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The Contact Hypothesis 
(G. W. Allport, 1954)



But not just him!





What have we learned about 
intergroup Contact and attitude 

change?



Does Intergroup Contact Reduce Prejudice?

• Contact play a central role in reducing prejudice (e.g., 

Allport, 1954; Amir, 1968;Brower & Miller, 1984;  Brown 

& Hewstone, 2005; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000; 

Pettigrew, 1971, Pettigrew, 1998).

• But particularly when Allport’s facilitating conditions 

are present!!  see the impresive meta-analysis involving 

over 500 studies done by T Pettigrew & L. Tropp (2006). 



But it’s been particularly important 
the role on intergroup friendship!



Intergroup Friendship and Intergroup attitudes

• Key role of cross-group friendships in improving 

intergroup attitudes (Binder et al. 2009; Gonzalez, 

Sirlopú & Kessler, 2010; Paolini, Hewstone, Cairns, & 

Voci, 2004; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; 2011; West and 

Dovidio, 2013).

• Cross-group friendships typically reduce intergroup 
anxiety and predict positive attitude change cross-
sectional and longitudinally  (Binder et at 2009; Davies, 

et al,.  2011; Gonzalez, Sirlopú & Kessler, 2010; Page-

Gould, Mendoza-Denton, & Tropp, 2008; Pettigrew & 

Tropp, 2008). 



Let’s see some examples of the 

effect of contact on attitude 

change!



Friendship and Prejudice
(Pettigrew, 1997)
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-.15
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Contact and Attitudes toward Immigrants in Chile, 
Chilean sample

(González, Sirlopu, Kessler, 2010)
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Contact and Attitudes toward Chileans: 
Peruvian Sample

(González, Sirlopu, Kessler, 2010)
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But!!!



Extended contact also plays a role when 
predicting attitudes change



Extended contact and Intergroup attitudes

• Observing cross-group friendship (extended contact) also 
improves intergroup attitudes (Wright, Aron, McLaughlin-Volpe, 
& Ropp, 1997). 

• Thus, the mere knowledge that an ingroup member has close 
contact with an outgroup member effects how ingroup
members feel about, think about, and behave towards the 
respective group (for a review see Turner, Hewstone, Voci, 
Paolini, & Christ, 2007). 

• The effect of indirect contact has been demonstrated among 
adults (e.g., Wright et al., 1997), adolescents (e.g., De Tezanos-
Pinto, Bratt, & Brown, 2009), and young children (e.g., 
Cameron, Rutland, Hossain, & Petley, 2011). 

• Furthermore, this effect becomes even stronger as the number 
of extended cross-group friends increases (Wright et al., 1997). 



Extended contact and Intergroup attitudes

• Thus, extended or indirect contact provides an 

adequate framework to study the normative influences 

on intergroup contact. 

• Indeed, because it deals with the behaviour of the rest 

of the ingroup, extended contact will have a normative 

effect.

• There is already evidence suggesting that ingroup

norms are an important part of the process by which 

indirect intergroup contact can improve attitudes 

(Pettigrew et al., 2007; Turner et al., 2008).



The role of norms in guiding 
Behaviour



The role of norms in guiding contact
• There is plenty of evidence confirming the central role that 

group norms play in influencing behaviour and conformity 

(Asch, 1951: Milgram 1963; Sherif, 1936, Sherif & Sherif, 1953).

• Wilner et al. (1952) found that the perceived approval of 

interracial association (norms) by other neighbours was related 

to the opportunity to observe actual contact between ingroup

and outgroup members (living in racially integrated projects).

• Stephan and Stephan (1985) considered that one of the reasons 

why people experience anxiety when interacting with outgroup 

members is they fear that other ingroup members would not 

approve of such contact….. Norms… (See Turner et al.,2008)



• That is, the number of ingroup members that are known or 

observed to have positive cross-group contact will change the 

perception of ingroup norms regarding the desirability of 

engaging in positive interactions with outgroup members (De 

Tezanos Pinto, 2010).

• On the other hand, positive extended contact prepares people 

for future direct contact and may even promote intergroup 

friendship (Mazziota, Rohmann, Wright, De Tezanos-Pinto, & 

Lutterbach, 2015; Schofield, Hausmann, Ye, & Woods, 2010). 

• A recent meta-analysis shows that positive direct as well as 

positive extended contact are effective in reducing prejudice 

and improving intergroup attitudes in real world contexts 

among diverse social groups (Lemmer & Wagner, 2015). 

Extended contact and Intergroup attitudes



The role of norms in guiding behaviour

• Our current research focuses on injunctive norms (what 
other ingroup members approve of) rather than 
descriptive norms (what other ingroup members do; 
Cialdini, Kallgren & Reno, 1990).



Acculturation Preferences



The acculturation Theory
(John Berry, 1984).



John Berry’s Acculturation Theory
(Berry, 1984)



Two important issues to address in the 
Acculturation literature

• First, while acculturation research originally focused only 
on the immigrants’ acculturation preferences. 

• But of course, members of the majority also have 
preferences about how they would like immigrants to 
live (e.g., Arends-Toth & Van de Vijver, 2003; Phinney et 
al., 2001; Piontkowski et al., 2000; Zagefka, Brown & 
Gonzalez, 2009; Zagefka, Tip, González, Brown & Cinnirella
2012).

• We will focus the attention on the majority perspective  
(Chileans) and their own acculturation preferences and 
desires of contact with Peruvian immigrants.



Two important issues to address in the 
Acculturation literature

• Second, the vast majority of acculturation studies have been 
concerned with consequences of acculturation preferences, 
rather than their antecedents. Thus, they have tended to 
conceptualise acculturation preferences as an independent, 
rather than dependent, variable (e.g. Berry, 1997; Bourhis et 
al., 1997; Verkuyten, 2005). 

• There is a notable absence of research exploring predictors
of acculturation preferences! Why host member support 
integration of immigrants to the host society?

• Thus, we will focus the attention on antecedents of 
acculturation preferences in the 2 longitudinal studies to be 
reported here!



Aims of the present research

• Despite the close conceptual relation between the processes of 
acculturation and intergroup contact, their empirical relation 
remains unexplored.

• Specifically we ought to study the role of intergroup friendship 
and indirect contact in predicting acculturation preferences of 
majority members 

• Furthermore, we ought to explore the meditational role of 
ingroup norms of the relationship between these contact 
factors and acculturation preferences.

• Two longitudinal studies were conducted to address these 
goals



Research Hypotheses

• Hypothesis 1: Cross-group friendship would increase 
support for acculturation preferences of contact and 
desire of cultural maintenance of Peruvian immigrants.

• Hypothesis 2 Extended contact instead will be positively 
related to in-group norms.

• Hypothesis 3: In-group norms would mediate the 
relationship between extended contact and both 
acculturation preferences of contact and desire of 
cultural maintenance of Peruvian immigrants.

• Hypothesis 4: extended contact will prepare people for future 
cross-group friendship.



Migration context in Chile



Inmigration inChile



Longitudinal Panel Study 1
Two Waves in School Contexts 



• 645 Chilean adolescents (school context)

• Mean age: 15.07

• 65% female

• Two waves study (6 moths apart)

• 4 Neighbourhoods of Santiago where immigrants lives

Sample characteristics



• Intergroup  friendship (OG friends):

– How many Peruvian friends do you have?

• Extended contact:

– How many of your Chilean friends have Peruvian friends?

• Ingroup Norms. 3 items (Alpha’s t1= .81 and t2=.80)

– My Chilean friends would be happy to have Peruvians friends

– My Chilean friends are friendly with Peruvian immigrants

– If I have Peruvian friends, I think my Chilean friends would be 
happy to meet them.

Contact and Norms Measures



• Preference for culture maintenance.3 items (Alpha’s t1= .82 and 
t2=.85)

– It is important to me that Peruvian immigrants keep their 
traditions

– It is important to me that Peruvian immigrants keep their own way 
of living

– It is important to me that Peruvian immigrants keep their culture

• Preference for contact. 2 items (Correl t1= .74 and t2=.68)

– It is important to me that Peruvian immigrants have Chilean 
friends

– It is important to me that Peruvian immigrants spend their free 
time with Chileans

Acculturation Measures



Descriptives
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Testing the model



Statistical considerations of the analyses

• In all multivariate models (Mplus), we used the 
indicators (average) to estimate the models except in 
the case of Direct contact and Cross group friendship 
(one item measure respectively).

• In the longitudinal path models 

– we controlled for all dependent measures at time 1 
(for simplicity not depicted in the diagram).

– All controlled measures covariate with all time 1 
measures.



Cross-group
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+

Hypothetical model



Cross-group

Friendship [t1]

own preference for 

culture maintenance 

[t2]

own preference for 

contact [t2]

Extended 

Contact [t1]

Perceived 

Ingroup norms 

[t1]

0.299***

Path analysis full model

0.105*

0.110*

0.083*

χ2 (5, N=524) = 17.56, p < .004, RMSEA = .069, SRMR= 0.031, CFI = .97

0.027 n.s.

R2=20

R2=19

0.51**



Longitudinal Panel Study 2
Three waves in School contexts 



Sample

T1 T2 T3

Chilean 481 376 298



• Intergroup  friendship (OG friends):

– Now think of all your friends, both in and outside school… How many of 
them are Peruvians?

• Extended contact:

– How many of your Chilean friends outside school have Peruvian 
friends?

• Ingroup Norms. 3 items (Alpha’s t1= .93, t2=.95 and t3=.96)

– My friends appreciate that I have Peruvian friends.

– My friends like it when I hang out with Peruvian students.

– My friends want me to have Peruvian friends.

Contact and Norms Measures



• Preference for culture maintenance.3 items (Alpha’s t1= .92, t3=.96 

and t5=.96)

– It is important to me that Peruvian immigrants keep their traditions

– It is important to me that Peruvian immigrants keep their own way of living

– It is important to me that Peruvian immigrants keep their culture

• Preference for contact. 2 items (Correl t1= .77, t2=.89 and t3=.87)

– It is important to me that Peruvian immigrants have Chilean friends

– It is important to me that Peruvian immigrants spend their free time with 

Chileans

Acculturation Measures



Descriptives



Contact Measures

0.00

0.50

1.00

1.50

2.00

2.50

3.00

3.50

4.00

OG friends Extended contact

T1 T2 T3

ns

***
***

ns



Norms, Preferences and Affect
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Statistical considerations of the analyses

• In all multivariate models (Mplus), the dependent variable 
was a latent factor and the predictors were indicators to 
estimate the models except in the case of Direct contact and 
extended contact (only one item measure respectively).

• In the cross lagged models 

– We covariate all variables within wave

– For comparisons between models we use Loglikehood
ratio.



Acculturative preferences as the 
dependent variable
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Model A: Baseline hypothetical unconstrained model
RMSEA=0.029; CFI=0.985

T1 Variable T2 Variable T3 variable Indirect effect (b)

Sum of total effects Extended contact Culture maintenance 0.027

Sum of indir. effects Extended contact Culture maintenance 0.027

Extended contact Cross-group friendships Culture maintenance 0.006

Extended contact ingroup norms Culture maintenance 0.021

Sum of total effects Extended contact Pref. Contact 0.033

Sum of indir. effects Extended contact Pref. Contact 0.033

Extended contact Cross-group friendships Pref. Contact 0.006

Extended contact ingroup norms Pref. Contact 0.027
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Model B: autoregressions constrained
RMSEA=0.028; CFI=0.985 slide 47



Model B: autoregressions constrained
RMSEA=0.028; CFI=0.985

T1 Variable T2 Variable T3 variable Indirect effect (b)

Sum of total effects Extended contact Culture maintenance 0.027

Sum of indir. effects Extended contact Culture maintenance 0.027

Extended contact Cross-group friendships Culture maintenance 0.006

Extended contact ingroup norms Culture maintenance 0.020

Sum of total effects Extended contact Pref. Contact 0.031

Sum of indir. effects Extended contact Pref. Contact 0.031

Extended contact Cross-group friendships Pref. Contact 0.007

Extended contact ingroup norms Pref. Contact 0.024
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Model C
RMSEA=0.028; CFI=0.985



Model C: Autoregressions, perceived ingroup norms to preference for culture 
maintenance and for contact, cross-group friendships to extended contact, and 
extended contact to cross-group friendships constrained.

RMSEA=0.028; CFI=0.985

T1 Variable T2 Variable T3 variable Indirect effect (b)

Sum of total effects Extended contact Culture maintenance 0.027

Sum of indir. effects Extended contact Culture maintenance 0.027

Extended contact Cross-group friendships Culture maintenance 0.009

Extended contact ingroup norms Culture maintenance 0.018

Sum of total effects Extended contact Pref. Contact 0.032

Sum of indir. effects Extended contact Pref. Contact 0.032

Extended contact Cross-group friendships Pref. Contact 0.009

Extended contact ingroup norms Pref. Contact 0.023
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Model D
RMSEA=0.028; CFI=0.985



Model D: Autoregressions, perceived ingroup norms to preference for culture 
maintenance and for contact, cross-group friendships to extended contact, extended 
contact to cross-group friendships, and extended contact to perceived ingroup
norms constrained.

RMSEA=0.028; CFI=0.985

T1 Variable T2 Variable T3 variable Indirect effect (b)

Sum of total effects Extended contact Culture maintenance 0.025

Sum of indir. effects Extended contact Culture maintenance 0.025

Extended contact Cross-group friendships Culture maintenance 0.010

Extended contact ingroup norms Culture maintenance 0.015

Sum of total effects Extended contact Pref. Contact 0.029

Sum of indir. effects Extended contact Pref. Contact 0.029

Extended contact Cross-group friendships Pref. Contact 0.010

Extended contact ingroup norms Pref. Contact 0.020



T2Acc. 

Mainte-

nance

T1 Preff. 

Contact
T2 Preff. 

Contact

T3 Acc. 

Mainte-

nance

T3 Preff. 

Contact

T1Acc. 

Mainte-

nance

T1 I. Norms T2 I. Norms T3 I. Norms

T1 Ext. 

Contact
T2 Ext. 

Contact

T3 Ext. 

Contact

T1 OG-

friends
T2 OG-

friends

T3 OG-

friends

.298***

.205***

.298***

.205***

.255***

.322***

.255***

.322***

.048*
.062** .062**

.447***.447***

.190***

.335***

.264***

.366***

.190***

.335***

.264***

.366***

Model E
RMSEA=0.028; CFI=0.985

.298***

.205***

.298***

.205***

.255***

.322***

.255***

.048*
.062** .062**

.447***.447***

.190***

.335***

.264***

.366***

.190***

.335***

.264***

.366***



Model E: Autoregressions, perceived ingroup norms to preference for culture 
maintenance and for contact, cross-group friendships to extended contact, extended 
contact to cross-group friendships, extended contact to perceived ingroup norms, 
and cross-group friendships to preference for culture maintenance constrained.

RMSEA=0.028; CFI=0.985

T1 Variable T2 Variable T3 variable Indirect effect (b)

Sum of total effects Extended contact Culture maintenance 0.021

Sum of indir. effects Extended contact Culture maintenance 0.021

Extended contact Cross-group friendships Culture maintenance 0.006

Extended contact ingroup norms Culture maintenance 0.016

Sum of total effects Extended contact Pref. Contact 0.026

Sum of indir. effects Extended contact Pref. Contact 0.026

Extended contact Cross-group friendships Pref. Contact 0.006

Extended contact ingroup norms Pref. Contact 0.020
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Model F: Hypothetical fully constrained model
RMSEA=0.028; CFI=0.985

T1 Variable T2 Variable T3 variable Indirect effect (b)

Sum of total effects Extended contact Culture maintenance 0.022

Sum of indir. effects Extended contact Culture maintenance 0.022

Extended contact Cross-group friendships Culture maintenance 0.006

Extended contact ingroup norms Culture maintenance 0.016

Sum of total effects Extended contact Pref. Contact 0.029

Sum of indir. effects Extended contact Pref. Contact 0.029

Extended contact Cross-group friendships Pref. Contact 0.009

Extended contact ingroup norms Pref. Contact 0.020



Models Comparisons

• Model a: Baseline hypothetical unconstrained model
• Model b: autoregressions constrained
• Model c: autoregressions, perceived ingroup norms to preference for culture maintenance and for contact, cross-

group friendships to extended contact, and extended contact to cross-group friendships constrained.
• Model d: autoregressions, perceived ingroup norms to preference for culture maintenance and for contact, cross-

group friendships to extended contact, extended contact to cross-group friendships, and extended contact to 
perceived ingroup norms constrained.

• Model e: autoregressions, perceived ingroup norms to preference for culture maintenance and for contact, cross-
group friendships to extended contact, extended contact to cross-group friendships, extended contact to perceived 
ingroup norms, and cross-group friendships to preference for culture maintenance constrained.

• Model f: Hypothetical fully constrained model

Model Ref χ2 CFI RMSEA SRMR Loglikelihood
Free 

parameters

Scaling 
Correction 

Factor
Difference Testing

Model a χ2(213)=295.418, p<.001 0.985 0.029 0.086 -15223.341 111 1.497

Model b a χ2(218)=298.147, p<.001 0.985 0.028 0.087 -15225.408 106 1.5058 Δχ2(5)=3.155, p=.676

Model c b χ2(222)=303.493, p<.001 0.985 0.028 0.087 -15228.52 102 1.5191 Δχ2(4)=5.335, p=.255

Model d c χ2(223)=304.099, p<.001 0.985 0.028 0.087 -15228.788 101 1.5238 Δχ2(1)=0.513, p=.474

Model e d χ2(224)=305.111, p<.001 0.985 0.028 0.088 -15229.253 100 1.5292 Δχ2(1)=0.945, p=.331

Model f e χ2(225)=306.922, p<.001 0.985 0.028 0.087 -15230.198 99 1.5345 Δχ2(1)=1.882, p=.170
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Discussion

• We confirmed most of our predictions!

• As predicted extended contact longitudinally 

predicted changes on acculturation preferences of 

Majority members (Cultural maintenance and desire 

for contact) by changing perceived ingroup norms.

• Thus, as expected, ingroup norms mediated the 

relationship between extended contact and 

acculturation preferences of Majority members over 

time.



Discussion
• On the other hand, according to Hypothesis 4, 

extended contact resulted to be a precursor of of 

cross-group friendship development over time 

(Mazziota, Rohmann, Wright, De Tezanos-Pinto, & 

Lutterbach, 2015; Schofield, Hausmann, Ye, & Woods, 

2010

• The opposite pattern (cross-group friendship leading 

to changes on extended contact over time)  also hold 

but it was less stronger than the other way around. 

• So there is a dynamic process that involve direct and 

extended contact when predicting acculturation 

preferences of majority members



Discussion

• This model need to be tested in immigrant groups!

• Positive contact effects are typically weaker for 

minority groups than majority groups (Tropp & 

Pettigrew, 2005) and for minorities who perceive a 

great deal of discrimination Tropp, 2007)

• But Positive contact may lead minorities to perceive 

less discrimination, and show less support for collective 

action (Dixon, Tropp, Durrheim, & Tredoux, 2010; 

Saguy et al., 2016; Wright & Lubensky, 2008).



Policy Implications

• The importance of fostering the development of cross-

group friendship in multiethnic school context.

• The role of extended contact particularly in context 

with a history of conflict between the groups involved.

• Extended contact and the role role of shaping ingroup

norms.

• In order to promote integration of immigrant groups, 

acculturations preferences can be changed!



Muchas gracias!!!


