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Intergroup contact has long been heralded as a means by which intergroup relations can be improved (Baker,
1934; Williams, 1947). The ideas put forward by these early theorists were integrated by Allport (1954), who pro-
posed that under the ‘optimal conditions” of equal status, collaborative work towards a common goal, and sup-
port from relevant authorities, intergroup contact will result in improved intergroup relations. This became
known as the ‘contact hypothesis” and, more recently, as ‘contact theory’ (e.g., Hewstone, 2009). Three impressive
meta-analyses have confirmed (a) the basic contention that positive intergroup contact is negatively associated
with intergroup prejudice (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006); (b) that this relationship is stronger the more intimate the
contact becomes, with cross-group friendships being more strongly associated with lower prejudice than is gen-
eral contact (Davies, Tropp, Aron, Pettigrew, & Wright, 2011; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006); and (c) that the processes
of anxiety reduction and empathy enhancement, especially, help translate the beneficial effects of contact into
less prejudiced attitudes (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008).

Numerous present-day societies are characterized by social segregation (for an authoritative historical over-
view, see Nightingale, 2012), despite becoming increasingly diverse (e.g., Hooghe, Reeskens, Stolle, & Trappers,
2009). Given that intergroup contact between groups competing for limited resources — such as jobs — exacerbates
prejudice (Esses, Jackson, Dovidio, & Hodson, 2005), tensions, often born in segregated areas (see Gallagher,
1995), can boil over into intergroup conflict (e.g., xenophobic attacks in South Africa [Steenkamp, 2009]). As socie-
ties become more diverse and competition for scarce resources increases, the role of positive intergroup contact
as a social intervention tool remains as, if not more, important today as when it was first introduced almost a
century ago (e.g., Bogardus, 1928).

MEASURES REVIEWED HERE

We review the psychometric properties of some of the key scales used to measure the most pertinent con-
structs to intergroup contact research. To achieve this, the chapter is divided into four over-arching sections cov-
ering seven constructs germane to research on intergroup contact. These are as follows:

Measuring the Dimensions of Intergroup Contact

1. General Intergroup Contact Quantity and Contact Quality (Islam & Hewstone, 1993)

2. Cross-Group Friendships (Turner, Hewstone, & Voci, 2007a)

3. Extended Contact via Work Colleagues, Neighbors, Friends, and Family Members (Tausch, Hewstone,
Schmid, Hughes, & Cairns, 2011)

4. Positive and Negative Intergroup Contact
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() Negative Experiences Inventory (Stephan, Stephan, Demitrakis, Yamada, & Clason, 2000)
(ii) Valenced Contact (Barlow, Paolini, & Pedersen, 2012; Pettigrew, 2008)

Mediators of the Effects of Intergroup Contact on Outgroup Attitudes
5. Intergroup Anxiety (Stephan & Stephan, 1985)

Moderators of the Relationship Between Intergroup Contact and Ouigroup Attitudes

6. Salience of Group Memberships
(i) Measure 1 (Voci & Hewstone, 2003)
(ii) Measure 2 (Harwood, Hewstone, Paolini, & Voci, 2005)

Measuring Attitudes Towards Ouigroups

7. Outgroup Attitudes
(i) Feeling Thermometers (Converse, Dotson, Hoag, & McGee, 1980)
(ii) The General Evaluation Scale (Wright, Aron, McLaughlin-Volpe, & Ropp, 1997)

OVERVIEW OF THE MEASURES

We aim to provide the researcher with a ‘toolkit’: a set of psychometrically sound measures that can be used
by both the novice and experienced intergroup contact researcher. We also hope that this chapter will help shape
the future of intergroup contact research. For example, while we are aware of the beneficial effects of positive
contact and the mechanisms through which it improves outgroup attitudes, we echo the call for more research
into the effects of negative contact experiences (e.g., Pettigrew, 2008). Understanding both the positive and nega-
tive influences of intergroup contact, and, especially, how they interact, can only help researchers, policy makers,
and governments better understand and tackle the opportunities, and sometimes the challenges, faced by indivi-
duals living in diverse societies. However, in order to not overstate our claims, it is important to first highlight
some of the methodological considerations that need to be kept in mind while reading this chapter.

With the exception of one article (Stephan & Stephan, 1985), no research has been published with the sole pur-
pose of testing the psychometric properties of the measures presented below, either by using Campbell and Fiske’s
(1959) multitrait—multimethod matrix (MTMM), or confirmatory factor analytic (CFA) techniques (e.g., Marsh &
Hocevar, 1988). We have had to rely on a rather “post-hoc’ analysis of the available correlation tables, exploratory
factor analyses (EFA), and CFAs (often used as part of structural equation modeling protocols, see Anderson &
Gerbing, 1988). We have tried to identify correlation tables that make use of some form of MTMM. With regard to
factorial validity, we have sought evidence from reported EFAs and CFAs. Such evidence also helps demonstrate
convergent validity (if the individual items are loaded significantly by their expected factor; Anderson & Gerbing,
1988), and divergent validity (if the items are loaded only by their hypothesized factor). Lastly, we have tried to find
this evidence (replicating where possible) from samples drawn from different age groups and different countries
to provide confidence in the psychometric soundness of the scale under investigation. Where possible, we have
also included standardized regression weights when discussing predictive validity to give an idea of the strength
of the relationship between two variables (controlling for the other variables present in the respective models). If
no regression weights are reported, it is either because unstandardized regression weights were originally
reported, or it was unclear whether standardized or unstandardized weights were being reported.

Our measures assess constructs that we expect to change over time. For example, given an intervention to pro-
mote positive intergroup contact, we would expect contact to increase and become more positive, anxiety to
decrease, and attitudes to become more positive (or at least less negative). While social psychologists do think of
(outgroup) attitudes, especially, as fairly stable dispositions, it is strong attitudes that are more temporally
stable over time (Visser & Krosnick, 1998). We also expect attitudes to change depending on situational circum-
stances. In fact, Wilson, Lindsey, and Schooler (2000) proposed that explicit attitudes change relatively easily, while
Dovidio, Kawakami, Johnson, Johnson, and Howard (1997) noted that attitudes vary as a function of whether they
are expressed privately or in public. These considerations notwithstanding, it is useful to have information about
the psychometric properties of the measures that we use, which we have endeavored to provide.

VI. SOCIOCULTURAL INTERACTION AND CONFLICT
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Substantial empirical research supports Allport’s (1954) hypothesis that intergroup contact can, and typically
does, reduce prejudice towards outgroup members (e.g., Brown & Hewstone, 2005; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006).
Central to the study of the effects of intergroup contact on outgroup prejudice is the operationalization or concep-
tualization of intergroup contact. An important distinction must be made between the opportunity for contact —
the potential for intergroup contact to occur as a function of the degree of diversity within a given context
(Wagner, Hewstone, & Machliet, 1989) — and actual direct intergroup encounters (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). While
opportunities for contact are sometimes considered as an approximation of face-to-face intergroup contact (e.g.,
Prestwich, Kenworthy, Wilson, & Kwan-Tat, 2008), it cannot be assumed that because ingroup and outgroup
members are in close proximity to one another that they are interacting with each other (e.g.,, Khmelkov &
Hallinan, 1999). Any investigation into the relationship between intergroup contact and outgroup prejudice needs
to include a measure of direct interactions between ingroup and outgroup members. Here we discuss three mea-
sures of direct contact that are central to the study of intergroup contact and its effects on outgroup prejudice,
namely contact quantity, contact quality, and cross-group friendships.

General Intergroup Contact Quantity and Contact Quality (CQCQ)
(Islam & Hewstone, 1993).

Variable

Contact quantity relates to the frequency with which someone has direct intergroup encounters whereas con-
tact quality reflects the extent to which face-to-face intergroup encounters are experienced positively or
negatively.

Description

Islam and Hewstone (1993) undertook one of the earliest studies to explore the differential impact of self-
reported CQCQ on outgroup prejudice (see sample details below). Islam and Hewstone measured contact quan-
tity and contact quality using five items each. While the five contact quantity items ask respondents how much
contact they have had with the chosen outgroup in a variety of settings, the five contact quality items assess the
overall valence of the contact experience. A number of studies have used adapted three-item and four-item ver-
sions of Islam and Hewstone’s (1993) contact quantity measure, including student and adult samples in Italy
(e.g.,, Voci & Hewstone, 2003) and student samples in Northern Ireland (e.g., Tausch, Tam., Hewstone,
Kenworthy, and Cairns, 2007). Similarly, Islam and Hewstone’s (1993) contact quality measure has been adapted
and successfully applied as a two-item (e.g., Tausch, Hewstone, Kenworthy, Cairns, & Christ, 2007), three-item
(Voci & Hewstone, 2003, Study 1), and four-item (e.g., Voci & Hewstone, 2003, Study 2) measure. Sometimes,
adapted versions of both the contact quantity and quality measures have been used (e.g., Blascovich et al., 2001).

Islam and Hewstone originally chose seven-point anchors for their items. Other researchers have, however,
successfully used five-point rating scales (e.g., Voci & Hewstone, 2003). The contact quality items have also been
rated using a five or seven-point bipolar adjective scale (e.g., Tam, Hewstone, Kenworthy, & Cairns, 2009).
Higher scores on the contact quantity measure indicate having had more contact experiences with the chosen out-
group. Higher scores on the contact quality scale indicate having had more pleasant contact experiences with the
chosen outgroup.

Sample

The Islam and Hewstone (1993) study utilized a sample of 65 Hindu (M, =23.06 years) and 66 Muslim
(Mage =22.14 years) students attending a Bangladeshi university. Hindu respondents were asked about their
intergroup encounters with Muslims (Mcontact quantity = 499, Mcontact quality = 4.54), and Muslim respondents were
asked about their intergroup encounters with Hindus (Mcontact quantity = 4-14, Mcontact quality = 5-36).

Reliability
Internal Consistency

Contact quantity formed an internally consistent measure for both of Islam and Hewstone’s (1993) sample
groups (a=.90 and .82 for Hindus and Muslims, respectively; Islam, 1992). Neither Islam and Hewstone (1993)
nor Islam (1992) reported Cronbach alpha coefficients for the contact quality measure.

Cronbach alpha coefficients for four-item measures of contact quantity range from .72 (Voci & Hewstone,
2003, Study 1) to .84 (Tausch, Tam et al., 2007, Study 2), while for three-item measures, alpha coefficients range
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from .71 (Tausch, Tam et al., 2007, Study 1) to .73 (Tausch, Hewstone et al., 2007). For the contact quality scale,
while it appears that four-item adaptations exhibit alpha coefficients ranging from .82 (Voci & Hewstone, 2003,
Study 2) to .86 (Tausch, Tam, et al., 2007, Study 2), a two-item short version of this measure (o =.79; Tausch,
Hewstone et al., 2007) may be adequate in surveys where space for survey items is limited (e.g., representative
samples).

In a two-wave longitudinal study, the Binder, Zagefka, and Brown (2009) three-item adaptation of Islam and
Hewstone’s (1993) contact quality measure exhibited Cronbach alpha coefficients at the first wave (o =.71) and
six months later at wave two (o =.73).

Test—Retest

Binder et al. (2009) reported a six-month test—retest correlation of »=.52 for their three-item adaptation of
Islam and Hewstone’s (1993) contact quality scale.

Validity
Convergent/Concurrent

Numerous studies (that used adapted versions of these measures) have reported a significant positive correla-
tion between contact quantity and quality ranging from r = .36 (Tausch, Hewstone et al., 2007; Voci & Hewstone,
2003, Study 1) to r = .49 (Tausch, Tam et al., 2007, Study 2). Binder et al. (2009) reported that their three-item mea-
sure of contact quality correlated significantly (#4me 1 ="-51, Ttime 2 = .-47) with their two-item measure of cross-
group friendships (see next section). Islam and Hewstone (1993) reported significant positive correlations
between their contact quantity measure and perceived outgroup variability (r =.55) as well as between their con-
tact quality measure and outgroup attitudes (r = .57; see also Tausch, Tam et al., 2007).

Divergent/Discriminant

Measures of contact quantity can generally be distinguished (via low, and often non-significant correlations)
from ingroup identification (e.g., r = —.14; Tausch, Hewstone et al., 2007), perceived symbolic threat (e.g., r = —.09;
Tausch, Tam et al., 2007, Study 1), and intergroup anxiety (e.g., ¥ = —.09; Tausch, Tam et al., 2007, Study 2).
Similarly, measures of contact quality can be distinguished from ingroup identification (e.g., r = —.11; Tausch,
Tam et al., 2007, Study 1), and perceived relative group status (e.g., r =.10; Tausch, Hewstone et al., 2007).

Construct/Factor Analytic

Islam and Hewstone (1993) subjected their CQCQ items to a principal components analysis with varimax rota-
tion (N =131) and reported that each individual item was loaded significantly by its respective factor (loadings
for contact quantity factor =.76; loadings for contact quality factor = .52). While there was evidence for some
item cross-loadings (largest cross-loading = .56), the general pattern of factor loadings supported the hypothe-
sized factor structure. This pattern of relationships was evidenced for both the Hindu and Muslim respondents.

Criterion/Predictive

Islam and Hewstone (1993) reported that contact quantity was significantly associated with more positive
explicit outgroup attitudes (3 =.12), more perceived outgroup variability (3 =.46), and less intergroup anxiety
(3 =—.23). Islam and Hewstone’s (1993) measure has also been shown to have an impact on physiological and
neurological reactions to outgroup members (e.g., Blascovich et al., 2003, Study 3). Islam and Hewstone (1993)
found that contact quality predicted lower intergroup anxiety (3 = —.52) and more positive explicit outgroup atti-
tudes (3 = .48). Other studies have found contact quality to be predictive of lower intergroup anxiety (3 = —.68
and —.45), and perceived realistic (3 = —.28 and —.30) and symbolic (3 = —.40 and —.31; e.g., Tausch, Tam et al,,
2007, Study 1 and Study 2, respectively) threats, as well as predictive of blatant (3 =.20) and subtle (3 =.12; e.g,,
Maihonen, Jasinskaja-Lahti, & Liebkind, 2011) outgroup attitudes.

Location

Islam, M.R., & Hewstone, M. (1993). Dimensions of contact as predictors of intergroup anxiety, perceived out-
group variability, and outgroup attitude: An integrative model. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 19,
700—710.
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Results and Comments

CQCQ are important predictors of reduced outgroup prejudice, yet their effects on outcome measures are dis-
tinct; contact quality is often considered a stronger negative predictor of intergroup anxiety and prejudice than is
contact quantity (e.g., Islam & Hewstone, 1993; Tausch, Hewstone et al., 2007). Given these differential effects,
exploring the outcomes of distinct dimensions of direct contact offers a nuanced view of the relationship between
contact and prejudice and greater insights into how prejudice may be reduced via intergroup contact.

GENERAL INTERGROUP CONTACT QUANTITY AND
CONTACT QUALITY SCALE

Contact quantity Contact quality
How much contact do you have with [outgroup]. .. To what extent did you experience the contact with
1. ...at college loutgroup] as...
2. ...as neighbors 1. ...equal (1 = definitely not to 7 = definitely yes)
3. ...as close friends 2. ...involuntary or voluntary (1 = definitely involuntary

to 7 = definitely voluntary)
3. ...superficial or intimate (1 = very superficial to
7 = very intimate)

Scaled from 1 = none at all to 7 = a great deal
How often have you. ..

1. ...engaged in informal conversations with outgroup 4. ...pleasant (1 = not at all to 7 = very)
members 5. ...competitive or cooperative (1 = very competitive to
2. ...visited the homes of outgroup members 7 = very cooperative)

Scaled from 1 = not at all to 7 = very often

Cross-Group Friendships (CGF)
(Turner et al., 2007a).

Variable

Cross-group friendships are considered to be a particularly beneficial form of intergroup contact because they
are characterized by frequent interactions (contact quantity) that are more likely to be characterized by Allport’s
(1954) ‘optimal’ conditions (contact quality; Pettigrew, 1998). A number of cross-sectional studies, spanning a
variety of contexts, participants, and outgroups have reported a reliable negative relationship between cross-
group friendships and a range of prejudice measures (for reviews see Turner, Hewstone, Voci, Paolini, & Christ,
2007b; Vonofakou et al., 2008). The meta-analytic findings of Pettigrew and Tropp (2006; see also Davies et al.,
2011) provide clear support for the effects of cross-group friendships on prejudice reduction. They reported that
the 154 tests that included cross-group friendship as a measure of contact showed a significantly stronger nega-
tive relationship with prejudice (mean r = —.25) than did the remaining 1211 tests that did not use cross-group
friendships as a measure of contact (mean r = —.21; the difference between the two correlation coefficients was
significant, p <.05).

Self-reported cross-group friendships are generally measured on an aggregate level in terms of the number
of friendships a respondent has from one or more outgroups, the frequency of the interactions with these
cross-group friends, and the quality of these interactions. As such, these measures are similar to those of contact
quantity and quality developed by Islam and Hewstone (1993); however, they refer to the quantity and quality of
contact with outgroup friends in particular as opposed to with members of the outgroup in general (e.g., Binder
et al.,, 2009). In this section, we will review one of the more popular scales used to measure cross-group friend-
ships, Turner et al.’s (2007a) cross-group friendship scale.

Description

Turner et al. (2007a) offered a four-item cross-group friendships inventory (Study 3) as well as closely related
abbreviated two-item (Studies 1 and 4) and three-item (Study 2) version of the scale. Here, we will focus on the
two-item (Study 4) and four-item (Study 3) measures. Turner et al. (2007a) used a five-point rating scale for both
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the four-item and two-item measures of CGF where higher scores indicated more and higher quality cross-group
friendships. The two-item cross-group friendships scale has been successfully used in both cross sectional (e.g.,
Swart, Hewstone, Christ, & Voci, 2010) and longitudinal (e.g., Binder et al., 2009; Swart, Hewstone, Christ, &
Voci, 2011) research.’

Sample

Turner et al. (2007a) measured cross-group friendships with Asian amongst White British high school children
(Study 3, N =164, M,z =13.60 years), and White British university students (Study 4, N =142, M,z = 19.90
years). The mean CGF scores for these two studies were reported as M = 1.82 (Study 3) and M =2.77 (Study 4).

Reliability
Internal Consistency

The two items used to measure cross-group friendships yielded a Cronbach alpha coefficient of o= .84 (Swart
et al., 2010) and have been shown to correlate positively with each other (r =.63, Turner et al.,, 2007a, Study 4).
The two items have also been shown to correlate positively with each other over a six-month period (. ; = .45,
Ttime 2 = -40; Binder et al., 2009). Likewise, the Turner et al. (2007a, Study 3) four-item measure of cross-group
friendships yielded an alpha coefficient of o = .82.

Test—Retest

Binder et al. (2009) reported a six-month test—retest reliability coefficient of r =.73 for the two-item CGF mea-
sure. The Swart et al. (2011) three-wave longitudinal study (with six months separating measurement occasions),
using the two-item CGF measure, reported strong six-month (time 1 and time 2, r =.56; time 2 and time 3,
r =.65) and one year (time 1 and time 3, r = .57) correlations.

Validity
Convergent/Concurrent

For the two-item measure of cross-group friendships, Turner et al. (2007a, Study 4) reported significant posi-
tive correlations with self-disclosure (r =.64), intergroup empathy (r=.21), intergroup attitudes (r =.22), and
intergroup trust (r=.43). Swart et al. (2011) reported positive correlations between their two-item measure of
cross-group friendships and affective empathy (.11 = r = .28). Turner et al. (2007a, Study 3) reported significant
positive correlations between their four-item cross-group friendship measure and opportunity for contact
(r =.30), extended friendships (r = .62, see next section), self-disclosure (r = .53), and outgroup attitudes (r = .25).

Divergent/Discriminant

Binder et al. (2009) reported significant negative correlations between the two-item cross-group friendship
measure and intergroup anxiety (—23 = r = —.25) as did Swart et al. (2011; —.18 = r = —.23). Furthermore,
Binder et al. (2009) reported significant negative correlations between cross-group friendships and social distance
(=35 = r = —.39) and negative emotions (—.28 = r =< —.33). Turner et al. (2007a, study 3) reported significant
negative correlations between their four-item measure of cross-group friendships and intergroup anxiety
(r=-.29).

Construct/Factor Analytic

Turner et al. (2007a), using similar items to those in Study 4, subjected their two-item CGF measure together
with their measure of outgroup attitudes (Study 1, N =60) to an exploratory principal axis factor analysis with
oblimin rotation. Two factors were extracted, with the CGF and intergroup attitude items being loaded signifi-
cantly by their respective factors (all factor loadings for the CGF items were = .66; see Swart et al., 2010; Swart
et al. 2011, for similar findings). Binder et al. (2009) entered the two-item CGF measure into a principal compo-
nents analysis with social distance, intergroup anxiety, quality of contact, positive intergroup emotions, negative
intergroup emotions, and typicality (see section on contact moderators, below). They found that all items loaded
strongly onto their respective factors with minimal cross-loadings. Thus, while Binder and colleagues warned
against possible conceptual overlap between their social distance scale and cross-group friendships (they argued

1Swart et al. (2010, 2011) used the same anchors as Turner et al. (2007a); Binder et al. (2009), while using cross-group friendship items
analogous to the three aforementioned studies, used slightly different anchors.
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that intergroup contact is an actual behavior whereas the social distance scale measures an intention towards con-
tact), their results indicated that these two constructs are, in fact, distinct.

Lastly, in a CFA, Swart et al. (2011) found that the two CGF items loaded strongly and significantly onto their
designated latent variable at each time point (all factor loadings were equal to or larger than .72). Swart et al.
(2010, Studies 1 and 2) found that the two-item CGF measure demonstrated metric invariance between two popu-
lation groups (mixed-race and White South African high school samples).

Criterion/Predictive

Turner et al. (2007a, Study 3) reported that respondents who had greater opportunities for engaging in contact
with outgroup members also reported having more cross-group friendships (e.g., 3 =.30). Cross-group friend-
ships have been shown to predict reduced intergroup anxiety (Swart et al., 2010; Swart et al., 2011), greater affec-
tive empathy (e.g., Swart et al., 2010; Swart et al., 2011), greater self-disclosure (e.g., . 3 = .34 and .63, Turner et al,,
2007a, Studies 3 and 4, respectively), more favorable outgroup attitudes (Swart et al., 2010; Swart et al., 2011), less
social distance (3 = —.05, Binder et al., 2009) and fewer negative emotions (3 = —.10, Binder et al., 2009).

Location

Turner, R.N., Hewstone, M., & Voci, A. (2007a). Reducing explicit and implicit outgroup prejudice via direct
and extended contact: The mediating role of self-disclosure and intergroup anxiety. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 93, 369—388.

Results and Comments

Cross-group friendships are considered to be the strongest dimension of direct contact, impacting on a wide
range of outcomes (Davies et al., 2011; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). They embody both contact quantity and quality
(Pettigrew, 1998), and, as such, form a useful measure as an alternative to assessing contact quantity and quality
separately. Cross-group friendships have been successfully used as a two-item measure, measuring the number
of outgroup friends and how much time is spent interacting with these outgroup friends, or as a more compre-
hensive four-item measure, among younger children, adolescents, and adults, making it an indispensable part of
a contact researcher’s toolkit.

An obvious limitation of all measures of contact to date is their reliance on self-reports. However, Hewstone,
Judd, and Sharp (2011) demonstrated that respondents’ ratings of their own intergroup contact were highly corre-
lated with observer ratings. Their research included two items measuring cross-group friendships that were
almost identical to those used in Turner et al. (2007a, Study 3), as well as contact quantity and quality items
based on those found in Islam and Hewstone (1993). Therefore, the Hewstone et al. (2011) study lends crucial
support to the convergent validity of such self-report measures of intergroup contact using the items we have
highlighted here (see also Dhont, Van Hiel, De Bolle, & Roets, 2012, for additional evidence).

CROSS-GROUP FRIENDSHIPS SCALE

1. How many close friends do you have at school who The two item measure used in Study 3 included the
are [outgroup]? items:

2. How many close friends do you have outside school
who are [outgroup]?

3. How often do you spend time with [outgroup]
friends when you are at school?

4. How often do you spend time with [outgroup]
friends outside school? Notes:

Scale for item 1: 1=none, 2=one, 3 =between two

and five, 4 = between five and ten, 5 = more than ten.

Scale  for item 2: 1=never, 2= occasionally,

3 = sometimes, 4 = quite a lot, 5 = all the time.

1. How many [outgroup] friends do you have at
University?

2. How often do you spend time with [outgroup]
friends when you are at University?

Notes:
Scale for items 1 and 2:1=none, 2=one,
3 =between two and five, 4= between five and ten,
5 = more than ten.
Scale for items 3 and 4: 1= never, 2 = occasionally,
3 = sometimes, 4 = quite a lot, 5 = all the time.
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Extended Contact via Work Colleagues, Neighbors, Friends, and Family Members
(Tausch et al., 2011).

Variable

While the benefits of direct intergroup contact are well established (Davies et al., 2011; Pettigrew & Tropp,
2006), research also shows that people can benefit from intergroup contact without having it themselves. To this
end, Wright and colleagues (1997) introduced the extended contact hypothesis: prejudice can be reduced by know-
ing that an ingroup member has an outgroup friend. In four studies — two correlational and two experimental —
Wright and colleagues showed that individuals who reported knowing an ingroup member with an outgroup
friend also reported lower prejudice scores. Since the publication of the Wright et al. paradigmatic article, much
research has supported this basic tenet (even after controlling for direct contact; for a review, see Turner et al,,
2007b). Recent research has begun to test Wright’s original ideas in full (Turner, Hewstone, Voci, & Vonofakou,
2008) and expand the theory of extended contact. For example, extended contact is especially effective in segre-
gated areas, where opportunities for direct intergroup contact with the outgroup are low, and among respon-
dents with lower levels of direct contact (Christ et al., 2010).

Although measures of extended and direct cross-group friendships are typically highly correlated, extended
contact and direct contact achieve reduced prejudice through different mediating mechanisms. For example,
extended contact is thought to reduce prejudice by changing one’s perception of the social norms surrounding
the outgroup (Turner et al., 2008; Wright et al., 1997) whereas direct contact works especially by reducing inter-
group anxiety (see below; Islam & Hewstone, 1993) and by promoting self-disclosure (e.g., Turner & Feddes,
2011) and empathy (Brown & Hewstone, 2005; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008). Given the increasingly important role
that is being afforded to extended contact in intergroup research, we include the construct as part of our toolkit
for intergroup contact research.

Measures used to tap a respondent’s level of extended contact typically ask respondents to rate the number of
ingroup members they know to have friends from a given outgroup (Wright et al., 1997). There are, however, dif-
ferent types of ‘ingroup members’ to which the question could refer. Traditionally, extended contact effects have
been studied by asking if the participant has a close ingroup friend (e.g., Paolini, Hewstone, Cairns, & Voci,
2004) or family member (e.g., Turner et al., 2007a, Studies 2 and 3) who has an outgroup friend. Research often
aggregates across the different ingroup exemplars (i.e., friends and family members) to yield an index of
extended contact. For example, Turner et al. (2008) formed composite measures of overall extended contact using
extended contact via general ingroup members, friends, best friends, and family members. It should be noted,
however, that extended contact via different ingroup exemplars has differential effects on outgroup attitudes.
Tausch et al. (2011) found that the closer the relationship between the respondents and the ingroup exemplar
was (e.g., ingroup neighbor versus family member), the stronger the positive association between extended con-
tact and outgroup trust. Given these results, we will focus on the items used to measure extended contact in the
Tausch et al. (2011) study as it represents the most systematic investigation into the differential effects of different
types of extended contact and provides the most complete set of items to do so.

Description

The Tausch et al. extended contact measures use four items each to tap extended contact experiences with an
outgroup through ingroup friends and family. Extended contact via neighbors and work colleagues was assessed
using three items. All items were rated on a six-point rating scale. Higher extended contact scores indicate more
extended contact with the outgroup.

Sample

Tausch and colleagues (2011) used an adult sample (N = 424, M,,. = 45.81 years, SD = 15.76) of Northern Irish
respondents to investigate the effects of the different types of extended contact on outgroup trust. The composite
means were as follows: extended contact via neighbors (M =2.61, SD =1.04), work colleagues (M =248,
5D =0.90), ingroup friends (M =2.70, SD = 1.00), and family members (M =2.73, SD =1.08).

Reliability
Internal Consistency

Cronbach alpha coefficients were reported for extended contact via neighbors (.73), colleagues (.75), ingroup
friends (.84), and family members (.81; Tausch et al., 2011).
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Test—Retest
No information on test—retest reliability is currently available.

Validity
Convergent/Concurrent

Tausch et al. (2011) reported correlation coefficients between the different forms of extended contact that ranged
from medium (extended contact via work and family r =.53) to strong (extended contact via friends and family
r=.72). Tausch et al. also reported significant positive correlations between the various types of extended contact
and direct contact (22 = r = .41). Furthermore, extended contact via work colleagues (r = .38), neighbors (r = .37),
friends (r = 49), and family members (r = .47) all correlated significantly and positively with outgroup trust.

Divergent/Discriminant

Closeness of neighbors, work colleagues, friends, and family members (rated on a five-point scale) correlated
weakly with extended contact via neighbors (0 = r = .05), work colleagues (.06 = r = .14), friends (03 = r =
.11), and family members (—.04 = r = .03).

Criterion/Predictive

Tausch et al. (2011) reported that extended contact was positively associated with outgroup trust for extended
contact via friends (3 = .25) and family members (3 = .23) but not via neighbors or work colleagues (both s = .07).
Moderated by perceived closeness, extended contact was significantly and more strongly associated with outgroup
trust if the respondent perceived their relationship to be close with the work colleague (3 = .16), neighbor (3 =.19),
friend (8 = .38), and family member (3 = .31). All beta weights were non-significant for low closeness.

Location

Tausch, N., Hewstone, M., Schmid, K., Hughes, J., & Cairns, E. (2011). Extended contact effects as a function of
closeness of relationship with ingroup contacts. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 14, 239—254.

Results and Comments

The Tausch et al. (2011) items represent the most comprehensive approach to measuring self-reported
extended contact. Covering extended contact experiences from friends, family members, neighbors, and work col-
leagues, these items provide a reliable means by which a number of hypotheses relating to the extended contact
effect can be assessed. The correlations provided by Tausch et al. (2011) help demonstrate both convergent and
divergent validity. Furthermore, their multi-item nature permits researchers to take advantage of latent variable
modeling techniques allowing for more accurate parameter estimation. Future research, however, needs to sub-
ject these items to a stricter analysis of validity with longitudinal analyses needed to confirm their test—retest
reliability. Despite these shortcomings, these items represent the best set of questions available for estimating self-
reported levels of extended contact and thus form an integral part of the intergroup contact researcher’s toolkit.

EXTENDED CONTACT VIAWORK COLLEAGUES, NEIGHBORS,
FRIENDS, AND FAMILY MEMBERS

How many of your ingroup [neighbors (excluding 3. ...close friends from [the outgroup]
item 1 below) / colleagues (excluding item 2 below) / 4. ...were married to someone from [the outgroup]
friends | family members] have. ..

Notes:
1. ...neighbors from [the outgroup] Scored from: 1= none to 6 = all.
2. ...work colleagues from [the outgroup] Reproduced with permission.

Positive and Negative Intergroup Contact

Variable

Since its inception, research into intergroup contact has experienced a marked positivity bias (see Pettigrew &
Tropp, 2006; Pettigrew, 2008), with the majority of work focusing on its potential beneficial outcomes. This is,
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perhaps, unsurprising given that the genesis of contact theory lies in Allport’s (1954) conditions for optimal con-
tact. However, by their very nature, these conditions imply the possibility of suboptimal contact, which one
might infer as resulting in either a lack of change in intergroup relations, or, more troublingly, a change for the
worse. Studies of naturalistic contact (i.e., contact not specifically intended to improve intergroup relations) sug-
gest that without deliberate implementation of Allport’s optimal conditions, the consequences of contact can be
positive or negative (e.g., Dijker, 1987; Paolini, Harwood, & Rubin, 2010), while scenarios that explicitly violate
the optimal conditions have produced unequivocally negative results (e.g., Pettigrew, 1998).

Increasing group diversity promotes opportunities for both positive and negative contact. Although some stud-
ies show a net reduction in prejudice in ethnically diverse areas (e.g., Wagner, Christ, Pettigrew, Stellmacher, &
Wolf, 2006), there is evidence that group diversity can engender higher levels of intergroup enmity (e.g., Cernat,
2010; Quillian, 1995). The potential prevalence and toxic influence of negative contact has led several authors
(e.g., Barlow et al., 2012; Pettigrew, 2008) to call for greater emphasis on this relatively understudied construct.
Given the important implications that negative outgroup experiences can have on intergroup relations (e.g.,
Barlow et al., 2012), we believe that this type of contact and its consequences needs to be moved up the future
contact research agenda. To this end, we now evaluate the measures of negative contact that exist and make
recommendations as to which items should form part of the toolkit.

Negative Experiences Inventory (NEI)
(Stephan et al., 2000).

Description

To our knowledge, the first attempt to investigate the effects of negative contact was a 17-item measure by
Stephan et al. (2000) who posited it to be an antecedent to intergroup threat. Negative contact was measured by
asking respondents to report how often they had experienced various examples of negative contact with out-
group members. A 9-point Likert-type rating scale, ranging from never to very frequently, was used with higher
scores representing more negative contact. The approach of Stephan et al. to measuring negative contact based
on specific experiences has been adopted in a number of subsequent studies. For example, Stephan et al. (2002)
and Aberson and Gaffney (2008) utilized a shorter, 14-item version to assess negative intergroup contact, the psy-
chometric properties of which we discuss below.

Sample

For their full 17-item negative contact scale, Stephan et al. (2000) asked female undergraduates from New
Mexico (Study 1: N =125; Study 3: N =194) and Hawaii (Study 2: N =161) about their negative contact experi-
ences with men. The authors reported the means for each study as follows: Study 1, M =44.13; Study 2,
M =36.00; Study 3, M = 38.60 (no standard deviations were reported).

The shorter 14-item NEI version (Stephan et al., 2002) was first used to assess negative contact experiences
between Black and White students from across the US (N =1011, M,z = 18.9 years). The same 14-item scale was
used by Aberson and Gaffney (2008) with a sample of White undergraduates (N =386, M,gz. =20.9 years,
SD =5.1).

Reliability
Internal Consistency

The 17-item NEI measure (Stephan et al., 2000) showed high Cronbach alpha coefficients across all three sam-
ples: Study 1: o= .91; Study 2: a=.93; Study 3: a=.90. The reduced 14-item version of the measure also exhib-
ited high alpha coefficients (Stephan et al.,, 2002, White sample: o =0.94; Black sample o =0.95; Aberson &
Gaffney, 2008, o = 0.94).

Test—Retest
No information is available indicating test—retest reliability to-date.
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TABLE 23.1 Correlates of Negative Contact Experience

Variable Study

cwr'! cw2! Cws! WGB! WGW!' A&G'
Explicit Prejudice .29* .38* 26* 40* .35% — 354
Intergroup Anxiety .16 14 18* AT1* .34* .25%
Intergroup Conflict - - - a1 .24* 15%
Status Difference - - - 17 14* —.02
Realistic Threat 37 28* A7 39* 34% 34%
Symbolic Threat .30% 31* 26* .34* A43* .38*
Negative Stereotypes 19% .05 a1 .16* .26 .24*
Ingroup Identification - - - 13* .19* .07
Positive Contact - - - - - —.05
Implicit Attitudes - - - - - —.01
Notes:
1CW1/2/3 = Stephan et al. (2000), Study 1/2/3; WGBJW = Stephan et al. (2002), Black/White sample; A&G = Aberson & Gaffney (2008).

2Reverse coded as compared with other studies, *p <.05.

Validity
Convergent/Concurrent

Stephan et al. (2000) found that their 17-item measure of negative contact correlated significantly and posi-
tively with outgroup prejudice (26 = r = .38), and realistic (.17 = r = .37) and symbolic (26 = r = .31) threat
(see Table 23.1 for all inter-item correlations). Stephan et al. (2002) reported weak (but significant) correlations
between negative contact and ingroup identity (Black: » = .13; White: r = .19). Stephan et al. (2002) reported sig-
nificant positive correlations between the shorter 14-item negative contact scale and prejudice (40 = r = .48),
intergroup anxiety (41 = r = .47), and realistic (39 = r = .49) and symbolic threat (34 = r = .45).
See Aberson and Gaffney (2008) for similar correlation coefficients.

Divergent/Discriminant

Aberson and Gaffney (2008) included both positive and negative contact in the same study and reported weak
negative correlations between the two types of contact (r = —.05). They also reported a significant negative cor-
relation between negative contact and explicit outgroup attitudes (r = —.35).

Construct/Factor Analytic

Aberson and Gaffney (2008) entered the 14 negative contact items into an EFA (alongside positive contact
items) and found that all the negative contact items were loaded significantly by the negative contact factor (all
factor loadings =.40). Furthermore, they reported low cross-construct correlations (all negative contact items
were loaded =.14 by the positive contact factor; all positive contact items were loaded = .20 by the negative con-
tact factor). Next, using a partial disaggregation approach (see Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998) to create three item par-
cels of between four to five items per parcel, they entered the negative contact items into a CFA (alongside a host
of other variables). Once again, they found that the three negative contact item parcels were loaded significantly
by their specified negative contact latent variable (all factor loadings =.84).

Criterion/Predictive

Stephan et al. (2000) reported that negative contact was significantly positively associated with outgroup preju-
dice (Studies 1, 2, and 3), symbolic threat (Studies 1 and 3), and intergroup anxiety (Study 3).” Stephan et al.
(2002), for their Black and White sample, respectively, reported that the short-form negative contact scale was
positively and significantly associated with outgroup prejudice (3 =.06 and .07), symbolic threat (3 = .23 and .23),
realistic threat (3 = .23 and .32), and intergroup anxiety (3 = .33 and .30).

2We have not included regression weights as it is unclear whether the reported values are standardized or unstandardized.
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Location
17 item scale:

Stephan, C.W., Stephan, W.G., Demitrakis, K.M., Yamada, A.M., & Clason, D.L. (2000). Women’s attitudes
toward men: An integrated threat theory approach. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 24, 63—73.

14 item scale:

Stephan, W.G., Boniecki, K.A., Ybarra, O., et al. (2002). The role of threats in the racial attitudes of Blacks and
Whites. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 1242—1254.

Results and Comments

The early literature investigating the effects of negative contact treats the construct as a relatively independent
entity. More recent studies seeking to redress the positivity bias in the field have tended to present negative con-
tact in direct association with positive contact, envisaging the two variables as opposing but related, or some-
times as opposite ends of a single spectrum of a contact experience. A key question implied by contact valence
asks which form of contact has the greater effect on our attitudes, biases and behaviors? This question presents a
challenge for the measurement of valenced contact if the inventories are based on specific negative contact experi-
ences; none of the studies discussed thus far have included directly comparable measures of specific positive con-
tact experiences. If researchers wish to present positive and negative contact as similar but opposing factors, their
chosen items need to reflect equivalent forms of valenced contact, or else risk compromising content validity.

NEGATIVE EXPERIENCES INVENTORY
Have [outgroupers] ever treated you as follows. . . 11. .. forced to do something I didn’t want to
1. treated as inferior 12. .. .unfairly criticized
13. ...made to feel unwanted
2. ...verbally abused . )
1 14. .. .emotionally blackmailed
3. ...ridiculed
. 15. ...put down
4. ... manipulated .
. 16. ...intimidated
5. ...rejected 17 discriminated against
6. ...sexually harassed o &
7. ...sexually assaulted Notes:
8. ...threatened Scored from 1 = never to 9 = very frequently.’
9. ...physically harmed Reproduced with permission.
10. .. .exploited

Valenced Contact (VC)
(Barlow et al., 2012; Pettigrew, 2008).

Variable

A few studies have utilized a ‘valenced’ contact scale, which includes similarly structured items for both posi-
tive and negative contact. We discuss two negative contact inventories that are accompanied by seemingly
matched positive contact items, namely Pettigrew’s (2008) multi-item positive/negative contact scale and Barlow
et al.’s (2012) single item negative/positive contact items.

Description

Pettigrew (2008) reported preliminary results obtained using an eight-item measure of VC experience. The neg-
ative contact measure included one negative experience item and three negative feeling items. All four items
were answered using a 4-point rating scale with higher numbers indicating more negative contact experiences.
The positive contact measure included two positive experience items and two positive feeling items. All four
items were answered on a 4-point rating scale. Higher scores represent more positive contact experiences.

®The items for the shorter 14-item measure could not be provided as they are not included in the original article.
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Barlow et al. (2012, Study 2) also employed VC questions, although their scale only used single items. The
wording of their questions was also more generalized than the experience-based items discussed thus far. The
items were rated on a 7-point rating scale. Higher scores on the single negative contact item represent more nega-
tive contact experiences. Similarly, higher scores on the positive contact item represent more positive contact.

Sample

Pettigrew’s (2008) eight items for positive and negative contact were conducted as part of a larger telephone
survey taken from a 2004 sample of German citizens (N = 1383). Participants were 16 years and older.

The Barlow et al. (2012) items were designed specifically to assess the relative predictive power of positive ver-
sus negative contact on a range of dependent variables in an online sample of White Americans (N =416,
Mage =24.6, SD = 7.45). Barlow et al. reported the mean value for positive contact as M = 4.97 (5D =1.36), and for
negative contact as M =3.01 (SD =1.40).

Reliability
Internal Consistency

Pettigrew’s (2008) composite negative contact variable yielded a moderate Cronbach alpha coefficient
(x=0.78), as did the positive contact scale (oo =0.78).

Test—Retest
No information is currently available indicating test—retest reliability.

Validity
Convergent/Concurrent

Pettigrew’s (2008) measure of negative contact correlated positively with anti-Muslim prejudice (r =.30). The
Barlow et al. (2012) negative contact item correlated positively with modern racism (r = .31), old-fashioned rac-
ism (r = .27), active outgroup avoidance (r = .25), and issue avoidance (r =.29).*

Divergent/Discriminant

Pettigrew’s (2008) measures of negative and positive contact correlated negatively and significantly with each
other (r = —.18) as did the Barlow et al. (2012) negative and positive contact items (r = —.26). Furthermore,
Pettigrew’s (2008) positive contact scale correlated significantly and negatively with anti-Muslim prejudice
(r = —.41) and the Barlow et al. positive contact item correlated negatively and significantly with modern racism
(r = —.22), old-fashioned racism (r = —.20), active outgroup avoidance (r = —.21), and issue avoidance
(r=—-.23).

Construct/Factor Analytic
No factor analytic information has been provided to-date.

Criterion/Predictive

Individual threat (3 =.31) and collective threat (3 =.18) were both significantly positively associated with
Pettigrew’s (2008) measure of negative contact. The equivalent coefficients for the positive contact measure were
also significant, but negative (individual threat 3 = —.15; collective threat 3 = —.12). The Barlow et al. (2012) nega-
tive contact item was positively associated with modern racism (3 =.27), old-fashioned racism (3 =.24), active
outgroup avoidance (3 =.20), and issue avoidance (3 =.25). Their positive contact item, on the other hand, was
negatively and significantly associated with modern racism (3 = —.15), old-fashioned racism (3 = —.13), active
outgroup avoidance (8 = —.16), and issue avoidance (3 = —.16).

*Active outgroup avoidance, in this study, was conceptualized as the extent to which participants overtly avoided intergroup encounters
whereas issue avoidance was conceptualized as the extent to which participants avoided intergroup topics that could be considered
‘sensitive’.
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Location
Multi-item scale:

Pettigrew, T.F. (2008). Future directions for intergroup contact theory and research. International Journal of
Intercultural Relations, 32, 187—199.

Single-item scale:

Barlow, F. K., Paolini, S., Pedersen, A., et al. (2012). The contact caveat: Negative contact predicts increased
prejudice more than positive contact predicts reduced prejudice. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 38,
1629—1643.

Results and Comments

Stephan and colleagues” (2000) negative experience measure has demonstrated good internal consistency and
construct validity across several samples. Conceptually speaking, a number of the Stephan items could be distin-
guished as unique constructs in their own right, for example, measures of discrimination experiences (e.g.,
Broman, Mavaddat, & Hsu, 2000) show significant content overlap with items such as ‘being treated with less
respect than others’. It is arguable that ‘discrimination” and ‘negative contact’ represent two labels for the same
fundamental experience. To this end, multi-item measures of negatively valenced contact, such as Stephan and
Stephan’s (2000) inventory, have the potential to reveal possible subordinate dimensions of negative contact (e.g.,
active versus avoidant discrimination), but until the construct validity of these scales can be established, we
would advise selecting the measure whose research pedigree relates most directly to the question at hand. In
general, the Stephan et al. scale provides a valid and reliable psychometric test when negative contact is being
treated as a stand-alone construct.

Negative contact is, however, not always treated as an isolated variable. Aberson and Gaffney (2008), for
example, included measures for both positive and negative contact. Treating positive and negative contact as
related but opposing constructs not only necessitates careful content matching of their respective scales (see
above), but also invites questions as to the possible ‘magnitude asymmetry’ between positive and negative items.
To illustrate, a negative contact scale assessing frequency of physical violence, for example, represents a more
extreme experience than an ostensibly equivalent positive contact measure of feeling ‘welcomed by’, or ‘receiving
help from’ the outgroup. In Aberson and Gaffney’s (2008) study for example, the experience-based negative con-
tact scale was used alongside a measure of contact quality with close outgroup friends. While Aberson and
Gaffney do not claim equivalence between their two valenced contact measures, their study serves to highlight
this particular issue for the comparison of positive and negative contact.

When comparison is required, we would recommend the use of some kind of valenced contact scale, such as
that offered by Pettigrew’s (2008). However, the valenced contact scales presented here require some improve-
ment. Pettigrew’s scale produces notably lower alpha scores than previous measures and several of its items also
show a high degree of conceptual overlap with outgroup emotions. Pettigrew’s scale does, however, benefit from
experience items that seem reasonably matched in terms of intensity.

As an alternative, the two Barlow et al. (2012) single items of valenced contact avoid measuring specific (and
thus potentially non-comparable) experiences. It should be noted, though, that single-item measures forego much
of the richness of data that characterizes the experiential measures, and are limited in their use if any kind of
latent variable modeling is intended. As with any questionnaire study, researchers should choose the measure of
negative contact which most readily suits the hypothesis they wish to test. Finally, in making the above recom-
mendations we would highlight the fact that although the studies discussed here have provided some correla-
tional evidence as for convergent and divergent validity of their constructs, none has presented explicit tests of
these criteria. This is clearly an imperative for future research.

VALENCED CONTACT (MULTI-ITEM SCALE)

Negative contact 2. ...angry
3. ...irritated
1. How often has a foreigner pestered you? 4. .. fearful

Now think about encounters with foreigners in ]
Scored from: 1=mnever, 2 =sometimes, 3= often,

Germany. How often have you experienced the
4 = very often

following feelings. ..
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Positive contact 3. ...cheerful

) 4, .. satisfied
1. How often has a foreigner helped you?

2. How often do you have interesting conversations Scored from: 1=mnever, 2 =sometimes, 3= often,
with a foreigner? 4 = very often
Now think about encounters with foreigners in Note: Reproduced with permission.

Germany. How often have you experienced the
following feelings:

VALENCED CONTACT (SINGLE-ITEM SCALE)

Negative contact Positive contact

On average, how frequently do you have On average, how frequently do you have POSITIVE/
NEGATIVE/BAD contact with Black people? GOOD contact with Black people?

Scored from: 1 = never to 7 = extremely frequently Scored from: 1 = never to 7 = extremely frequently

Note: Reproduced with permission.

MEDIATORS OF THE EFFECTS OF INTERGROUP CONTACT
ON OUTGROUP ATTITUDES

Intergroup Anxiety Scale (IAS)
(Stephan & Stephan, 1985).

Variable

Stephan and Stephan’s (1985) IAS measure is the most popular means by which intergroup anxiety has been
assessed. The scale is administered by asking participants to imagine how they would feel if they were the only
member of their ingroup interacting with people from (an)other social group(s). Bearing this scenario in mind,
participants are then asked to indicate the extent to which they would feel awkward, self-conscious, happy (reverse
scored), certain (reverse scored), accepted (reverse scored), confident (reverse scored), irritated, impatient, defensive,
suspicious, and careful. Stephan and Stephan originally used 10-point rating scales but other studies have success-
fully used seven-point rating scales (e.g., Islam & Hewstone, 1993). Some studies have also adapted the original
rating scale format to a bipolar-adjective scale (e.g., Swart et al., 2011; Turner et al., 2008). Typically, higher scores
represent higher experienced intergroup anxiety.

While a number of the short versions based on Stephan and Stephan’s (1985) original scale exist — some using
a subset of three (e.g., Greenland & Brown, 1999), four (e.g., Harwood et al., 2005, Study 2), or five (e.g., Voci &
Hewstone, 2003, Study 1) items of the original 11 items — these shorter versions do not consistently use the same
items. Because of these discrepancies, we will report on a short-form of the anxiety scale that has been used in
two studies (Paolini et al., 2004, Study 1; Turner et al., 2008, Study 1). Both these studies employed a 6-item ver-
sion of the original anxiety measure using the following adjectives in combination with the introduction blurb:
happy (reverse scored), awkward, self-conscious, confident (reverse scored), relaxed (reverse scored), and defensive.
While it is by no means an ‘official’ version, this 6-item version does provide, as we shall argue, an attractive
shorter measure of intergroup anxiety for the researcher short on space in their questionnaire.

Lastly, we will also review a second short 6-item version (Swart et al., 2010; Swart et al. 2011) based on
Stephan and Stephan’s (1985) intergroup anxiety scale. This scale has been used on younger samples. This
version differs slightly from the other two versions covered here not only in terms of its use of simpler lan-
guage, making it better suited for younger samples, but also in its response format favoring a 5-point bipolar
adjective response format over the typical rating scale format. The adjective pairs used in this version include
relaxed—nervous, pleased—worried, not scared—scared, at ease—awkward, open—defensive, and confident—unconfident.
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Description

A major development since Allport’s (1954) pioneering work is that researchers have moved from simply dem-
onstrating that contact works, to asking the more demanding question of how it works. Although the effects of
contact may partly be due to mere exposure (i.e., the principle that familiarity fosters liking; Bornstein, 1989), the
published research demonstrates that more sophisticated mechanisms are at work (see narrative review by
Brown & Hewstone, 2005; and a meta-analysis specifically of mediators of contact by Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008).
Because intergroup anxiety has consistently emerged as one of the strongest mediators of the effects of intergroup
contact (Pettigrew & Tropp), we focus on it here.

Intergroup anxiety is defined as the affective response experienced when anticipating future, or expecting actual,
contact with an outgroup member (Stephan & Stephan, 1985). It is a negative affective process that is integral to the
contact situation (see Greenland & Brown, 1999), and is distinct from chronic levels (or trait measures) of anxiety
(Britt, Boniecki, Vescio, Biernat, & Brown, 1996). Anxious responses include physiological responses of the autonomic
system (such as an increased heart rate), behavioral responses (reduced performance and contact avoidance), and
subjective feelings of anxiety (Mendes, Blascovich, Lickel, & Hunter, 2002); it is the latter feelings that social psycholo-
gists typically try to measure with scales tapping intergroup anxiety. Intergroup anxiety has numerous consequences
for intergroup relations, notably biasing information processing (Stephan & Stephan, 1985). For example, intergroup
anxiety has been shown to be related to greater stereotyping (see Bodenhausen, 1993), more homogeneous percep-
tions of the outgroup and more negative outgroup attitudes (Islam & Hewstone, 1993).

Intergroup anxiety has proven to be one of the strongest and most consistent predictors of negative attitudes
in correlational studies (e.g., Bizman & Yinnon, 2001; Islam & Hewstone, 1993; Stephan et al., 2000). In their
meta-analysis of mediators of contact, Pettigrew and Tropp (2008) identified intergroup anxiety as the most sig-
nificant mediator between contact and attitudes (see also Paolini, Hewstone, Voci, Harwood, & Cairns, 2006).
Furthermore, intergroup anxiety can also lead to avoidance of contact altogether (see Plant & Devine, 2003). We
will now review Stephan and Stephan’s (1985) intergroup anxiety scale.

Samples

Stephan and Stephan (1985) used a sample of 83 Hispanic college students to validate their full 11-item mea-
sure of intergroup anxiety.” Unfortunately, no participant details (e.g., mean age or mean score on the anxiety
measure) were provided. Other studies have, however, used the scale. For example, Islam and Hewstone (1993)
administered the full intergroup anxiety measure — using a seven-point rating scale — to Hindu and Muslim stu-
dents at a university in Bangladesh.” The Muslim students (the majority group in Bangladesh) reported lower
anxiety scores (Mpysiim = 3.07, SD =1.05) than did the (minority) Hindu respondents (Myingu = 4.77, SD = 1.16).

Paolini et al. (2004, Study 1) administered the shorter six-item version to N = 341 Catholic (M, = 22.22 years,
SD =4.49) and Protestant (Mg = 24.14 years, SD = 6.84) Northern Irish undergraduates. Turner et al. (2008, Study
1) administered the same six-item version to a group of British undergraduate students (N = 142, M. = 19.9 years).
Paolini and colleagues’ sample, when asked about their feelings of anxiety towards the other religious group
(Catholics for Protestants, and vice versa), reported low intergroup anxiety scores (Catholic M =1.91, SD =1.00;
Protestant M = 1.63, SD = 1.03). Similarly, Turner et al.’s (2008) undergraduate sample, when asked about their feel-
ings of anxiety towards Asians, reported low mean levels of intergroup anxiety (M =1.58, SD = .80).

Swart and colleagues (2010, 2011) administered their six-item version to multiple high school samples in South
Africa. In Studies 1 and 2, Swart et al. (2010) asked White (Study 1: N = 186, M. = 16.83 years, SD = 0.71; Study
2: N=171, Mage =16.80 years, SD =0.71) and mixed-race (Study 1: N =196, Mage =16.98 years, SD = 0.96; Study
2: N=191, M,ge = 16.92 years, SD =0.91) South African respondents about their experienced intergroup anxiety
when interacting with someone from the other race (Whites for mixed-race respondents and vice versa). Both
White (Study 1: M =3.38, SD =1.08; Study 2: M =3.24, SD =0.96) and mixed-race (Study 1: M =2.57, SD =1.05;
Study 2: M =225, SD =0.79) respondents scored either around or below the scale mid-point. In a three-wave

5In their article, Stephan and Stephan (1985) state that they used 10 adjectives when validating their intergroup anxiety scale, but, in fact, offer
11 items. We understand this to be a typographic error, and will thus refer to it as an 11-item scale.

“Islam and Hewstone (1993) actually administered 10 of the 11 original items, reporting that the word “certainty’ could not be accurately
translated for the respondents in Bangladesh. This study is, however, the only other study to our knowledge that has used close to the full
11-item version offered by Stephan and Stephan’s (1985). Bearing this in mind, we will report the results obtained by Islam and Hewstone
(1993) in order to provide additional information, some of which was not provided by Stephan and Stephan’s (1985) original analysis (e.g.,
means and standard deviations).

VI. SOCIOCULTURAL INTERACTION AND CONFLICT



668 23. MEASURES OF INTERGROUP CONTACT

longitudinal study with six months separating measurement occasions, Swart et al. (2011) asked N =465
mixed-race South African high school students (Time 1: M,z = 14.69 years, SD = 1.07) about their intergroup
anxiety towards White South Africans. At all three time points, the respondents reported anxiety scores below
the mid-point of the scale (Time 1: M =246, SD=0.82; Time 2: M =252, SD=0.88; Time 3: M =237,
SD =0.88).

Reliability
Internal Consistency

Stephan and Stephan (1985) reported Cronbach alpha coefficients for the full intergroup anxiety scale (o = .86), as
did Islam and Hewstone (1993); Hindu sample « = .86, Muslim sample o =.77). Paolini et al. (2004) and Turner et al.
(2008) reported alpha coefficients for the shorter six-item version (o = .90 and .86, respectively) as did Swart and col-
leagues (2010); Study 1: White sample o = .93, mixed-race sample o = .89; Study 2: White sample o = .91, mixed-race
sample o =.79). Lastly, Swart et al. (2011) reported alpha coefficients for their short version intergroup anxiety scale
for younger samples across the three time points spaced six months apart (cuime 1 = -78, Ctime 2 = .78, and cuime 3 = .80).

Test—Retest

Evidence for test—retest reliability of Stephan and Stephan’s (1985) intergroup anxiety measure comes from
the Swart et al. (2011) three-wave longitudinal study using their short six-item version. The six month test—retest
correlations were significant (time 1 to time 2: r = .31, and time 2 to time 3: r = .37) as was the one year test—retest
correlation (r = .38).

Validity
Convergent/Concurrent

Stephan and Stephan (1985) reported significant positive correlations between their measure of intergroup
anxiety and intergroup dissimilarity (r = .35), xenophobia (r = .23), and stereotyping (r = .26). Paolini et al. (2004)
reported a significant positive correlation between the short-form intergroup anxiety scale and outgroup preju-
dice (r=.68). Swart et al. (2010, Study 2) reported a significant positive correlation between their short-form
intergroup anxiety scale for younger participants and negative action tendencies for their White sample (r = .30) —
but not for their mixed-race sample (r = —.03).

Divergent/Discriminant

Stephan and Stephan (1985) offered evidence for divergent validity by reporting significant correlations
between their intergroup anxiety scale and intergroup contact (r = —.29) Islam and Hewstone (1993) reported sig-
nificant negative correlations between intergroup anxiety and perceived outgroup variability (r = —.45) and out-
group attitudes (r = —.45).

The two studies using the short form of the intergroup anxiety scale found it to correlate significantly and neg-
atively with direct cross-group friendships with the outgroup (Paolini et al., 2004: r = —.48; Turner et al., 2008,
Study 1: r = —.39), extended friendships with the outgroup (Paolini et al., 2004: r = —.45; Turner et al., 2008,
Study 1: r = —.50), outgroup variability (Paolini et al., 2004, r = —.35), and attitudes towards the outgroup
(Turner et al., 2008, r = —.48).

Using the short-form intergroup anxiety scale for younger participants across two studies, Swart et al. (2010)
reported significant negative correlations between intergroup anxiety and cross-group friendships (—.17 = r =
—.44), outgroup attitudes (—.15 = r = —.55), and perceived outgroup variability (—.22 = r = —.39; with the
exception of the correlation between intergroup anxiety and perceived outgroup variability for the mixed-race
sample in Study 2, which was non-significant, » = —.09). Swart et al. (2010, Study 2) did not find a significant cor-
relation between their short-form intergroup anxiety scale for younger participants and negative action tenden-
cies for their mixed-race sample (r = —.03).

Construct/Factor Analytic

Using a large sample of Colored high school children in South Africa, Swart et al. (2011) subjected their short
intergroup anxiety measure to an exploratory maximum likelihood factor analysis with direct oblimin rotation at
each time point in their three-wave longitudinal study (Time 1, N =465; Time 2, N = 394; Time 3, N =351) and
found the intergroup anxiety construct to be unidimensional at each time point. Swart et al. (2011), in a series of
CFAs, were also able to show that the item parcels were loaded by the intergroup anxiety latent variable strongly,
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significantly, and consistently across the three waves (all factor loadings = .66, all p < .001).” Additionally, Swart
et al. reported that their shorter intergroup anxiety scale displayed metric invariance over time (i.e., all item par-
cels were loaded equivalently by the latent variable when compared with the same parcel at a later time point).
The CFA model presented in Swart et al. (2010), which included cross-group friendships, intergroup anxiety, out-
group attitudes, perceived outgroup variability (Study 1), and action tendencies (Study 2), displayed adequate
model fit for both White and mixed-race samples, helped to establish the divergent validity of this short form of
the scale. Furthermore, the factor loadings for the intergroup anxiety scale were invariant (i.e., statistically equiv-
alent) between the White and mixed-race samples in both studies.

Criterion/Predictive

Stephan and Stephan (1985) found that higher levels of intergroup contact significantly predicted lower levels
of intergroup anxiety. Furthermore, Islam and Hewstone (1993) also found that both contact quantity (3 = —.23)
and contact quality (3 = —.52) were negatively associated with intergroup anxiety. In turn, Islam and Hewstone
reported that higher levels of intergroup anxiety were significantly negatively associated with perceived out-
group variability (3 = —.37) and outgroup attitudes (3 = —.16). These results attest to the predictive validity of the
full version of the intergroup anxiety scale.

Replicating the results with the short version of the intergroup anxiety scale, Paolini et al. (2004) found that
direct cross-group friendships (3 = —.31) and extended cross-group friendships (3 = —.26) were negatively associ-
ated with intergroup anxiety. Intergroup anxiety was in turn significantly and positively associated with out-
group prejudice (3 =.57) and was negatively associated with perceived outgroup variability (38 = —.17). Turner
et al. (2008, Study 1) also found in their multiple mediator model that extended cross-group friendships
(3 =—.41), and not direct cross-group friendships (3 = —.16), were significantly associated with less intergroup
anxiety. In turn, intergroup anxiety was negatively associated with outgroup attitudes (3 = —.19). These results
support the predictive validity of the short version of Stephan and Stephan’s (1985) intergroup anxiety scale.

The short version of the intergroup anxiety scale (Swart et al., 2011) displayed good predictive validity, longi-
tudinally. Cross-group friendships at time 1 (and time 2) were associated with less intergroup anxiety at time 2
(and time 3, respectively). Intergroup anxiety at earlier time points, itself, was associated with less perceived out-
group variability at later time points.

Location
Original scale
Stephan, W.G., & Stephan, C.W. (1985). Intergroup anxiety. Journal of Social Issues, 41, 157—175.

Short form

Paolini, S., Hewstone, M., Cairns, E., & Voci, A. (2004). Effects of direct and indirect cross-group friendships
on judgments of Catholics and Protestants in Northern Ireland: The mediating role of an anxiety reduction mech-
anism. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 30, 770—786.

Short form for younger sample

Swart, H., Hewstone, M., Christ, O., & Voci, A. (2010). The impact of cross-group friendships in South Africa:
Affective mediators and multigroup comparisons. Journal of Social Issues, 66, 309—333.

Results and Comments

Based on the evidence presented above, Stephan and Stephan’s (1985) intergroup anxiety scale provides a
good way in which researchers can assess intergroup anxiety. The full 11-item scale covers a wide range of adjec-
tives that could be used to describe one’s anxious feelings during an intergroup encounter. Some doubt is cast
over the content validity of the measure as not all the items seem suited to estimating one’s feelings of anxiety in
an intergroup encounter. For example, feelings of being ‘irritated’ or ‘impatient’, while they may appear in anxi-
ety provoking situations, seem to be more closely related to feelings of annoyance than anxiousness.
Furthermore, neither Stephan and Stephan (1985) nor Islam and Hewstone (1993) performed an EFA on the full
version of the scale. We, therefore, remain unsure as to its underlying dimensionality. The high reliability

7In both the 2010 and 2011 studies (Swart et al., 2010, 2011), Swart and colleagues used a partial disaggregation approach when setting up

their latent variables. In their model, they used two-items per parcel yielding a total of three parcels. Results attesting to a construct’s validity
using item “parcels’ have been used in previous research (e.g., see Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998).
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statistics for the full version of the scale, however, provide some comfort that an overall ‘intergroup anxiety” con-
struct is being measured. Paolini et al. (2004) and Turner et al. (2008), having performed a CFA on their short ver-
sion of the intergroup anxiety scale, provided some assurance concerning the underlying factor structure of their
short scale. It is the Swart et al. (2010, 2011) short version for younger participants, however, that provides the
most certainty regarding underlying factor structure and behavior. Having performed both EFAs (demonstrating
unidimensionality) and CFAs, they also demonstrated metric invariance across samples and time intervals.

As discussed earlier, self-report measures, on which contact researchers rely heavily, are often difficult to validate.
How certain can we be that they measure what we intend them to measure? To this end, Greenland, Xenias, and Maio
(2012) developed a measure of intergroup anxiety and used an abridged version of Stephan and Stephan’s (1985) scale
to help demonstrate convergent validity (Study 2). Greenland et al. (2012, Study 3) then demonstrated that their inter-
group anxiety scale correlated with physiological responses that are associated with the experience of anxiety. This
study thus helps ease concerns as to the validity of self-report measures, especially those of intergroup anxiety.

We believe that all three versions are vital to our toolkit. If the researcher is interested in tapping the broadest
definition of intergroup anxiety, then the full item version should be used. If space is limited, however, then
Paolini and colleagues’ (2004) shorter version represents an appealing choice. Lastly, if the researcher is interested
in assessing younger participant’s feelings of intergroup anxiety, then the Swart et al. (2010) short version remains
a good candidate. Either way, the multi-item nature of each of the scales allows for the construction of latent vari-
ables and thus, the estimation of measurement error associated with the construct. From this ‘modeling” point of
view, some may argue for the use of the shorter versions of the intergroup anxiety scale that use the set of items
best suited to tapping the latent variable of intergroup anxiety (e.g., see Hayduk & Pazderka-Robinson, 2007).

INTERGROUP ANXIETY SCALE

All versions of the IAS use some form of introductory  Short form (Paolini et al., 2004)

passage based on the one provided by Stephan and 1. happy (reverse coded)
Stephan (1985): 2. awkward
‘If you were the only member of your ethnic group 3. self-conscious
and you were interacting with people from a different 4. confident (reverse coded)
racial or ethnic group (e.g., talking with them, working 5. relaxed (reverse coded)
on a project with them), how would you feel compared 6. defensive
to occasions when you are interacting with people from
your own ethnic group?’ Scored from: 1= not at all to 4 = extremely.

Short form for younger participants (Swart et al.,

;. ziifvlj; Iil;leverse coded) 2010)
: . 1. nervous/relaxed (reverse coded)
3. self-conscious .
2. worried/pleased (reverse coded)
4. happy (reverse coded)
3. scared/not scared (reverse coded)
5. accepted (reverse coded)
: 4. awkward/at ease (reverse coded)
6. confident (reverse coded) .
o 5. defensive/open (reverse coded)
7. irritated . .
. . 6. unconfident/confident (reverse coded)
8. impatient
9. defensive Scored from: 1 = not at all to 5 = very much.
10. suspicious Note. Reproduced with permission.
11. careful when interacting with outgroup members

Scored from: 1= not at all to 10 = extremely.

MODERATORS OF THE INTERGROUP CONTACT TO OUTGROUP
ATTITUDES RELATIONSHIP

Two Measures of Group Membership Salience during Contact

Intergroup contact research has made significant advances towards understanding the conditions under which
intergroup contact is most effective. Here we focus on one of the key moderators of intergroup contact, group
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membership salience. The recognition that group membership salience is a central moderating variable that helps
us understand when contact will be more or less effective stems from a series of experimental and correlational
studies, the latter of which we will focus on in greater detail below (see also Schmid & Hewstone, 2010). The
question as to how contact should best be structured in ways that allow for changes in the cognitive representa-
tions of self and others to facilitate attitude change has long been disputed. Some authors argue that for inter-
group contact to be successful, social categorizations (i.e., group affiliations) need to be deemphasized
(‘decategorization’; Brewer & Miller, 1984) while others have argued that they should be replaced with more
inclusive group boundaries (‘recategorization’; Gaertner, Dovidio, Anastasio, Bachman, & Rust, 1993). While evi-
dence for both of these approaches exists, a key problem surrounds these two models: the lowering of group
membership salience (i.e., de-emphasis of social category based information) may prevent generalization effects
from the encountered outgroup individual to other outgroup members that have not as yet been encountered.

Brown and Hewstone (2005) thus argued that contact should be of an ‘intergroup’ nature, such that group
membership salience during contact should be retained to ensure generalization from the encountered outgroup
individual to the wider outgroup. They reasoned that keeping group membership low during contact (as advo-
cated in the decategorization and recategorization approaches) is inadvisable since individuals are unlikely to
notice group affiliation and may not process stereotype-disconfirming information, which may then impede posi-
tive attitude generalization to the outgroup as a whole. Both experimental (e.g., Van Oudenhoven, Groenewoud,
& Hewstone, 1996) and correlational evidence now offers consistent support that the relationship between contact
and outgroup attitudes is stronger when group membership salience is high (see Brown & Hewstone, 2005).
Many studies now show that salience moderates the contact-attitude link for a wide range of attitude measures
(including outgroup trust, forgiveness, perceived outgroup homogeneity, and the desire to live in the majority
group country; Harwood et al., 2005).

Below we provide an overview of two measures used to capture group membership salience during contact. It
should be noted that we include here only measures that were used in studies that explicitly examined salience
as a moderator of contact’s effects on an outcome measure.

Group Membership Salience during Contact: Measure 1

(Voci & Hewstone, 2003).

Variable

Voci and Hewstone (2003) used different operationalizations of group salience in two cross-sectional studies in
the context of intergroup relations between Italians and immigrants. For the purpose of this toolkit, we will focus
on the three items used in Study 1 (it is more advisable, from a latent variable modelling perspective, to use these
three reliable items than the two items used in Study 2).

Description

Voci and Hewstone (2003) used three items to measure salience (see below for sample details). Responses
were recorded on a 5-point Likert-type rating scale. Higher scores represented more perceived group salience
during the interaction. When considering the moderation by salience, Voci and Hewstone’s (2003) results
revealed significant effects, and in the expected direction, between contact and intergroup anxiety (a negative
effect), and attitudes towards co-workers (a positive effect). Contact was more strongly associated with less inter-
group anxiety when salience was high than when salience was low; similarly, contact was more strongly associ-
ated with positive attitudes when salience was high than low.

Sample

Study 1 examined the association of intergroup contact (quantity and quality) with immigrants on intergroup
anxiety, perceived variability, outgroup attitudes, and subtle prejudice among N =310 Italian students
(Mage = 22.20 years, SD = 2.39). Voci and Hewstone (2003) reported a mean group salience statistic of M =2.17.

Reliability
Internal Consistency
The three items exhibited a Cronbach alpha of .63 (Voci & Hewstone, 2003).
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Test—Retest
No evidence for test—retest reliability is currently available.

Validity
Convergent/Concurrent

No correlations were provided and so convergent validity cannot be assessed.

Divergent/Discriminant
No correlations were provided and so divergent validity cannot be assessed.

Construct/Factor Analytic

No exploratory or confirmatory factor analyses have been reported to-date.

Location

Voci, A., & Hewstone, M. (2003). Intergroup contact and prejudice towards immigrants in Italy: The media-
tional role of anxiety and the moderational role of group salience. Group Processes and Intergroup Relations, 6,
37-54.

SAMPLE ITEMS (MEASURE 1)

When you met people from [the outgroupl]. .. 3. Did you feel that you were two people representing

thei ti bershi ?
1. How aware were you that you belonged to different Cir respective membersiiup groups

communities? Scored from: 1= not at all to 5 = very.
2. Did you perceive the other person as a typical
[outgroup member]?

Group Membership Salience during Contact: Measure 2
(Harwood et al., 2005).

Variable

In two studies focusing on intergenerational contact and attitudes, Harwood et al. (2005) used the most com-
prehensive and reliable set of measures of group salience to date.

Description

To assess participants’ group membership salience during contact, Harwood et al. (2005) asked participants to
rate, on a 7-point Likert-type response scale, their awareness of the age difference between themselves and each
grandparent, how much they thought about each grandparent’s age, how much their age mattered when talking,
and the extent to which each grandparent was ‘typical’ of other older people (people older than 65 years;
Harwood et al., 2005). Higher scores on the salience measures usually indicate higher group salience. Results
from Study 1 and 2 revealed that quality of contact with grandparents was significantly associated with more
positive attitudes toward the elderly when group salience was high, but not when it was low. Moreover, in
Study 2, a number of moderated-mediation effects of contact on attitudes emerged, such that the indirect effects
(e.g., via anxiety and perspective taking) were only significant when salience was high.

Samples

Study 1 examined N =192 American students’ (M,g. = 19.86 years, SD =1.71) contact (quantity and quality)
with grandparents, and attitudes toward older adults (no mean scores were reported). Study 2 examined N =100
British students’ (M,ge =19.92, SD =1.59) the effect of contact with their grandparents (but focusing on the
grandparent with whom they interacted most regularly) on a range of outcome variables (e.g., group variability,
anxiety, and perspective taking). The same four items used in Study 1 were used in this study, as well, but asked
about one grandparent only (M =4.01, SD =1.17).
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Reliability
Internal Consistency

In Study 1, the four items were asked of each grandparent, paternal and maternal, and all exhibited Cronbach
alpha coefficients: paternal grandfather, o =.76; paternal grandmother, o =.80; maternal grandfather, o =.72;
maternal grandmother, o =.72. In Study 2, the scale yielded an alpha coefficient (o = .72).

Test—Retest

No evidence is currently available for test—retest reliability.

Validity
Convergent/Concurrent

In Study 1, Harwood et al. (2005) reported that their four measures of group salience correlated signifi-
cantly with each other (.27 <r<.59). These correlations are strong enough to demonstrate good convergent
validity, but are not too strong to raise concerns that they measure an overall ‘salience’ construct.
Furthermore, correlations between salience measures were stronger within lineage ties (i.e., correlations
between salience scores for paternal and maternal grandfather and grandmother were .58 and .59, respec-
tively) than they were between lineage ties (the correlation between paternal grandmother and maternal
grandfather, for example, was .29).

Divergent/Discriminant

Group salience is only hypothesized to influence the relationship between contact and attitudes and is not
hypothesized to influence attitudes itself. Therefore, the non-significant correlations between group salience
and outgroup attitudes (r = —.18) and perceived variability (r = —.10) reported in Study 2 provide evidence for
divergent validity. The correlation between intergroup contact and salience was small, but significant
(r=—.25, Study 2).

Construct/Factor Analytic

Soliz and Harwood (2006) used the four salience items (N =369 American university students) in a study
investigating communicative and relational facets of the grandchild—grandparent relationship. The authors par-
celled the four-item salience measure into two parcels and entered them into a CFA. Across two CFAs, the
authors found that the salience parcels loaded strongly and significantly onto the designated latent variable (fac-
tor loadings ranging between .80 and .83).

Location

Harwood, J., Hewstone, M., Paolini, S., & Voci, A. (2005). Grandparent—grandchild contact and atti-
tudes towards older adults: Moderator and mediator effects. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31,
393—406.

Results and Comments

We recommend that researchers seeking to examine group membership salience as a moderator of intergroup
contact employ the scale used by Harwood et al. (2005). In both their studies, this scale showed high reliability,
with strong correlations between the salience measures for each grandparent in Study 1. Moreover, the scale cap-
tures the key components of group membership salience during contact, such as awareness and typicality (see
Brown & Hewstone, 2005) and thus provides a superior operationalization of salience to single item measures.
As with the other variables considered in this chapter, the multi-item nature of Harwood and colleagues’ salience
items make them an ideal candidate for latent variable modeling and the estimation of associated error — another
benefit over single item measures. The fact that the scale is composed of multiple items also holds additional
advantages, since it offers the researcher greater flexibility with regard to statistical/analytical procedures. One
can thus test moderation using latent modeling procedures, estimating both contact (as independent variable)
and salience (as moderator variable) as latent variables, and then also estimate the interaction within a latent vari-
able framework, using a random slope (latent interaction) modeling approach.
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GROUP MEMBERSHIP SALIENCE DURING CONTACT SCALE
(MEASURE 2)

When communicating with your grandparent: 3. How much does the age difference between you and
this grandparent matter?

4. To what extent is this grandparent typical of older
people (people over 65)?

1. How aware are you of the age difference between
you and this grandparent?
2. How much do you think about this grandparent’s
age? Scored from: 1= not at all to 7 = very.
Note. Reproduced with permission.

Measuring Attitudes Towards Outgroups

Variable

We now turn our attention to the assessment of the main outcome variable concerning contact theory, attitudes
towards outgroups. Psychologists have long been interested in both defining the attitude construct (e.g.,
Thurstone, 1931) and in developing ways to measure it (e.g., Bogardus, 1925; Likert, 1932). In this section we
investigate the psychometric properties of two popular measures typically used to study outgroup attitudes in
research on intergroup contact: the feeling thermometer (see Converse et al.,, 1980) and the General Evaluation
Scale (Wright et al., 1997). Before proceeding, however, it is important to clarify what we mean by an attitude.
Attitudes can have cognitive, affective, or behavioral components. In this chapter, we focus on the affective com-
ponent of attitudes. For the purposes of this chapter, we will define attitude as a positive or negative (i.e.,
valenced) evaluation of an entity (in our case, a social group), one that can also vary in extremity (Eagly &
Chaiken, 1993). Given this definition, our attitude measures must be able to catch both the valence and extremity
of the attitude held towards the social group.

Feeling Thermometer (FT)
(Converse et al., 1980).

Description

The FT has been a mainstay of many studies investigating attitudes towards a variety of social groups. The FT
works by asking participants to rate a target group on a thermometer that typically runs from 0 to 100 degrees
(though feeling thermometers that use 10-points are not uncommon; e.g.,, De Tezanos-Pinto, Bratt, & Brown,
2010). Ratings that fall between 51 and 100 ‘degrees’ are indicative of ‘warmer’ or more favorable attitudes
towards the target group, while ratings that fall between 49 and 0 ‘degrees’ are taken to indicate progressively
‘colder’ or more negative attitudes. Neutral attitudes are indicated by rating the group at 50 ‘degrees’. Often a
picture of a thermometer is provided with the question to aid interpretation. Thus, the feeling thermometer ade-
quately allows for the expression of both attitude valence (cold, neutral, warm) and extremity (i.e., a score of 81
represents a ‘warmer’ or more ‘favorable’ attitude than does a rating of 63).

Samples

Feeling thermometers first appeared in the 1964 round of the American National Election Study (see Converse
et al., 1980) asking about respondents’” attitudes towards a number of groups (e.g., from farmers to conservatives
to big businesses). Since its introduction, the feeling thermometer has been used extensively in politics (e.g.,
Conover & Feldman, 1981), medicine (e.g., Juniper et al., 1996), and aggression studies (e.g., Uhlmann &
Swanson, 2004) as a measure of attitudes.

In social psychology, the feeling thermometer has been successfully used with young participants (e.g.,
M,ge = 13.8 years, De Tezanos-Pinto et al,, 2010), student samples (e.g., M,ge =20 years, Schmid, Hewstone,
Tausch, Cairns, & Hughes, 2009), as well as adult samples (e.g., M,ge = 45.27 years, Tausch et al., 2010, Study 2).
In addition to American samples, the feeling thermometer has been used in a wide range of national contexts,
including South Africa (Lolliot, 2013), Cyprus (Tausch et al., 2010, Study 1), Northern Ireland (Tausch et al., 2010,
Studies 2 and 4), Norway (De Tezanos-Pinto et al., 2010), and Canada (Haddock, Zanna, & Esses, 1993).
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Reliability
Internal Consistency

Turner and Feddes (2011) used multiple feeling thermometers (14 in total) to tap into a generalized prejudice
score. They asked their undergraduate sample about their attitudes towards a series of social groups at two mea-
surement occasions spaced six weeks apart. They found that the feeling thermometers formed a reliable measure of
generalized outgroup attitudes at both measurement occasions (Cronbach alpha coefficients for Time 1: o = .91,
and Time 2: o = .96). De Tezanos-Pinto et al. (2010), using a sample of Norwegian school students, found that the
correlations between the feeling thermometer ratings of attitudes towards Turkish / Pakistani / Indian boys and
girls were strong (.82 = r = .87). In a three-wave longitudinal study (measurement occasions were spaced six
months apart; Lolliot, 2013), the feeling thermometer formed a reliable measure of White South African second-
ary school students’ attitudes towards mixed-race South Africans (the Cronbach alpha coefficient for Time 1, 2,
and 3 combined = .80), Black South Africans (alpha coefficient for Time 1, 2, and 3 combined = .85), African
immigrants (alpha coefficient for Time 1, 2, and 3 combined = .80), and Indian South Africans (alpha coefficient
for Time 1, 2, and 3 combined =.75).

Test—Retest

Feeling thermometers display good test—retest reliability across different time lags. Dasgupta and Greenwald
(2001) reported test—retest correlations of .87 and .88 with measurement occasions spaced 24 hours apart
(Experiment 1). Tausch et al. (2010) also reported one-year feeling thermometer autocorrelations ranging from .25
(ingroup feeling thermometer) to .30 and .51 (outgroup feeling thermometers), and Lolliot (2013) reported six-
month autocorrelations for four outgroups that ranged from .49 to .76, and one-year autocorrelations ranging
from .44 to .56.

The latter three-wave longitudinal study (Lolliot, 2013) also provided the chance to test for autoregressive sta-
tionarity of the feeling thermometer.® Results showed that the feeling thermometer ratings of attitudes towards
the four outgroups exhibited autoregressive stationarity.

Validity
Convergent/Concurrent

Dasgupta and Greenwald (2001) reported significant correlations between their feeling thermometer and
semantic differential scales (similar but not identical to the one discussed in the next section) for attitudes
towards White (r=.51) and Black (r=.43) Americans (Experiment 1), and for attitudes towards the young
(r=.70) and old (r =.71; Experiment 2). Turner and Feddes (2011) found that their respondents’ outgroup feeling
thermometer ratings correlated strongly with their ratings of the same outgroups using a different attitudinal
measure (.73 = .91). These same-trait multimethod correlations indicate that the feeling thermometer shows
good convergent validity.

Divergent/Discriminant

Tausch et al. (2010, Study 3) reported weak correlations with the Biased Inventory of Desirable Responding for
their feeling thermometer measures of outgroup attitudes (r = .17). Sharp, Voci, and Hewstone (2011) reported
weak correlations between their feeling thermometers and their measures of public self-consciousness (171 =
.14) and social comparison (r = —.04). Tausch, Tam et al. (2007, Study 1) reported significant negative correla-
tions between the feeling thermometer and intergroup anxiety (r=—.41), symbolic (r=—-.37) and realistic
(r = —.31) threat.

Location

For the original feeling thermometer, consult the Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social
Research’s website at: www.icpsr.umich.edu (Retrieved May 25, 2014).

Results and Comments

The results reported here attest to the feeling thermometer being a psychometrically sound measure of out-
group attitudes. Given its analogous ties to a temperature thermometer, the feeling thermometer is easy and

8Testing for autoregressive stationarity tests the hypothesis that the degree to which a variable produces a change in later iterations of itself is
consistent across consecutive time points.
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intuitive to use (Converse & Presser, 1986). It also allows for the quick assessment of attitudes and represents an
easy way to assess attitudes towards multiple groups, including the ingroup (e.g., Tausch et al., 2010).

While we have presented evidence in favor of the feeling thermometer, we should highlight some concerns to
take into account before deciding on whether or not to use the feeling thermometer. The researcher interested in
using the feeling thermometer to assess attitudes towards multiple outgroups should be aware of shared method
variances (see Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) as using the same scale to measure attitudes
towards different groups could artificially inflate the correlation(s) found between them. While a few studies
have demonstrated that this is not a serious issue (Alwin, 1997; see also Lolliot, 2013; Tausch et al., 2010), shared
method effects should nonetheless always be kept in mind when designing the questionnaire.

Another concern relates to the scaling properties of the feeling thermometer. Although 11-point feeling ther-
mometers have been shown to be more reliable than 7-point rating scales (Alwin, 1997) and research has demon-
strated that reliability goes up with increasing response categories (Alwin, 1992; Andrews, 1984), when
answering the 100-point feeling thermometer, many respondents rely on using a restricted subset of the feeling
thermometer, typically response categories that are multiples of 5 (i.e., 25, 30, 35, and so forth) with answers clus-
tering around the mid-point of the scale (i.e., 50; Schaeffer & Presser, 2003). It is therefore unsurprising that stan-
dard deviations associated with feeling thermometers are typically large. It should, however, be noted that social
scientists are more frequently distributing their surveys on the internet using online survey tools, most of which
include online feeling thermometers where the participant can use a sliding bar to indicate their feelings towards
an outgroup (their rating typically appears in a box to the right of the thermometer). Evidence from our online
data indicates that individuals do make fuller use of the whole range of response options on these online feeling
thermometers, and tend to rely less heavily on the mid-point.

Third, using single-item measures (such as a single feeling thermometer to assess attitudes towards outgroups)
does not allow the researcher to take advantage of latent variable modeling techniques. By using multiple indica-
tors for a latent variable, modeling techniques such as structural equation modeling are able to estimate and thus
partial out measurement error allowing for more accurate parameter estimation. Sometimes, however, there are
advantages to using single item measures. We will touch on these shortly.

Keeping these considerations in mind, we turn our attention to the psychometric properties of a second popu-
lar outgroup attitude measure: the general evaluation scale (Wright et al., 1997).

FEELING THERMOMETER

Below is something that looks like a thermometer (Fig. 23.1). We call it a ‘feeling thermometer’ because it mea-
sures your feelings towards groups. Here’s how it works. If you don’t know too much about a group, or don’t feel
particularly warm or cold toward them, then you should place them in the middle, at the 50 degree mark. If you
have a warm feeling toward a group, or feel favorably toward it, you would give it a score somewhere between 50
and 100 depending on how warm your feeling is toward the group. On the other hand, if you don’t feel very favor-
ably toward some of these groups — if there are some you don’t care for too much — then you would place them
somewhere between the 0 and 50 mark.

How do you feel towards. ..

.. .[outgroup]?
Cold < < < < < Neutral > > > > > Warm

FIGURE 23.1 The Feeling Thermometer.

For more abbreviated instructions, see Schmid, Hewstone, and Tausch (2013).

General Evaluation Scale (GES)
(Wright et al., 1997).
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Description

The Wright et al. (1997) article on the extended contact effect introduced the GES as a means of tapping out-
group attitudes. A semantic differential scale, the GES consists of six bipolar adjective pairs. These items are pre-
sented on opposite ends of two anchors (e.g., 1=negative to 7 = positive). Thus, the GES is a measure of
intergroup attitudes that captures both the valence and extremity of the attitude (for instance, taking the above
negative-positive example, a score of 2 represents a more negative attitude than does a score of 4). Furthermore,
the GES is approximately balanced containing both positively and negatively directed adjective pairs.

In addition to considering the full six-item GES, we will also investigate the reliability and validity evidence
for a shorter, four-item version of the GES (Swart et al., 2011). The Swart et al. short-form version used a 5-point
rating scale. For both the full and short-form versions, higher scores indicate more favorable attitudes.

Sample

The GES scale was first used on three American undergraduate samples (Wright et al., 1997, Studies 1 and 2).
Study 1 ascertained the attitudes of 125 White Americans towards minority groups. The mean GES scores for this
study ranged from 3.79 to 4.07 (no standard deviations were reported). In Study 2, Wright and colleagues used
the GES with a second White American sample (N =132) and a minority American sample (N = 120); the latter
sample included Asian American, African American, and Latino/Latina respondents (means not reported). In a
three-wave longitudinal study with six months separating measurement occasions, Swart et al. (2011) used a
four-item adaptation of the GES to ascertain the attitudes of N =465 mixed-race South African high school stu-
dents (Time 1: M,z = 14.69 years, SD = 1.07) towards White South Africans. In their study, the mean GES scores
were reported as Time 1: M = 3.86 (SD = 0.76); Time 2: M = 3.61 (SD = 0.90); Time 3: M =3.77 (SD = 0.84).

Reliability
Internal Consistency

Wright et al. (1997, Study 1) reported a Cronbach alpha coefficient of .90. Other studies have reported
Cronbach alphas that range from .68 (Stone & Crisp, 2007, Study 2) to .91 (Eller & Abrams, 2004).

While Wright et al. (1997, Study 2) did not report Cronbach alpha coefficients for their minority sample, Eller,
Abrams, and Zimmermann (2011) reported good GES internal consistency results based on a sample of interna-
tional students studying in the UK (79 = « = .82). Similarly, Swart et al.’s (2011) shortened version proved
internally consistent in a sample of mixed-race South African students (.68 = o = .73)

The GES has exhibited Cronbach alpha coefficients over time frames of two weeks (Time 1: o =.79, Time 2
a=.78, Eller & Abrams, 2003); 12 weeks (Time 1: a=.80, Time 2: a=.81, Gomez, Eller, & Vazquez, 2013); six
months (Time 1: o =.82, Time 2: o= .88, Eller & Abrams, 2004); and one year (Time 1: «=.79, Time 2: o= .82,
Eller et al., 2011).” The Swart et al. (2011) short-form GES showed adequate six-month alpha coefficients (Time 1:
o =.68, Time 2: a= .68, Time 3: o ="73).

While internally consistent among student samples (e.g., Mage =21.52, SD =292, o= .90, Tausch, Hewstone
et al., 2007), the full GES has also been shown to be internally consistent amongst elementary school (e.g.,
M,ge = 13.6 years, a=.91, Turner et al., 2007a, Study 3), high school (e.g., M,ge = 16.5 years, SD = 0.60, o = .80,
Gomez et al., 2013), and retired adult (e.g., Moz = 74.81 years, SD = 7.43, a =89, Abrams, Eller, & Bryant, 2006)
samples.

Test—Retest

Although the full six-item GES has been used in numerous longitudinal studies (see Eller & Abrams, 2003,
2004; Eller et al., 2011; Gomez et al., 2013), no test—retest correlations have been reported. For the short-form ver-
sion, however, Swart et al. (2011) reported six-month stability coefficients ranging from r=.13 (time 1 to 2) to
r = .32 (time 2 to 3); the one-year stability coefficients (r = .37).

Validity
Convergent/Concurrent

Eller and Abrams (2004) reported significant correlation coefficients between GES ratings of French people and
Algerians (r = .45, Study 1), as well as between GES ratings of Americans and Canadians (r =.30, Study 2).

“Wright et al. (1997, Study 3) assessed outgroup attitudes at three time points spaced approximately two hours apart using an eight-item
version of the GES, which showed good to excellent reliability (Time 1: o = .94, Time 2: o = .85, Time 3: o = .93).
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Furthermore, Tausch, Hewstone et al. (2007) reported significant positive correlations between contact quan-
tity and quality and the GES (r = .42 and .46, respectively). Tam et al. (2007) reported significant positive cor-
relations between the GES and intergroup contact (r=.26), intergroup forgiveness (r=.34), and positive
emotions towards the outgroup (r =.33). Swart et al. (2011) found, cross-sectionally, that their short-form GES
correlated significantly with cross-group friendships at time 1 (r=.17) and time 3 (r =.21), but not at time 2
(r=.09). Similarly, Swart et al. found their GES correlated significantly with outgroup variability at time 2
and 3 (r=.12 and .25, respectively), but non-significantly at time 1 (r=.05). Furthermore, Swart et al.
reported positive, significant cross-sectional correlations between their GES and intergroup empathy (7, 1 = .26,
Ttime 2 = 17! Ttime 3 = 39)

Divergent/Discriminant

Wright et al. (1997) reported that the GES correlated moderately and negatively with their Affective Prejudice
scale (r = —.31; Study 1)." Eller et al. (2011) reported a significant negative correlation between the GES and inter-
group anxiety (r = —.43; see Tausch, Hewstone et al.,, 2007; Voci & Hewstone, 2003). Tausch, Hewstone et al.
(2007) reported significant negative correlations between the GES and symbolic (r = —.47) and realistic (r = —.36)
threats, whereas Tam et al. (2007) reported significant negative correlations between the GES and fear of
(r=—.29) and anger towards (r = —.44) the outgroup. Harwood et al. (2005, Study 2) reported a non-significant

correlation between the GES and intergroup salience (e.g., r = —.18). The Swart et al. (2011) short-form GES corre-
lated negatively and significantly with outgroup anxiety (r/ime 1 = —.30, *time 2 = —.29, Ttime 3 = —.38) and negative
action tendencies (Ftjye 1 = —.32, Ftime 2 = —.29, Ttime 3 = —.37).

Construct/Factor Analytic

Tausch, Hewstone et al. (2007), in a confirmatory analysis, included the GES as part of their measurement
model. They reported satisfactory model fit statistics, thus helping to demonstrate that the GES is empirically dis-
tinguishable from contact quantity and quality, threats to the ingroup, and intergroup anxiety (Tausch, Hewstone
et al., 2007).

Swart et al. (2011) provided EFA (maximum likelihood extraction with direct oblimin rotation) and CFA sup-
port for the factor structure of the short-form of the GES, and reported the short-form to be unidimensional. In a
series of CFAs, Swart et al. found that the individual GES items were loaded significantly and strongly by the
GES latent variable at all three time points (all factor loadings = .49). Furthermore, the factor loadings were
invariant across measurement occasions (Swart et al., 2011).

Criterion/Predictive

Voci and Hewstone (2003) reported a positive association between intergroup contact and the GES. Eller and
Abrams (2004, Study 1) reported significant positive regression weights between cross-group friendships with an
outgroup and GES scores towards that outgroup (3= =.39) and GES scores towards an uninvolved outgroup
(3 = .44). Furthermore, Eller et al. (2011) also showed that both the quality of contact and extended contact with
an outgroup was predictive of later, more favorable GES ratings of that outgroup. Tausch, Hewstone et al. (2007)
reported significant negative associations between threats to the ingroup and the GES (3 =-.26) as well as
between intergroup anxiety and the GES (3 = —.31; see also Eller et al., 2011; Voci & Hewstone, 2003).

For the short-form GES, Swart et al. (2011) reported that empathy towards the outgroup was positively associ-
ated with later outgroup GES scores.

Location
Original six-item scale:

Wright, S.C., Aron, A., McLaughlin-Volpe, T., & Ropp, S.A. (1997). The extended contact effect: Knowledge of
cross-group friendships and prejudice. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 73—90.

19Across three time points spaced roughly two hours apart, Wright et al.(1997, Study 3) found their eight-item version of the GES, which was
based on the original six-item version, correlated with two other measures of outgroup attitudes, namely a scale measuring intergroup
differentiation (ryime 1 = —.25; Ttime 2 = —.46; T1ime 3 = —49) and a measure of intergroup bias in resource allocation (Ve 1 = —.36; 1ime » = —.25;
Ttime 3 = _26)
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Short version (four items):

Swart, H., Hewstone, M., Christ, O., & Voci, A. (2011). Affective mediators of intergroup contact: A three-wave
longitudinal study in South Africa. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101, 1221—1238.

Results and Comments

The GES represents a psychometrically sound multi-item measure of outgroup attitudes that has yielded reli-
able results across multiple samples spanning different ages, population groups, and contexts. The GES is easy to
understand and simple to use. As far as which GES should be used (the long or short form), a number of options
have to be taken into consideration. For example, how much space is available in the questionnaire will guide
whether the six-item or four-item GES should be used. Hayduk and Pazderka-Robinson (2007) argued that the
fewest best items from a scale should be used (cf. Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002, on item-parcel-
ling). For younger participants, we would suggest using Turner and colleagues’ (2007a) version of the GES. If
using the full six items for younger samples is likely to lead to participant fatigue, we would suggest randomly
selecting an appropriate subset of the full GES. From a latent variable perspective, however, we would advise
using no fewer than three items (see Little et al., 2002). The question, then, remains: Which attitudinal measure to
use? Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) found that single-item outgroup attitude measures and (reliable) multi-item
measures performed similarly in their associative power with contact. This, to a large extent, is consistent with
Hayduk and Pazderka-Robinson’s (2007) contention that researchers should use the fewest ‘best” items of a con-
struct, even if this entails using a single item. To this end, the feeling thermometer is, we believe, a good candi-
date. In the same breath, the GES is also attractive as its multi-item nature allows the researcher to form latent
variables that are able to control for measurement error. Remember that Krosnick, Judd, and Wittenbrink (2005)
contended that multi-item measures are more instructive, especially with regards to construct validity. The
answer to the question, "‘Which measure to use?’, then boils down to the researchers” intention(s). For example, if
one is aiming to assess attitudes towards multiple outgroups, as research on the secondary transfer effect of con-
tact requires (see Lolliot et al., 2013; Tausch et al., 2010), or if space is limited in the survey instrument, then feel-
ing thermometers may prove optimal. On the other hand, if space allows, the GES — with its ability to form
latent attitude variables that are internally consistent and show good construct validity — should be used.

GENERAL EVALUATION SCALE

Please describe how you feel about [outgroup] in investigate the psychometric properties of the mea-
general: sures covered in this chapter as well as other inter-
group contact measures. Where possible, we have

1. warm-cold (reverse coded) .
) L. contrasted two or more measures of a construct in an
2. negative—positive . . . . .
. . attempt to provide multiple options when considering
3. friendly—hostile (reverse coded) . . . L.
. . hypotheses and questionnaire design and highlighted
4. suspicious—trusting . . . Lo
what should be kept in mind when choosing a specific
5. respect—contempt (reverse coded)
.. . measure.
6. admiration—disgust (reverse coded) . . . . .
Given the burgeoning diversity of many societies,
Short form research on intergroup contact and its ameliorative
. . effects is needed now more than ever, so we emphasize
1. negative-positive P , . . L
X . that the ‘tools” we use in our investigations need to be
2. hostile—friendly . . .
L . finely tuned. We hope that this chapter will help future
3. suspicious—trusting .
researchers to choose the best measures to test theoreti-
4. contempt—respect

cal advances and practical applications of intergroup
Note: Reproduced with permission. contact theory.

We believe that we have provided compelling evi-
dence for the psychometric properties for the constructs
that appear in this chapter. It should be nonetheless kept

We have endeavored to provide a well-functioning  in mind that we strongly advocate that future research
‘toolkit” consisting of measures of the most important  seeks to formally establish the results presented in this
theoretical constructs to researchers interested in  chapter.
contact theory. We call for future researchers to

Future Research Directions
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