intergroup contact. Group Processes &
Intergroup Relations, 10(4), 551–563. https://doi.org/10.1177/136843020
7081540

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

NEGATIVITY BIAS IN INTERGROUP CONTACT 35

https://etda.libraries.psu.edu/catalog/23328
https://etda.libraries.psu.edu/catalog/23328
https://etda.libraries.psu.edu/catalog/23328
https://etda.libraries.psu.edu/catalog/23328
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430214556699
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430214556699
https://doi.org/10.1002/jts5.107
https://doi.org/10.1002/jts5.107
https://doi.org/10.1002/jts5.107
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037590
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037590
https://doi.org/10.1037/pac0000167
https://doi.org/10.1037/pac0000167
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.87.1.49
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.87.1.49
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.87.1.49
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.87.1.49
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.87.1.49
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.87.1.49
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02041.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02041.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02041.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02041.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02041.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02041.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002713492634
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002713492634
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002713492634
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.10.051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.10.051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.10.051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.10.051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.10.051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.10.051
https://wmich.edu/sites/default/files/attachments/u58/2015/MARS.pdf
https://wmich.edu/sites/default/files/attachments/u58/2015/MARS.pdf
https://wmich.edu/sites/default/files/attachments/u58/2015/MARS.pdf
https://wmich.edu/sites/default/files/attachments/u58/2015/MARS.pdf
https://www.APA.org/pubs/databases/psycinfo
https://www.APA.org/pubs/databases/psycinfo
https://www.APA.org/pubs/databases/psycinfo
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.652
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.652
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.652
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.652
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.652
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.4.738
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.4.738
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.4.738
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.4.738
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.4.738
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411408562
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411408562
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000191
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000191
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2365
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2365
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2365
https://doi.org/10.1037/cdp0000509
https://doi.org/10.1037/cdp0000509
https://doi.org/10.1037/cdp0000509
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2646
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2646
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2646
https://doi.org/10.1080/19359705.2016.1273157
https://doi.org/10.1080/19359705.2016.1273157
https://doi.org/10.1080/19359705.2016.1273157
https://doi.org/10.1080/19359705.2016.1273157
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167212457953
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167212457953
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.5.4.323
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.5.4.323
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.5.4.323
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.5.4.323
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.5.4.323
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-5044-9_7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-5044-9_7
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023230
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023230
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023230
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430207081540
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430207081540
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430207081540
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013470
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013470


Birtel, M. D., & Crisp, R. J. (2012). “Treating” prejudice: An exposure-
therapy approach to reducing negative reactions toward stigmatized groups.
Psychological Science, 23(11), 1379–1386. https://doi.org/10.1177/09567
97612443838

Bless, H., & Schwarz, N. (2010). Mental construal and the emergence of
assimilation and contrast effects: The inclusion/exclusion model. Advances
in Experimental Social Psychology, 42, 319–373. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0065-2601(10)42006-7

Bless, H., & Wänke, M. (2000). Can the same information be typical and
atypical? How perceived typicality moderates assimilation and contrast in
evaluative judgments. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26(3),
306–314. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167200265004

*Boccato, G., Capozza, D., Trifiletti, E., & Di Bernardo, G. A. (2015).
Attachment security and intergroup contact. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology, 45(11), 629–647. https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12325

*Boin, J. (2019).Modeling the dynamics of positive and negative contact: The
role of affective variables, deprovincialization, and individual dispositions
[PhD thesis, Università di Padova]. https://paduaresearch.cab.unipd.it/12131/

Borenstein,M., Hedges, L., Higgins, J., & Rothstein, H. (2009). An introduction
to meta-analysis. Wiley. https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470743386

Borenstein, M., Hedges, L., Higgins, J., & Rothstein, H. (2011).
Comprehensive meta-analysis (Version 3.0) [Computer software]. Biostat.

*Bousfield, C., & Hutchison, P. (2010). Contact, anxiety, and young people’s
attitudes and behavioral intentions towards the elderly. Educational
Gerontology, 36(6), 451–466. https://doi.org/10.1080/03601270903324362

Brauer, M., Er-rafiy, A., Kawakami, K., & Phills, C. E. (2012). Describing a
group in positive terms reduces prejudice less effectively than describing it
in positive and negative terms. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
48(3), 757–761. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.11.002

*Brooks, G. C., Jr., Sedlacek, W. E., & Mindus, L. A. (1973). Interracial
contact and attitudes among university students. Journal of Non-White
Concerns in Personnel and Guidance, 1(2), 102–110. https://doi.org/10
.1002/j.2164-4950.1973.tb00150.x

*Brouwer, M. A. R., & Boroş, S. (2010). The influence of intergroup contact
and ethnocultural empathy on employees’ attitudes toward diversity.
Cognition, Brain, Behavior: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 14(3), 243–
260. https://pure.uvt.nl/ws/portalfiles/portal/1266234/OW_Boros__Influe
nce_CBB_2010.pdf

*Brown, R., Eller, A., Leeds, S., & Stace, K. (2007). Intergroup contact and
intergroup attitudes: A longitudinal study. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 37(4), 692–703. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.384

*Brylka, A., Jasinskaja-Lahti, I., & Mähönen, T. A. (2016). The majority
influence on interminority attitudes: The secondary transfer effect of
positive and negative contact. International Journal of Intercultural
Relations, 50, 76–88. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2015.12.007

*Bullock, C. S., III. (1978). Contact theory and racial tolerance among high
school students. The School Review, 86(2), 187–216. https://doi.org/10
.1086/443405

Bush, K. R., & James, A. G., Jr. (2020). Adolescents in individualistic
cultures. In S. Hupp & J. Jewell (Eds.), The encyclopedia of child and
adolescent development (pp. 1–11). Wiley. https://doi.org/10.1002/
9781119171492.wecad318

Byrne, D. E. (1971). The attraction paradigm. Academic Press.
*Cakal, H., Hewstone, M., Schwär, G., & Heath, A. (2011). An investigation
of the social identity model of collective action and the “sedative” effect of
intergroup contact among Black and White students in South Africa.
British Journal of Social Psychology, 50(4), 606–627. https://doi.org/10
.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02075.x

Cameron, L., & Turner, R. N. (2016). Intergroup contact among children. In
L. Vezzali, & S. Stathi (Eds.), Intergroup contact theory (pp. 159–176).
Routledge.

*Canzi, E., Ferrari, L., Ranieri, S., & Rosnati, R. (2017). Ethnic prejudice and
intergroup contact in prospective adoptive parents. Adoption Quarterly,
20(2), 181–194. https://doi.org/10.1080/10926755.2017.1291460

*Carstensen, L., Mason, S. E., & Caldwell, E. C. (1982). Children’s
attitudes toward the elderly: An intergenerational technique for change.
Educational Gerontology, 8(3), 291–301. https://doi.org/10.1080/
0360127820080308

*Chadwick, B. A., Bahr, H. M., & Day, R. C. (1971). Correlates of attitudes
favourable to racial discrimination among high school students. Social
Science Quarterly, 51(4), 873–888.

Chambliss, W. J. (1966). The deterrent influence of punishment. Crime and
Delinquency, 12(1), 70–75. https://doi.org/10.1177/001112876601200110

Chaudoir, S. R., & Fisher, J. D. (2010). The disclosure processes model:
Understanding disclosure decision making and postdisclosure outcomes
among people living with a concealable stigmatized identity. Psychological
Bulletin, 136(2), 236–256. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018193

Chirkov, V., Ryan, R. M., Kim, Y., & Kaplan, U. (2003). Differentiating
autonomy from individualism and independence: A self-determination
theory perspective on internalization of cultural orientations and well-
being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84(1), 97–110.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.1.97

*Chou, K.-L., & Mak, K.-Y. (1998). Attitudes to mental patients among
Hong Kong Chinese: A trend study over two years. International Journal
of Social Psychiatry, 44(3), 215–224. https://doi.org/10.1177/00207640
9804400307

Coats, S., Latu, I. M., & Haydel, L. (2007). The facilitative effects of
evaluative fit on social categorization. Current Research in Social
Psychology, 12, 54–67. https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=re
p1&type=pdf&doi=8db849e0f8930e866794f30d43a39eae926ce1c2

Cohen-Chen, S., Halperin, E., Crisp, R. J., & Gross, J. J. (2014). Hope in the
middle east: Malleability beliefs, hope, and the willingness to compromise
for peace. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 5(1), 67–75.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550613484499

Cooper, H. (2010). Research synthesis and meta-analysis: A step-by-step
approach (4th ed.). SAGE Publications. https://psycnet.APA.org/record/
2009-06723-000

*Corenblum, B., & Stephan, W. G. (2001). White fears and native
apprehensions: An integrated threat theory approach to intergroup attitudes.
Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science/Revue Canadienne Des Sciences
Du Comportement, 33(4), 251–268. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0087147

*Costa, P. A., Pereira, H., & Leal, I. (2015). “The contact hypothesis” and
attitudes toward same-sex parenting. Sexuality Research & Social Policy,
12(2), 125–136. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-014-0171-8

*Couper, D. P., Sheehan, N. W., & Thomas, E. L. (1991). Attitude toward
old people: The impact of an intergenerational program. Educational
Gerontology, 17(1), 41–53. https://doi.org/10.1080/0360127910170105

*Couture, S. M., & Penn, D. L. (2006). The effects of prospective naturalistic
contact on the stigma of mental illness. Journal of Community Psychology,
34(5), 635–645. https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20119

*Dahinden, L., & Graf, S. (2018). The effect of short- and long-term mass-
mediated intergroup contact on attitudes towards German immigrants in
Switzerland [MA thesis at the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, University
of Bern].

Dardenne, B., Yzerbyt, V. Y., & Grégoire, C. (2000). Active search for
information: The effects of subjectively experienced control on
stereotyping. In H. Bless (Ed.), The message within: The role of
subjective experience in social cognition and behavior (pp. 304–321).
Psychology Press.

Davies, K., Tropp, L. R., Aron, A., Pettigrew, T. F., & Wright, S. C. (2011).
Cross-group friendships and intergroup attitudes: A meta-analytic review.
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 15(4), 332–351. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1088868311411103

Denny, B. T., Kober, H., Wager, T. D., & Ochsner, K. N. (2012). A meta-
analysis of functional neuroimaging studies of self- and other judgments
reveals a spatial gradient for mentalizing in medial prefrontal cortex.
Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, 24(8), 1742–1752. https://doi.org/10
.1162/jocn_a_00233

36 PAOLINI, GIBBS, SALES, ANDERSON, AND MCINTYRE

https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612443838
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612443838
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612443838
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(10)42006-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(10)42006-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(10)42006-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167200265004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167200265004
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12325
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12325
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12325
https://paduaresearch.cab.unipd.it/12131/
https://paduaresearch.cab.unipd.it/12131/
https://paduaresearch.cab.unipd.it/12131/
https://paduaresearch.cab.unipd.it/12131/
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470743386
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470743386
https://doi.org/10.1080/03601270903324362
https://doi.org/10.1080/03601270903324362
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2164-4950.1973.tb00150.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2164-4950.1973.tb00150.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2164-4950.1973.tb00150.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2164-4950.1973.tb00150.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2164-4950.1973.tb00150.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2164-4950.1973.tb00150.x
https://pure.uvt.nl/ws/portalfiles/portal/1266234/OW_Boros__Influence_CBB_2010.pdf
https://pure.uvt.nl/ws/portalfiles/portal/1266234/OW_Boros__Influence_CBB_2010.pdf
https://pure.uvt.nl/ws/portalfiles/portal/1266234/OW_Boros__Influence_CBB_2010.pdf
https://pure.uvt.nl/ws/portalfiles/portal/1266234/OW_Boros__Influence_CBB_2010.pdf
https://pure.uvt.nl/ws/portalfiles/portal/1266234/OW_Boros__Influence_CBB_2010.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.384
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.384
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.384
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2015.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2015.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2015.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2015.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2015.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2015.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1086/443405
https://doi.org/10.1086/443405
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119171492.wecad318
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119171492.wecad318
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119171492.wecad318
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119171492.wecad318
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02075.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02075.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02075.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02075.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02075.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02075.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926755.2017.1291460
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926755.2017.1291460
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926755.2017.1291460
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926755.2017.1291460
https://doi.org/10.1080/0360127820080308
https://doi.org/10.1080/0360127820080308
https://doi.org/10.1080/0360127820080308
https://doi.org/10.1177/001112876601200110
https://doi.org/10.1177/001112876601200110
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018193
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018193
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.1.97
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.1.97
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.1.97
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.1.97
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.1.97
https://doi.org/10.1177/002076409804400307
https://doi.org/10.1177/002076409804400307
https://doi.org/10.1177/002076409804400307
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&x0026;type=pdf&x0026;doi=8db849e0f8930e866794f30d43a39eae926ce1c2
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&x0026;type=pdf&x0026;doi=8db849e0f8930e866794f30d43a39eae926ce1c2
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&x0026;type=pdf&x0026;doi=8db849e0f8930e866794f30d43a39eae926ce1c2
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&x0026;type=pdf&x0026;doi=8db849e0f8930e866794f30d43a39eae926ce1c2
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&x0026;type=pdf&x0026;doi=8db849e0f8930e866794f30d43a39eae926ce1c2
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550613484499
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550613484499
https://psycnet.APA.org/record/2009-06723-000
https://psycnet.APA.org/record/2009-06723-000
https://psycnet.APA.org/record/2009-06723-000
https://psycnet.APA.org/record/2009-06723-000
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0087147
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0087147
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-014-0171-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-014-0171-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/0360127910170105
https://doi.org/10.1080/0360127910170105
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20119
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20119
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20119
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311411103
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311411103
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311411103
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00233
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00233


Denrell, J. (2005). Why most people disapprove of me: Experience sampling
in impression formation. Psychological Review, 112(4), 951–978. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.112.4.951

Denton, A. W. (2018). Understanding the role of perceiver control
in impression formation: An experimental approach using ecolog-
ically valid materials. SAGE Publications. https://doi.org/10.4135/
9781526449191

*Dhont, K., Cornelis, I., & Van Hiel, A. (2010). Interracial public–police
contact: Relationships with police officers’ racial and work-related attitudes
and behavior. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 34(6), 551–
560. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2010.07.004

*Dhont, K., & Van Hiel, A. (2009). We must not be enemies: Interracial
contact and the reduction of prejudice among authoritarians. Personality
and Individual Differences, 46(2), 172–177. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid
.2008.09.022

*Dhont, K., & Van Hiel, A. (2012). Intergroup contact buffers against the
intergenerational transmission of authoritarianism and racial prejudice.
Journal of Research in Personality, 46(2), 231–234. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.jrp.2011.12.008

Diefendorff, J. M., Hall, R. J., Lord, R. G., & Strean, M. L. (2000). Action-
state orientation: Construct validity of a revised measure and its
relationship to work-related variables. Journal of Applied Psychology,
85(2), 250–263. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.2.250

*Dixon, J., Cakal, H., Khan, W., Osmany, M., Majumdar, S., & Hassan, M.
(2017). Contact, political solidarity and collective action: An Indian case
study of relations between historically disadvantaged communities. Journal
of Community & Applied Social Psychology, 27(1), 83–95. https://doi.org/
10.1002/casp.2296

*Dixon, J., Durrheim, K., Thomae, M., Tredoux, C., Kerr, P., & Quayle, M.
(2015). Divide and rule, unite and resist: Contact, collective action and
policy attitudes among historically disadvantaged groups. Journal of
Social Issues, 71(3), 576–596. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12129

Dixon, J., Durrheim, K., & Tredoux, C. (2005). Beyond the optimal contact
strategy: A reality check for the contact hypothesis. American Psychologist,
60(7), 697–711. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.60.7.697

*Doerr, C., Plant, E. A., Kunstman, J. W., & Buck, D. (2011). Interactions in
Black and White: Racial differences and similarities in response to
interracial interactions. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 14(1),
31–43. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430210375250

*Dooley, S., & Frankel, B. G. (1990). Improving attitudes toward elderly
people: Evaluation of an intervention program for adolescents. Canadian
Journal on Aging, 9(4), 400–409. https://doi.org/10.1017/S071498080
0007509

Dozo, N. (2015). Gender differences in prejudice: A biological and social
psychological analysis [PhD Thesis, School of Psychology, The University
of Queensland]. https://espace.library.uq.edu.au/view/UQ:364082

*Drury, L., Abrams, D., Swift, H. J., Lamont, R. A., & Gerocova, K. (2017).
Can caring create prejudice? An investigation of positive and negative
intergenerational contact in care settings and the generalisation of blatant
and subtle age prejudice to other older people. Journal of Community &
Applied Social Psychology, 27(1), 65–82. https://doi.org/10.1002/ca
sp.2294

*Drury, L., Hutchison, P., & Abrams, D. (2016). Direct and extended
intergenerational contact and young people’s attitudes towards older
adults. British Journal of Social Psychology, 55(3), 522–543. https://
doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12146

*Duckitt, J. H. (1984). Attitudes of White South Africans toward
homosexuality. Die Suid-Afrikaanse Tydskrif vir Sosiologie, 15(2), 89–
93. https://doi.org/10.1080/02580144.1984.10428987

*Dvorakova, P., & Graf, S. (2016). The role of empathy in the secondary
transfer effect of contact with people with disabilities on attitudes towards
Roma minority [MA thesis at the Faculty of Social Studies, Masaryk
University in Brno].

Ekehammar, B., Akrami, N., & Araya, T. (2003). Gender differences in
implicit prejudice. Personality and Individual Differences, 34(8), 1509–
1523. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00132-0

*Eller, A., Abrams, D., Viki, G. T., Imara, D. A., & Peerbux, S. (2007). Stay
cool, hang loose, admit nothing: Race, intergroup contact, and public-
police relations. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 29(3), 213–224.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973530701503036

*Ellis, A. L., & Vasseur, R. B. (1993). Prior interpersonal contact with and
attitudes towards gays and lesbians in an interviewing context. Journal of
Homosexuality, 25(4), 31–46. https://doi.org/10.1300/J082v25n04_03

Esses, V. M., & Dovidio, J. F. (2002). The role of emotions in determining
willingness to engage in intergroup contact. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 28(9), 1202–1214. https://doi.org/10.1177/014616
72022812006

*Evans, J. H. (1976). Changing attitudes toward disabled persons: An
experimental study. Rehabilitation Counseling Bulletin, 19(4), 572–579.

Fazio, R. H., & Zanna,M. P. (1981). Direct experience and attitude–behavior
consistency. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social
psychology (Vol. 14, pp. 161–202). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10
.1016/S0065-2601(08)60372-X

Feldman, F. (2004). Pleasure and the good life: Concerning the nature,
varieties, and plausibility of hedonism. Clarendon Press. https://doi.org/10
.1093/019926516X.001.0001

Fiedler, K. (1996). Explaining and simulating judgment biases as an
aggregation phenomenon in probabilistic, multiple-cue environments.
Psychological Review, 103(1), 193–214. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
295X.103.1.193

Fiedler, K. (2000). Beware of samples! A cognitive-ecological sampling
approach to judgment biases. Psychological Review, 107(4), 659–676.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.107.4.659

Fiedler, K., Wöllert, F., Tauber, B., & Heß, P. (2013). Applying sampling
theories to attitude learning in a virtual school class environment.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 122(2), 222–
231. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.08.001

Fiske, S. T. (1980). Attention and weight in person perception: The impact of
negative and extreme behavior. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 38(6), 889–906. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.38.6.889

Fiske, S. T., Lin, M. H., & Neuberg, S. L. (1999). The continuummodel: Ten
years later. In S. Chaiken & Y. Trope (Eds.), Dual-process theories in
social psychology (pp. 41–75). Guilford Press.

Forbes, H. D. (1997). Ethnic conflict: Commerce, culture, and the contact
hypothesis. Yale University Press.

*Ford, W. S. (1973). Interracial public housing in a Border City: Another
look at the contact hypothesis. American Journal of Sociology, 78(6),
1426–1447. https://doi.org/10.1086/225472

Ford, W. S. (1986). Favorable intergroup contact may not reduce prejudice:
Inconclusive journal evidence, 1960–1984. Sociology and Social
Research, 70, 256–258.

*Frías-Navarro, D., Pascual-Soler, M., Pons-Salvador, G., Gonzalez, N.,
Molina-Palomero, O., & Berríos-Riquelme, J. (2020). Intergroup contact
and opposition to same-sex parents: The mediation effect of satisfaction
with contact. Sexuality Research & Social Policy, 17(4), 619–631. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s13178-019-00420-1

*Friehs, M.-T. (n.d.). Positive and negative subjective intergroup contact
experiences influence attitudes towards ethnic and non-ethnic outgroups
[Master’s thesis]. FernUniversität in Hagen.

Fuochi, G., Voci, A., Boin, J., & Hewstone, M. (2020). Close to me: The
importance of closeness versus superficiality in explaining the positive-
negative contact asymmetry. European Journal of Social Psychology,
50(4), 766–782. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2667

Goel, P. (2021). A perspective upon systematic review and meta-analysis.
Journal of Indian Association of Pediatric Surgeons, 26(3), 139–143.
https://doi.org/10.4103/0971-9261.316103

NEGATIVITY BIAS IN INTERGROUP CONTACT 37

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.112.4.951
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.112.4.951
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.112.4.951
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.112.4.951
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.112.4.951
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.112.4.951
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781526449191
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781526449191
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781526449191
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2010.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2010.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2010.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2010.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2010.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2010.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2011.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2011.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2011.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2011.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2011.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2011.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.2.250
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.2.250
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.2.250
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.2.250
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.2.250
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2296
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2296
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2296
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2296
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12129
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12129
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12129
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.60.7.697
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.60.7.697
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.60.7.697
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.60.7.697
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.60.7.697
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430210375250
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430210375250
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0714980800007509
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0714980800007509
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0714980800007509
https://espace.library.uq.edu.au/view/UQ:364082
https://espace.library.uq.edu.au/view/UQ:364082
https://espace.library.uq.edu.au/view/UQ:364082
https://espace.library.uq.edu.au/view/UQ:364082
https://espace.library.uq.edu.au/view/UQ:364082
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2294
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2294
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2294
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2294
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12146
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12146
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12146
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12146
https://doi.org/10.1080/02580144.1984.10428987
https://doi.org/10.1080/02580144.1984.10428987
https://doi.org/10.1080/02580144.1984.10428987
https://doi.org/10.1080/02580144.1984.10428987
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00132-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00132-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973530701503036
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973530701503036
https://doi.org/10.1300/J082v25n04_03
https://doi.org/10.1300/J082v25n04_03
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672022812006
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672022812006
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672022812006
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60372-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60372-X
https://doi.org/10.1093/019926516X.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/019926516X.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/019926516X.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/019926516X.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.1.193
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.1.193
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.1.193
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.1.193
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.1.193
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.1.193
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.107.4.659
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.107.4.659
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.107.4.659
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.107.4.659
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.107.4.659
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.38.6.889
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.38.6.889
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.38.6.889
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.38.6.889
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.38.6.889
https://doi.org/10.1086/225472
https://doi.org/10.1086/225472
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-019-00420-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-019-00420-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-019-00420-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2667
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2667
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2667
https://doi.org/10.4103/0971-9261.316103
https://doi.org/10.4103/0971-9261.316103
https://doi.org/10.4103/0971-9261.316103


Graf, S., & Paolini, S. (2016). Investigating positive and negative intergroup
contact: Rectifying a long-standing positivity bias in the literature. In S.
Vezzali, & S. Stathi (Eds.), Intergroup contact theory (pp. 100–121).
Routledge.

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

Graf, S., Paolini, S., & Rubin, M. (2020). Does intimacy counteract or
amplify the detrimental effects of negative intergroup contact on attitudes?
Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 23(2), 214–225. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1368430218767026

*Graf, S., Rubin, M., Assilamehou-Kunz, Y., Bianchi, M., Carnaghi, A.,
Fasoli, A., Finell, E., Gustafsson Sendén, M., Sczesny, S., Shamloo, S., &
Tocik, J. (2021).Migrants, asylum seekers, and refugees: Different labels
for immigrants influence attitudes through perceived benefits in nine
countries [Manuscript under review].

*Graf, S., & Sczesny, S. (2019). Intergroup contact with migrants is linked to
support for migrants through attitudes, especially in people who are
politically right wing. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 73,
102–106. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2019.09.001

*Graf, S., & Sczesny, S. (2021). A thousand words worth: Pictures related to
immigration in the news shape attitudes toward migrants [Manuscript in
preparation].

*Green, A. L., & Stoneman, Z. (1989). Attitudes of mothers and fathers of
nonhandicapped children. Journal of Early Intervention, 13(4), 292–304.
https://doi.org/10.1177/105381518901300402

*Green, E. G. T., & Zografova, Y. (2014a). Interethnic relations in
Bulgaria. (Bulgarian Turkish respondents reporting their contact
experiences with and attitudes toward Ethnic Bulgarians) (part of the
relevant data is reported in Visintin et al., 2017, JCASP) [Unpublished
dataset].

*Green, E. G. T., & Zografova, Y. (2014b). Interethnic relations in Bulgaria.
(Bulgarian Turkish respondents reporting their contact experiences with
and attitudes toward Roma) (part of the relevant data is reported in
Visintin et al., 2017, JCASP) [Unpublished dataset].

*Green, E. G. T., & Zografova, Y. (2014c). Interethnic relations in Bulgaria.
(Ethnic Bulgarian respondents reporting their contact experiences with
and attitudes toward Bulgarian Turks) [Unpublished dataset].

*Green, E. G. T., & Zografova, Y. (2014d). Interethnic relations in Bulgaria.
(Ethnic Bulgarian respondents reporting their contact experiences with
and attitudes toward Roma). (Part of the relevant data is reported in
Visintin et al., 2017, JCASP) [Unpublished dataset].

*Green, E. G. T., & Zografova, Y. (2014e). Interethnic relations in Bulgaria.
(Roma respondents reporting their contact experiences with and attitudes
toward Bulgarian Turks) (part of the relevant data is reported in Visintin
et al., 2017, JCASP) [Unpublished dataset].

*Green, E. G. T., & Zografova, Y. (2014f). Interethnic relations in Bulgaria.
(Roma respondents reporting their contact experiences with and attitudes
toward ethnic Bulgarians) (part of the relevant data is reported in Visintin
et al., 2017, JCASP) [Unpublished dataset].

*Haddock, G., Zanna, M. P., & Esses, V. M. (1993). Assessing the structure
of prejudicial attitudes: The case of attitudes toward homosexuals. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 65(6), 1105–1118. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0022-3514.65.6.1105

*Hamblin, R. L. (1962). The dynamics of racial discrimination. Social
Problems, 10(2), 103–121. https://doi.org/10.2307/799044

Hamilton, D. L., Sherman, S. J., & Ruvolo, C. M. (1990). Stereotype-based
expectancies: Effects on information processing and social behavior.
Journal of Social Issues, 46(2), 35–60. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
4560.1990.tb01922.x

*Hannon, P. O., & Gueldner, S. H. (2008). The impact of short-term quality
intergenerational contact on children’s attitudes toward older adults.

Journal of Intergenerational Relationships, 5(4), 59–76. https://doi.org/10
.1300/J194v05n04_05

Harrer, M., Cuijpers, P., Furukawa, T., & Ebert, D. (2021). Doing meta-
analysis with R: A hands-on guide. Chapman and Hall/CRC. https://
doi.org/10.1201/9781003107347

Harwood, J. (2021). Modes of intergroup contact: If and how to interact with
the outgroup. Journal of Social Issues, 77(1), 154–170. https://doi.org/10
.1111/josi.12421

*Hayward, L. E., Hornsey,M. J., Tropp, L. R., & Barlow, F. K. (2017). Positive
and negative intergroup contact predict Black and White Americans’
judgments about police violence against BlackAmericans. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 47(11), 605–615. https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12463

*Hayward, L. E., Tropp, L. R., Hornsey, M. J., & Barlow, F. K. (2017).
Toward a comprehensive understanding of intergroup contact:
Descriptions and mediators of positive and negative contact among
majority andminority groups. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
43(3), 347–364. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216685291

Helson, H. (1964). Adaptation-level theory: An experimental and systematic
approach to behavior. Harper and Row.

Henrich, J., Heine, S. J., & Norenzayan, A. (2010). BeyondWEIRD: Towards
a broad-based behavioral science. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 33(2–3),
111–135. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X10000725

*Herek, G.M. (1988). Heterosexuals’ attitudes toward lesbians and gaymen:
Correlates and gender differences. Journal of Sex Research, 25(4), 451–
477. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224498809551476

Herek, G. M., & Capitanio, J. P. (1996). “Some of my best friends”:
Intergroup contact, concealable stigma, and heterosexuals’ attitudes
toward gay men and lesbians. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
22(4), 412–424. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167296224007

*Hewstone, M., Cairns, E., Voci, A., Hamberger, J., & Niens, U. (2006).
Intergroup contact, forgiveness, and experience of “the troubles” in
Northern Ireland. Journal of Social Issues, 62(1), 99–120. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1540-4560.2006.00441.x

*Hewstone, M., Clare, A., Newheiser, A.-K., & Voci, A. (2011). Individual
and situational predictors of religious prejudice: Impact of religion, social
dominance orientation, intergroup contact, and mortality salience. Testing,
Psychometrics, Methodology in Applied Psychology, 18(3), 143–155.
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=d5dd5
fde5048c0803c94f8d810da2a3359ef2383

*Hillman, J. L., & Stricker, G. (1996). Predictors of college students’
knowledge of and attitudes toward elderly sexuality: The relevance of
grandparental contact. Educational Gerontology, 22(6), 539–555. https://
doi.org/10.1080/0360127960220603

Hodson, G. (2008). Interracial prison contact: The pros for (socially
dominant) cons. British Journal of Social Psychology, 47(2), 325–351.
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466607X231109

Hodson, G. (2011). Do ideologically intolerant people benefit from
intergroup contact? Current Directions in Psychological Science, 20(3),
154–159. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411409025

*Hodson, G., Harry, H., & Mitchell, A. (2009). Independent benefits of
contact and friendship on attitudes toward homosexuals among author-
itarians and highly identified heterosexuals. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 39(4), 509–525. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.558

*Hoffarth,M.R., &Hodson, G. (2018).When intergroup contact is uncommon
and bias is strong: The case of anti-transgender bias.Psychology& Sexuality,
9(3), 237–250. https://doi.org/10.1080/19419899.2018.1470107

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture’s consequences, international differences in
work-related values. SAGE Publications.

Homans, G. C. (1961). The humanities and the social sciences. American
Behavioral Scientist, 4(8), 3–6. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764261004
00802

Hovland, C. I., Lumsdaine, A. A., & Sheffield, F. D. (1949). Experiments on
mass communication. (Studies in social psychology in World War II), Vol.
3. Princeton University Press.

38 PAOLINI, GIBBS, SALES, ANDERSON, AND MCINTYRE

https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2052
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2052
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2052
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430218767026
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430218767026
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430218767026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2019.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2019.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2019.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2019.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2019.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2019.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/105381518901300402
https://doi.org/10.1177/105381518901300402
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.6.1105
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.6.1105
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.6.1105
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.6.1105
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.6.1105
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.6.1105
https://doi.org/10.2307/799044
https://doi.org/10.2307/799044
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1990.tb01922.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1990.tb01922.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1990.tb01922.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1990.tb01922.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1990.tb01922.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1990.tb01922.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1990.tb01922.x
https://doi.org/10.1300/J194v05n04_05
https://doi.org/10.1300/J194v05n04_05
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003107347
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003107347
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003107347
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12421
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12421
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12421
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12463
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12463
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12463
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216685291
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216685291
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X10000725
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X10000725
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224498809551476
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224498809551476
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167296224007
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167296224007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2006.00441.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2006.00441.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2006.00441.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2006.00441.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2006.00441.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2006.00441.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2006.00441.x
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&x0026;type=pdf&x0026;doi=d5dd5fde5048c0803c94f8d810da2a3359ef2383
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&x0026;type=pdf&x0026;doi=d5dd5fde5048c0803c94f8d810da2a3359ef2383
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&x0026;type=pdf&x0026;doi=d5dd5fde5048c0803c94f8d810da2a3359ef2383
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&x0026;type=pdf&x0026;doi=d5dd5fde5048c0803c94f8d810da2a3359ef2383
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&x0026;type=pdf&x0026;doi=d5dd5fde5048c0803c94f8d810da2a3359ef2383
https://doi.org/10.1080/0360127960220603
https://doi.org/10.1080/0360127960220603
https://doi.org/10.1080/0360127960220603
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466607X231109
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466607X231109
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411409025
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411409025
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.558
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.558
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.558
https://doi.org/10.1080/19419899.2018.1470107
https://doi.org/10.1080/19419899.2018.1470107
https://doi.org/10.1080/19419899.2018.1470107
https://doi.org/10.1080/19419899.2018.1470107
https://doi.org/10.1177/000276426100400802
https://doi.org/10.1177/000276426100400802
https://doi.org/10.1177/000276426100400802


Howard, J. L., Bureau, J., Guay, F., Chong, J. X. Y., & Ryan, R. M. (2021).
Student motivation and associated outcomes: A meta-analysis from self-
determination theory. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 16(6),
1300–1323. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691620966789

*Husnu, S., Mertan, B., & Cicek, O. (2018). Reducing Turkish Cypriot
children’s prejudice toward Greek Cypriots: Vicarious and extended
intergroup contact through storytelling. Group Processes & Intergroup
Relations, 21(1), 178–192. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216656469

Husnu, S., Paolini, S., & Berrigan, A. (2024). Freely-chosen positive
intergroup imagery causes improved outgroup emotions and encourages
increased contact seeking immediately and at follow-up. Group Processes
& Intergroup Relations, 27(2), 393–413. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368
4302221147000

*Hutchison, P., & Rosenthal, H. E. S. (2011). Prejudice against Muslims:
Anxiety as a mediator between intergroup contact and attitudes, perceived
group variability and behavioural intentions. Ethnic and Racial Studies,
34(1), 40–61. https://doi.org/10.1080/01419871003763312

*Ioannou, M., Al Ramiah, A., & Hewstone, M. (2018). An experimental
comparison of direct and indirect intergroup contact. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 76, 393–403. https://doi.org/10.1016/j
.jesp.2017.11.010

Islam, M. R., & Hewstone, M. (1993). Dimensions of contact as predictors
of intergroup anxiety, perceived out-group variability, and out-group
attitude: An integrative model. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 19(6), 700–710. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167293196005

*Jackson, J. W., & Poulsen, J. R. (2005). Contact experiences mediate the
relationship between five-factor model personality traits and ethnic
prejudice. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 35(4), 667–685. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2005.tb02140.x

Jarymowicz, M., & Bar-Tal, D. (2006). The dominance of fear over hope in
the life of individuals and collectives. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 36(3), 367–392. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.302

*Jasinskaja-Lahti, I., Mähönen, T. A., & Liebkind, K. (2012). Identity and
attitudinal reactions to perceptions of inter-group interactions among ethnic
migrants: A longitudinal study. British Journal of Social Psychology, 51(2),
312–329. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02059.x

*Jasinskaja-Lahti, I., Vezzali, L., Ranta,M., Pacilli, M.G., Giacomantonio,M.,
& Pagliaro, S. (2021). Conditional secondary transfer effect: Themoderating
role of moral credentials and prejudice. Group Processes & Intergroup
Relations, 24(7), 1219–1237. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220940401

Johnson, B. T. (2021). Toward a more transparent, rigorous, and generative
psychology. Psychological Bulletin, 147(1), 1–15. https://doi.org/10
.1037/bul0000317

Johnson, B. T., & Hennessy, E. A. (2019). Systematic reviews and meta-
analyses in the health sciences: Best practice methods for research
syntheses. Social Science & Medicine, 233, 237–251. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.socscimed.2019.05.035

Jonzon, E., & Lindblad, F. (2005). Adult female victims of child sexual
abuse: Multitype maltreatment and disclosure characteristics related to
subjective health. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 20(6), 651–666.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260504272427

Kashima, Y., Woolcock, J., & Kashima, E. S. (2000). Group impressions as
dynamic configurations: The tensor product model of group impression
formation and change. Psychological Review, 107(4), 914–942. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.107.4.914

*Kauff, M., Asbrock, F., Wagner, U., Pettigrew, T. F., Hewstone, M.,
Schäfer, S. J., & Christ, O. (2017). (Bad) feelings about meeting them?
Episodic and chronic intergroup emotions associated with positive and
negative intergroup contact as predictors of intergroup behavior.
Frontiers in Psychology, 8, Article 1449. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg
.2017.01449

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/jo
si.12398

*Kauff, M., Green, E. G. T., Schmid, K., Hewstone, M., & Christ, O. (2016).
Effects of majority members’ positive intergroup contact on minority
members’ support for ingroup rights: Mobilizing or demobilizing effects?
European Journal of Social Psychology, 46(7), 833–839. https://doi.org/
10.1002/ejsp.2194

*Kelly, J. G., Ferson, J. E., & Holtzman, W. H. (1958). The measurement of
attitudes toward the Negro in the South. The Journal of Social Psychology,
48(2), 305–317. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1958.9919295

*Kirchler, E., & Zani, B. (1995). Why don’t they stay at home? Prejudices
against ethnic minorities in Italy. Journal of Community & Applied Social
Psychology, 5(1), 59–65. https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2450050105

*Kotzur, P. F., Friehs, M.-T., Schmidt, P., Wagner, U., Poetzschke, S., &
Weiss, B. (2022). Attitudes towards refugees: Introducing a short three-
dimensional scale. British Journal of Social Psychology, 61, 1305–1331.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12538

*Kotzur, P. F., Schäfer, S. J., & Wagner, U. (2019). Meeting a nice asylum
seeker: Intergroup contact changes stereotype content perceptions and
associated emotional prejudices, and encourages solidarity-based collec-
tive action intentions. British Journal of Social Psychology, 58(3), 668–
690. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12304

*Kotzur, P. F., & Wagner, U. (2021). The dynamic relationship between
contact opportunities, positive and negative intergroup contact, and
prejudice: A longitudinal investigation. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 120(2), 418–442. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000258

Krippendorff, K., & Bock,M. A. (2009). The content analysis reader. SAGE
Publications. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/304011705_The_
Content_Analysis_Reader

*Kteily, N. S., Hodson, G., Dhont, K., & Ho, A. K. (2019). Predisposed to
prejudice but responsive to intergroup contact? Testing the unique benefits
of intergroup contact across different types of individual differences.
Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 22(1), 3–25. https://doi.org/10
.1177/1368430217716750

Kunda, Z., & Oleson, K. C. (1995). Maintaining stereotypes in the face of
disconfirmation: Constructing grounds for subtyping deviants. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 68(4), 565–579. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0022-3514.68.4.565

Kunda, Z., & Oleson, K. C. (1997). When exceptions prove the rule: How
extremity of deviance determines the impact of deviant examples on
stereotypes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72(5), 965–
979. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.72.5.965

Lakens, D., Hilgard, J., & Staaks, J. (2016). On the reproducibility of meta-
analyses: Six practical recommendations. BMC Psychology, 4(1), Article
24. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-016-0126-3

Lane, J. D., & Wegner, D. M. (1995). The cognitive consequences of
secrecy. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69(2), 237–253.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.2.237

*Lashta, E., Berdahl, L., & Walker, R. (2016). Interpersonal contact and
attitudes towards indigenous peoples in Canada’s prairie cities. Ethnic and
Racial Studies, 39(7), 1242–1260. https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870
.2015.1105989

*Lefringhausen, K., Ferenczi, N., & Marshall, T. C. (2020). Self-protection
and growth as the motivational force behind majority group members’
cultural adaptation and discrimination: A parallel mediation model via
intergroup contact and threat. International Journal of Psychology, 55(4),
532–542. https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12620

Lemmer, G., & Wagner, U. (2015). Can we really reduce ethnic prejudice
outside the lab? Ameta-analysis of direct and indirect contact interventions.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 45(2), 152–168. https://doi.org/10
.1002/ejsp.2079

Leotti, L. A., Iyengar, S. S., & Ochsner, K. N. (2010). Born to choose: The
origins and value of the need for control. Trends in Cognitive Sciences,
14(10), 457–463. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2010.08.001

NEGATIVITY BIAS IN INTERGROUP CONTACT 39

https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691620966789
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691620966789
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216656469
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216656469
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302221147000
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302221147000
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302221147000
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419871003763312
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419871003763312
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167293196005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167293196005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2005.tb02140.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2005.tb02140.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2005.tb02140.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2005.tb02140.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2005.tb02140.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2005.tb02140.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2005.tb02140.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.302
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.302
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.302
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02059.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02059.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02059.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02059.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02059.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02059.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220940401
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220940401
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000317
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000317
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2019.05.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2019.05.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2019.05.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2019.05.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2019.05.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2019.05.035
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260504272427
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260504272427
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.107.4.914
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.107.4.914
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.107.4.914
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.107.4.914
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.107.4.914
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.107.4.914
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01449
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01449
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01449
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01449
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12398
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12398
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12398
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12398
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2194
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2194
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2194
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2194
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1958.9919295
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1958.9919295
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1958.9919295
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1958.9919295
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2450050105
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2450050105
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2450050105
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12538
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12538
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12538
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12304
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12304
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12304
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000258
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000258
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/304011705_The_Content_Analysis_Reader
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/304011705_The_Content_Analysis_Reader
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/304011705_The_Content_Analysis_Reader
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/304011705_The_Content_Analysis_Reader
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430217716750
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430217716750
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.4.565
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.4.565
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.4.565
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.4.565
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.4.565
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.72.5.965
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.72.5.965
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.72.5.965
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.72.5.965
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.72.5.965
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-016-0126-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-016-0126-3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.2.237
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.2.237
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.2.237
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.2.237
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.2.237
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2015.1105989
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2015.1105989
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2015.1105989
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2015.1105989
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12620
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12620
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12620
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2079
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2079
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2079
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2010.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2010.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2010.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2010.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2010.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2010.08.001


*Lepshokova, Z. K. H., & Tatarko, A. N. (2016). Intercultural relations in
Kabardino-Balkaria: Does integration always lead to subjective well-
being? Psychology in Russia: State of the Art, 9(1), 57–73. https://doi.org/
10.11621/pir.2016.0104

*Li, W. L., & Yu, L. (1974). Interpersonal contact and racial prejudice: A
comparative study of American and Chinese students. The Sociological
Quarterly, 15(4), 559–566. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.1974
.tb00915.x

*Liebkind, K., Nyström, S., Honkanummi, E., & Lange, A. (2004). Group
size, group status and dimensions of contact as predictors of intergroup
attitudes.Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 7(2), 145–159. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1368430204041398

*Linhartová, P., & Graf, S. (2014). The effect of intergroup contact and
language abstractness conveyed by news about minorities on attitudes
towards minorities [MA thesis, Faculty of Social Studies, Masaryk
University in Brno].

Linville, P. W. (1985). Self-complexity and affective extremity: Don’t put all
of your eggs in one cognitive basket. Social Cognition, 3(1), 94–120.
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1985.3.1.94

Lipsey, M. W., & Wilson, D. B. (2001). Practical meta-analysis. SAGE
Publications.

Lott, A. J., & Lott, B. E. (1972). The power of liking: Consequences of
interpersonal attitudes derived from a liberalized view of secondary
reinforcement. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social
psychology (Vol. 6, pp. 109–148). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10
.1016/S0065-2601(08)60026-X

*Lu, L. (2012). Attitudes towards aging and older people’s intentions to
continue working: A Taiwanese study. Career Development International,
17(1), 83–98. https://doi.org/10.1108/13620431211201346

MacInnis, C. C., & Page-Gould, E. (2015). How can intergroup interaction be
bad if intergroup contact is good? Exploring and reconciling an apparent
paradox in the science of intergroup relations.Perspectives on Psychological
Science, 10(3), 307–327. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691614568482

*Mana, A. (2019). Knowledge about the “others,” perspective taking, and
anxiety about intergroup contact in a natural intergroup contact. Peace and
Conflict: Journal of Peace Psychology, 25(4), 276–286. https://doi.org/10
.1037/pac0000413

*Marín, G. (1984). Stereotyping hispanics: The differential effect of research
method, label, and degree of contact. International Journal of Intercultural
Relations, 8(1), 17–27. https://doi.org/10.1016/0147-1767(84)90005-1

McClendon, M. J. (1974). Interracial contact and the reduction of prejudice.
Sociological Focus, 7(4), 47–65. https://doi.org/10.1080/00380237.1974
.10571409

McGregor, I., McAdams, D. P., & Little, B. R. (2006). Personal projects, life
stories, and happiness: On being true to traits. Journal of Research in
Personality, 40(5), 551–572. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2005.05.002

*McGuigan, W. M., & Scholl, C. (2007). The effect of contact on attitudes
toward old order Amish. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 37(11),
2642–2659. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00274.x

McIntyre, K., Paolini, S., & Hewstone, M. (2016). Changing people’s views of
outgroups through individual-to-group generalisation:Meta-analytic reviews
and theoretical considerations. European Review of Social Psychology,
27(1), 63–115. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2016.1201893

*McKeown, S., & Psaltis, C. (2017). Intergroup contact and the mediating
role of intergroup trust on outgroup evaluation and future contact
intentions in Cyprus and Northern Ireland. Peace and Conflict: Journal of
Peace Psychology, 23(4), 392–404. https://doi.org/10.1037/pac0000275

*McKeown, S., & Taylor, L. K. (2017). Beyond the irony of intergroup
contact: The effects of contact and threat on political participation and
support for political violence in Northern Ireland. Group Dynamics:
Theory, Research, and Practice, 21(4), 234–244. https://doi.org/10.1037/
gdn0000074

*McKeown, S., & Taylor, L. K. (2018). Perceived peer and school norm
effects on youth antisocial and prosocial behaviours through intergroup

contact in Northern Ireland. British Journal of Social Psychology, 57(3),
652–665. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12257

Meleady, R., & Forder, L. (2019). When contact goes wrong: Negative
intergroup contact promotes generalized outgroup avoidance. Group
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 22(5), 688–707. https://doi.org/10
.1177/1368430218761568

*Migacheva, K., & Tropp, L. R. (2013). Learning orientation as a predictor
of positive intergroup contact. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations,
16(4), 426–444. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430212455854

*Migliorini, L., Rania, N., & Cardinali, P. (2016). Acculturation strategies
and adjustment among immigrant and host Italian communities. Testing,
Psychometrics, Methodology in Applied Psychology, 1, 99–112. https://
doi.org/10.4473/TPM23.1.7

*Miller, D. A., Smith, E. R., & Mackie, D. M. (2004). Effects of intergroup
contact and political predispositions on prejudice: Role of intergroup
emotions. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 7(3), 221–237.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430204046109

Montoya, R. M., & Horton, R. S. (2004). On the importance of cognitive
evaluation as a determinant of interpersonal attraction. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 86(5), 696–712. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0022-3514.86.5.696

Murray, D. R., & Schaller, M. (2016). The behavioral immune system:
Implications for social cognition, social interaction, and social influence.
In J. M. Olson, & M. P. Zanna (Eds.), Advances in experimental social
psychology (pp. 75–129). Elsevier Academic Press.

Mussweiler, T. (2003). Comparison processes in social judgment:
Mechanisms and consequences. Psychological Review, 110(3), 472–
489. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.110.3.472

*Nägele, S. (2019). It’s worth taking a closer look—Evaluation of an
intergroup contact workshop [Master’s thesis, University of Graz].
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