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Research on affective dimensions of intergroup relationships
suggests that positive effects of intergroup contact can generalize
through establishing affective ties with outgroup members. How-
ever, research on cognitive dimensions emphasizes that it is often
difficult to generalize positive contact outcomes. In this research,
the authors examine whether affective and cognitive dimensions
of prejudice bear different relationships to intergroup contact.
Using data from a larger meta-analysis of contact effects, Study
1 demonstrates that affective indicators of prejudice typically
yield stronger; inverse contact-prejudice relationships than such
cognitiveindicators as stereotypes. Study 2 rveplicates these trends
in a survey study using multiple indicators of affective and cog-
nitive dimensions of prejudice. Study 2 also shows significant,
inverse relationships between contact and affective prejudice
when contact is assessed either as number of outgroup friends or
intergroup closeness. Together, these results suggest that affective
dimensions of intergroup relationships arve especially critical for
understanding the nature of contact-prejudice effects.
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Extensive research has examined the role of inter-
group contact in reducing prejudice (Allport, 1954;
Hewstone & Brown, 1986; Pettigrew & Tropp, in press),
yet little consensus has emerged regarding its likely
effects. Some reviews of this literature propose thatinter-
group contact can lead to meaningful reductions in prej-
udice (e.g., Jackson, 1993; Pettigrew, 1971; Riordan,
1978). By contrast, other reviews suggest that intergroup
contactshould have relatively little or no effect on reduc-
ing intergroup prejudice (e.g., Amir, 1976; Ford, 1986;
Rothbart & John, 1985).!

Although these perspectives may seem irreconcilable,
we believe their divergence can be explained by an over-
emphasis on the general question of whether intergroup
contact reduces prejudice. Instead, we wish to consider
whether different dimensions of prejudice bear differ-
ent patterns of relationships to intergroup contact (see
Brigham, 1993, for a related argument). We suggest that
different branches of the contact literature have focused
on different dimensions of intergroup relationships,
and we propose that affective dimensions of intergroup
relationships are especially critical for understanding
the links between intergroup contact and prejudice.

Affective Ties to Outgroup Members
and Reductions in Prejudice

Recent research demonstrates the importance of
affect in intergroup relationships, both in terms of the
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bonds we establish with outgroup members through
contact and the intergroup outcomes that can result
from such contact (see Pettigrew, 1998). In particular,
this work has explored those dimensions that denote
affective ties with outgroup members, such as feelings of
intergroup comfort and liking that develop through
close, cross-group relationships (Herek & Capitanio,
1996; Levin, van Laar, & Sidanius, 2003; McLaughlin-
Volpe, Aron, Wright, & Reis, 2000; Paolini, Hewstone,
Cairns, & Voci, 2004; Pettigrew, 1997a).

Pettigrew (1997a) suggests that the affective ties gen-
erated by cross-group friendships can promote more
positive attitudes toward the entire outgroup. With sur-
vey responses from seven European samples, Pettigrew
(1997a) found that intergroup contact in the form of
cross-group friendships was consistently and negatively
associated with prejudice. Pettigrew (1997a) also noted
that both causal paths between cross-group friendships
and prejudice operate, yet the path from cross-group
friendships to reduced prejudice tends to be stronger.
Moreover, the effects of cross-group friendships were
particularly strong for prejudice measures based on
affective responses, such as feelings of sympathy and
admiration for the outgroup. By contrast, less intimate
contact with outgroup members, such as coworkers or
neighbors, yielded far smaller effects (see also
Hamberger & Hewstone, 1997).

Similarly, Wright, Aron, and colleagues (McLaughlin-
Volpe et al., 2000; Wright, Aron & Tropp, 2002; Wright &
Van der Zande, 1999) propose that greater feelings of
closeness to individual outgroup members correspond
with less prejudice toward the outgroup as a whole.
McLaughlin-Volpe et al. (2000) assessed the number of
interactions participants had with outgroup members
and how close they felt to the outgroup member with
whom they had the closest relationship, along with their
feelings toward outgroup members in general. Across
questionnaire and diary studies, greater numbers of
cross-group interactions were associated with more posi-
tive feelings toward outgroup members only among
those who reported having close cross-group relation-
ships. Thus, findings from varied research programs sug-
gest that close relationships with outgroup members
serve to establish affective ties with the outgroup that can
encourage the generalization of positive feelings toward
the whole outgroup.

Cognitive Dimensions and the
Potential for Reducing Prejudice

In contrast to this focus on affective dimensions of
intergroup relationships, research focusing on cognitive
dimensions tends to be less optimistic regarding the
potential for generalizing positive contact outcomes.
Due to the rigid processes associated with stereotyping
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and categorization (Hamilton, 1981), researchers often
question whether positive contact experiences with indi-
vidual outgroup members would generalize to more pos-
itive views of the entire outgroup (Rothbart & John,
1985; Wilder, 1986). This concern stems from the view
that, as they interact and learn more individuating infor-
mation about each other, members of different groups
may become less likely to see each other as good repre-
sentatives of their groups. Thus, although intergroup
contact may lead group members to view each otherin a
positive light, such personalized contact experiences
also may limit the potential for generalization
(Rothbart, 1996; Rothbart & John, 1985; Wilder, 1984).

In line with this view, Wolsko, Park, Judd, and Bache-
lor (2003) show that contact may promote positive
changes on some aspects of prejudice but not on others.
In their study, participants interacted with an outgroup
member and indicated both their evaluations of
outgroup members in general and the extent to which
they believed stereotypical characteristics applied to the
outgroup as a whole. These authors found that, by itself,
contact with a single outgroup member significantly
enhanced participants’ evaluations of outgroup mem-
bers yet did relatively little to affect the extent to which
they applied stereotypes to the outgroup as a whole.

In part, and consistent with prior research (Hewstone
& Brown, 1986; Wilder, 1984), these results suggest that
intergroup contact can produce some positive effects,
yet achieving generalized stereotype change may still
prove difficult. More broadly, however, we believe these
findings also hint at the possibility that affective and cog-
nitive dimensions of prejudice would generally reveal
different patterns of relationships with intergroup con-
tact. Wolsko et al. (2003) examined contact outcomes in
a single study that included only two indicators of preju-
dice. But given the varied ways in which prejudice can be
assessed (see Esses, Haddock, & Zanna, 1993; Smith,
1993; Stangor, Sullivan, & Ford, 1991), more research is
needed to determine whether consistent differences in
contact-prejudice effects would emerge when a wider
range of measures are used to represent affective and
cognitive dimensions of prejudice.

Toward a Differentiated View of Contact Outcomes:
Affective and Cognitive Dimensions

These brief reviews of the literature suggest that two
broad traditions have emerged regarding the potential
for generalizing positive outcomes from intergroup con-
tact. One tradition focuses on affective dimensions and
proposes that affective ties to individual outgroup mem-
bers can promote positive feelings toward the outgroup
as a whole. The other tradition centers on cognitive
dimensions and suggests that the inertial nature of ste-
reotyping and categorization renders the generalization



of positive contact outcomes difficult. Viewing these tra-
ditions together (Mackie & Smith, 1998), we believe a
reconciliation and integration of these traditions seems
possible, depending on the types of generalization we
wish to consider. Rather than asking the general ques-
tion of whether positive outcomes of contact will or will
not generalize, we believe it is useful to ask about the
kinds of contact outcomes that may be more or less likely
to generalize. Based on the research reviewed previously,
we propose that affective outcomes of intergroup
contact are more likely to generalize than cognitive
outcomes.

This differentiated view of contact outcomes comple-
ments other research on attitudes and the components
of intergroup prejudice. At a general level, attitudes are
defined as evaluative responses to objects or classes of
objects (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Ostrom, 1969; Zanna &
Rempel, 1988). Yet, rather than being understood as a
single concept, cognitive and affective dimensions are
conceptualized as somewhat distinct components of
both attitudes in general (Breckler & Wiggins, 1989;
Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Ostrom, 1969; Zanna & Rempel,
1988) and prejudiced attitudes in particular (Esses etal.,
1993; Mann, 1959; Pettigrew, 1997b; Stangor et al.,
1991). Cognitive dimensions of prejudice are commonly
represented as one’s perceptions, judgments, and
beliefs about a group (Ashmore & Del Boca, 1981; Katz
& Hass, 1988; Ostrom, Skowronski, & Nowak, 1994). In
contrast, affective dimensions of prejudice are generally
based on one’s feelings and emotional responses to a
group (Esses et al., 1993; Smith, 1993; Stangor et al.,
1991).

By emphasizing this distinction, we do not intend to
imply that cognition and affect are entirely independent
(see Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). We recognize that cogni-
tive and affective processes may interact with each other,
as has been emphasized in recent research (see Mackie
& Hamilton, 1993). Rather, we raise the distinction
because we believe it highlights different ways in which
we can conceive of intergroup relationships and
respond to outgroup members as the targets of our atti-
tudes. In focusing on cognitive dimensions, such as mak-
ing judgments and stating beliefs, we may assume the
role of relatively detached observers as we evaluate
outgroup targets. In contrast, by focusing on affective
dimensions, we may shift the bases of our attitudes such
that they become more relational in nature, reflecting
our feelings toward outgroup members in the context of
our relationships and experiences with them (see Esses
& Dovidio, 2002; Zajonc, 1980; Zanna & Rempel, 1988,
for related arguments). Thus, given that affective ties
with outgroup members are established through inter-
group contact—and particularly if it involves close,
cross-group relationships—it is likely that such contact

Tropp, Pettigrew / CONTACT AND PREJUDICE

1147

would be associated with greater attitudinal shifts on
affective dimensions of prejudice relative to the effects
observed for cognitive dimensions.

We investigate these issues across two studies using
distinct types of data and multiple indicators of affective
and cognitive dimensions of prejudice. First, we analyze
data originally gathered as part of a larger meta-analytic
review of contactresearch (Pettigrew & Tropp, in press).
With these data, we compare the magnitudes of contact-
prejudice effects across several distinct categories of
prejudice indicators and at different levels of generaliza-
tion. We then examine relationships between inter-
group contact and prejudice in a survey study, in which
participants completed a broad range of prejudice mea-
sures and questions concerning the quantity and quality
of their intergroup relationships.

STUDY 1
Method

Growing from a larger meta-analytic study of inter-
group contact effects (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2000, in press),
Study 1 examines variability in contact-prejudice effects
across affective and cognitive indicators of prejudice and
at different levels of generalization.

LOCATING RELEVANT STUDIES

We retrieved studies through intensive searches of
multiple research literatures using a variety of proce-
dures. We conducted searches of the psychological
(PsychLIT, PsycINFO), sociological (SocAbs, SocioFile),
political science (GOV), education (ERIC), dissertation
(UMI Dissertation Abstracts) ,and general research period-
ical (Current Contents) abstracts through December 2000.
These searches utilized 54 different search terms that
range from single words (e.g., contact) to combined
terms (e.g., disabled + contact). Within each database, we
conducted three types of searches with these terms—by
“title words,” “keywords,” and “subject”—to enhance our
likelihood of accessing all relevant studies. Using the
Social Sciences Citation Index, we checked on later citations
of especially seminal contact studies, following the
“descendancy approach” described by Johnson and
Eagly (2000). We also requested published and unpub-
lished papers via e-mail networks of social psychologists,
and we wrote personal letters to researchers who have
published work in this area. Finally, we combed refer-
ence lists from located studies and previous reviews of
the contact literature.

INCLUSION CRITERIA FOR GATHERED STUDIES

As we located these papers, we evaluated their appro-
priateness for inclusion in the meta-analysis on the basis
of four primary criteria.
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First, because our meta-analysis focused on the rela-
tionship between intergroup contact and prejudice, we
considered only those empirical studies in which inter-
group contact can act as an independent variable for
predicting intergroup prejudice. This requirement
excluded research that treats contact as a dependent
variable in explaining how and why contact occurs. Eligi-
ble studies included both experimental studies testing
for the effects of contact on prejudice and correlational
studies where contact is used as a correlate or predictor
of intergroup prejudice.

Second, we included only studies that involve and
assess outcomes of contact between members of clearly
defined groups. Thus, studies thatinvolved some degree
ofinteraction between members of different groups, but
did not examine contact outcomes in relation to group
membership, were not included. This rule ensured that
we examined intergroup—rather than interpersonal—
outcomes.

Third, for inclusion, the research had to involve some
degree of actual interaction between members of the dif-
ferent groups. This cross-group interaction could be
either observed or reported, or it could occur in such
focused, long-term intergroup contexts where direct
contactwould be unavoidable. As such, this rule omitted
studies that attempt to gauge contact with indirect mea-
sures, such as information about an outgroup, or cases
where participants are categorized into different groups
without opportunities to interact, as if often the case in
minimal group studies (e.g., Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, &
Flament, 1971). This rule also excluded research that
used estimates of intergroup proximity or relative group
proportions to infer cross-group interaction.

Fourth, to be included, the outcome measures had to
be collected on individuals rather than assessed on an
aggregate level, and some type of comparative data had
to be available to evaluate any variability in prejudice in
relation to the contact.

FINAL SAMPLE AND CODED VARIABLES

We uncovered 516 studies from the early 1940s
through the year 2000 that met these criteria. The stud-
ies included 715 independent samples and 1,377
nonindependent tests examining relationships between
intergroup contact and prejudice. Combined, the stud-
ies represent responses from 250,555 participants from
38 countries, and they involve a wide variety of target
groups, contactsettings, study designs, and research pro-
cedures (see Pettigrew & Tropp, 2000, in press).

Type of prejudice indicator. For the present research, we
coded each test to determine whether the prejudice
measure represented one of four broad types of preju-
dice indicators, based on converging descriptions of
measures used in prior research (see Crites, Fabrigar, &
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Petty, 1994; Dovidio, Brigham, Johnson, & Gaertner,
1996; Dovidio, Esses, Beach, & Gaertner, 2002; Esses
etal., 1993; Talaska, Fiske, & Chaiken, 2004). Two types
of indicators focus on affective dimensions of prejudice
(emotions, favorability) and two types of indicators focus
on cognitive dimensions of prejudice (stereotypes,
beliefs). Those coded as indicators of emotions (5.0%)
included measures of felt or anticipated emotions in
intergroup contexts (e.g., comfort, sympathy). Indica-
tors of favorability (12.5%) included general ratings of
positivity toward outgroup members, along with ratings
of intergroup liking. Indicators coded as beliefs (38.3%)
ask participants to report the degree to which they
endorse certain beliefs about the values of a specified
outgroup and their judgments about the lives and expe-
riences of that group in society. Indicators coded as ste-
reotypes (15.2%) included items that assess the degree
to which participants see characteristics as being associ-
ated with an outgroup, including those that ask partici-
pants to rate outgroup traits in a semantic-differential
format (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957). Prejudice
indicators that were not covered by any of these
categories (29.0%) were classified as other.

Codings were conducted at the test level of analysis
(i.e., representing each test of the contact-prejudice rela-
tionship) because the studies and samples often
included multiple prejudice indicators. Two independ-
entjudges rated the tests for type of prejudice indicator.
These judges achieved a kappa of .87 for the indicator
ratings and discrepancies between the judges were later
resolved through further discussion. Both the original
ratings and discussions of discrepancies were conducted
without knowledge of the effect sizes corresponding to
each test.

Resulis

Our meta-analytic results are presented in three stages.
First, we briefly summarize findings from the larger meta-
analysis (Pettigrew & Tropp, in press) to provide some
background regarding overall relationships between
intergroup contact and prejudice. We then compare
mean effects across different prejudice indicators to test
for variability in contact-prejudice effects depending on
how prejudice is assessed. Finally, we use regression anal-
ysis to test whether differences between prejudice indica-
tors can uniquely predict contact-prejudice relationships
beyond what can be accounted for by variables assessing
the quality of the contact and prejudice measures.

We employ Pearson’s ras our primary effect size indi-
cator. When rvalues were not reported in the research
studies, we derived r from other statistics using conver-
sion formulas provided by Johnson (1993). Negative val-
ues of rindicate that greater contact is associated with
less prejudice.



We also applied two corrections to the data on which
these analyses are based. First, we capped sample sizes
for tests from seven extremely large samples to avoid
overweighting their results in the analysis. In addition,
tests from 17 samples that reported nonsignificant
results without detailed analytic information were omit-
ted because the inclusion of such cases may lead to the
underestimation of effects (Johnson & Eagly, 2000).
Together, these corrections produce only slight shifts in
our estimates of the contact-prejudice effect sizes (see
Pettigrew & Tropp, in press).”

We analyze these data using a random effects
approach because itis preferable when cases are hetero-
geneous, when treatments are ill-specified, and /orwhen
effects are likely to be multidetermined (Cook et al.,
1992). An added benefit of the random effects approach
is that it allows findings to generalize beyond the cases
included in our analysis (see Hedges & Vevea, 1998).
Random effects models assume that part of the differ-
ences in effects across samples is essentially random and
they pertain to sources we cannot identify (Lipsey & Wil-
son, 2001). Correspondingly, random effects models
provide relatively conservative tests because they typi-
cally produce wider ranges for confidence limits and
reduce the probability of achieving statistical
significance (Hedges & Vevea, 1998).

OVERALL RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN
CONTACT AND PREJUDICE

As reported in Pettigrew and Tropp (in press),
greater intergroup contact is generally associated with
lower intergroup prejudice. Mean estimates of contact-
prejudice effect sizes were quite consistent across the
three units of analysis, with similar findings for studies
(M,=-.210, p<.001), samples (M,=-.216, p<.001), and
tests (M, =—-.218, p <.001). Moreover, tests of relation-
ships between contact and prejudice toward individual
outgroup members in the contact situation do notsignif-
icantly differ from those involving prejudice toward the
outgroup as a whole, suggesting that the effects of con-
tact tend to generalize. Further analyses also demon-
strate that the contact-prejudice effects are unlikely to be
due to participant selection or publication biases, and
the more rigorous research studies reveal stronger contact-
prejudice effects (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2004).

CONTACTPREJUDICE EFFECTS ACROSS
DIFFERENT PREJUDICE INDICATORS

Asafirststep in our present analysis, we compared the
mean contact-prejudice effects across the different types
of prejudice indicators. These analyses were conducted
using all tests included in the larger meta-analysis, and
only those tests involving generalization (see Table 1).
Results reveal significant differences in mean contact-
prejudice effects depending on the type of prejudice
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indicator used, Qy(4) = 21.78, p < .001.” Indicators of
emotion (M, =-.275) and favorability (M, =-.249) yield
especially strong effects, and their mean effects do not
significantly differ from each other, Qg (1) = .91, p=.34.
At the same time, effects obtained with emotion indica-
tors were significantly stronger than those obtained for
indicators of stereotypes (M, =—-.173), Qy(1) =13.01, p<
.001, and beliefs (M, =-.224), Qy(1) =4.06, p<.05. The
effects for favorability also were significantly stronger
than those obtained for stereotypes, Qp(1) = 11.30, p <
.001. Furthermore, we observe virtually identical pat-
terns of effects when all tests are included in these com-
parisons and when only those tests involving generali-
zation are used.

TYPES OF PREJUDICE INDICATORS AS
PREDICTORS FOR CONTACT-PREJUDICE EFFECTS

We then conducted a regression analysis to examine
these distinct types of prejudice indicators as predictors
for the contact-prejudice effect sizes. A weighted, random-
effects regression analysis was conducted using SPSS
macros developed by David Wilson (Wilson, 2002),
which provide the appropriate parameters and probabil-
ity values for meta-analytic data (see Lipsey & Wilson,
2001).

For this analysis, we created four dummy-coded vari-
ables based on our ratings of the prejudice indicators.
This procedure allowed us to predict contact-prejudice
effects based on whether the tests included measures of
emotion, favorability, stereotypes, and beliefs. Specifi-
cally, a score of “1” signified that the test included the
specified type of prejudice indicator, and a score of “0”
signified that the test did not include that type of
prejudice indicator.

In addition, as part of our larger analysis (Pettigrew &
Tropp, in press), we had coded each test for the quality of
the contactand prejudice measures (1 = low reliability, 2 =
high reliability) to provide indices of research rigor. We
used these ratings, along with ratings of generalization
(1 = prejudice assessed toward outgroup as a whole, 2 =
prejudice not assessed toward outgroup as a whole), as
methodological controls to be used in conjunction with
the four dummy-coded predictors. Thus, altogether,
four dummy-coded variables (emotions, favorability, ste-
reotypes, and beliefs) and three methodological vari-
ables (quality of contact measure, quality of prejudice
measure, and generalization) were entered simulta-
neously as predictors for the contact-prejudice effect
sizes.

Results from the regression analysis are presented in
Table 2. This analysis reveals that the quality of the con-
tact and prejudice measures contributes significantly to
predicting contact-prejudice effects, with stronger
effects observed when more reliable indicators of con-
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TABLE 1: Estimates of Effect Sizes for Contact-Prejudice Relationship Across Different Types of Prejudice Indicators (Study 1)

Type of Prejudice Indicator r 95% CL z p k N
Emotions All tests -.275 -.32/-.23 -11.63 <.000 68 19,303
Generalization only -.272 -.32/-.23 -11.08 <.000 63 18,547
Favorability All tests -.249 -.28/-.22 -15.74 <.000 170 46,273
Generalization only -.235 -.27/-20 -13.05 <.000 134 39,804
Stereotypes All tests -.173 -20/-.15 -11.89 <.000 207 47,310
Generalization only -.161 -19/-13 -10.45 <.000 181 44,831
Beliefs All tests -.224 -24/-21 -25.50 <.000 521 161,658
Generalization only -219 -.24/-.20 -23.60 <.000 472 138,489
Other All tests -.208 -23/-.19 -20.15 <.000 395 108,180
Generalization only -214 -24/-.19 -18.78 <.000 310 91,431

NOTE: r= correlation coefficient representing the mean effect size; 95% CL = the 95% confidence limits of 1; z = z test for the mean effect sizes; p=
probability of z test; k= number of samples associated with the mean effect size; N=number of participants associated with mean effect size. These
analyses were conducted using Fisher’s ztransformed rvalues. Mean effects and confidence limits listed in this table have been transformed back to
the #metric from the ztransformed estimates obtained in these analyses. Random effects variance components (based on Fisher’s ztransformed r

values) ranged between .031 and .032.

TABLE 2: Summary of Inverse Variance Weighted Regression Model
Predicting Contact-Prejudice Effects

Predictor Variable B SE B z
Quality of contact measure -.068 013 -143  -5.25¥%*
Quality of prejudice measure -.043 012 101  -3.68%**
Generalization .022 .016 .036 1.35
Emotions -.075 026 -.081 -2.88%*
Favorability -.050 018 -078 -2.63**
Stereotypes .029 .018 .049 1.63
Beliefs -.019 014 -044 -1.38
Qumiodel 78.94

k 1,361

NOTE: B = raw regression coefficient; SE = standard error for the re-
gression coefficient; B = standardized regression coefficient; z = z test
for the regression coefficient; p = probability of z test; R” = proportion
of variance accounted for; Qy,qe = test of whether the regression
model explains a significant portion of variability across effect sizes
(see D. B. Wilson, 2002); k= number of tests included in the analysis.
These analyses were conducted using Fisher’s ztransformed r values.
The random effects variance component for this analysis (based on
Fisher’s ztransformed rvalues) was .030.

FEp < 01, FFp <001,

tact and prejudice are used. Moreover, we find that indi-
cators of emotion and favorability uniquely and signifi-
cantly predictstronger contact-prejudice effects, beyond
what can be predicted by the methodological variables.

Discussion

In sum, results from Study 1 indicate that whereas
intergroup contact is typically associated with lower lev-
els of prejudice (Pettigrew & Tropp, in press), contact-
prejudice effects importantly vary depending on the
ways in which prejudice is assessed. Specifically, we find
that affective indicators of prejudice tend to show stron-
ger relationships with intergroup contact than such cog-
nitive indicators as stereotypes. We also find that these
patterns of effects remain consistent when only those

tests involving generalization are included in the analysis
and when measurement quality is controlled.

We also should note that, although more modest in
magnitude, significant mean contact-prejudice effects
were still observed when only stereotype indicators were
used. Although past research might lead us to expect
thatsuch effects would be unlikely (see Rothbart & John,
1985), it appears that the nonsignificant trends often
observed in individual studies of stereotypes reach signif-
icance when pooled together using meta-analytic
procedures.

Overall, these patterns of findings support our predic-
tion that affective outcomes of intergroup contact are
more likely to generalize than cognitive outcomes. Still,
although these meta-analytic results are informative,
there are some limitations on the conclusions we can
draw from meta-analytic comparisons. Indeed, skeptics
often criticize meta-analytic techniques for conducting
comparisons across studies where variables, samples,
and testing procedures are not uniform (see Rosenthal,
1991). Meta-analysis also confines us to those variables
measured in the original research and those that meta-
analysts can later rate reliably.

To address these limitations, we conducted an addi-
tional survey study to complement our meta-analytic
investigation. In this study, a single sample of partici-
pants completed a range of measures concerning inter-
group contactand varying dimensions of prejudice. Spe-
cifically, each participant responded to multiple
indicators of affective dimensions of prejudice (i.e.,
emotions, favorability, and liking) and cognitive dimen-
sions of prejudice (i.e., stereotypes, beliefs, and judg-
ments). Although this approach does not enable a test of
causal relationships between contact and prejudice, this
study importantly extends our meta-analytic research by
allowing us to examine contact-prejudice effects for mul-



tiple prejudice indicators using the same measures and
procedures across all participants.

Moreover, this survey study allows us to assess partici-
pants’ contact experiences in a number of ways as we
examine variability in contact-prejudice effects. Prior
research has distinguished between the quantity and
quality of intergroup contact, showing that high-quality
contact experiences such as cross-group friendships are
especially critical for promoting reductions in prejudice
(e.g., McLaughlin-Volpe et al., 2000; Paolini et al., 2004;
Pettigrew, 1997a). However, close examination of this
work reveals that researchers have focused on differing
aspects of cross-group friendships in their studies of con-
tact effects. Some researchers have assessed cross-group
friendships in terms of numbers of outgroup friends
(e.g., Herek & Capitanio, 1996; Levin etal., 2003; Paolini
etal., 2004; Pettigrew, 1997a), whereas others have empha-
sized the closeness of one’s intergroup relationships
(e.g., Aron & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2001; McLaughlin-
Volpe et al., 2000; Wright, Aron, McLaughlin-Volpe, &
Ropp, 1997; see also Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Thus, in
addition to assessing contact in terms of quantity, the
present study assesses contact quality using indicators of
both the number and closeness of participants’ inter-
group relationships.

In addition, the present study examines contact-
prejudice relationships both with and without control-
ling for participants’ motivations to respond without
prejudice. Recentresearch has shown that people varyin
the degree to which they are motivated to respond with-
out prejudice and that they may do so for both external
reasons (e.g., social norms) and internal reasons (e.g.,
personal beliefs; Dunton & Fazio, 1997; Plant & Devine,
1998). These motivations also may bear significant rela-
tionships with the extent to which people willingly
endorse negative stereotypes and attitudes toward
outgroup members on self-report measures (Plant &
Devine, 1998; Plant, Devine, & Brazy, 2003). Therefore,
to account for the possibility that people may resist
admitting prejudices toward other groups, we assess
both internal and external motivations to respond with-
out prejudice, and we use these motivations as controls
in data analysis.

STUDY 2
Method

SAMPLE AND PROCEDURES

One hundred and twenty six White undergraduates
(46 men, 80 women) participated in this study in
exchange for credit toward their research participation
requirement. Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 22
years (M =19.39, SD = 1.03). Initially, participants were
informed that the study generally concerned their expe-
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riences with different social groups; only during
informed consent, immediately prior to their participa-
tion, did participants learn that the study concerned
experiences with and impressions of Black Americans.
Following the informed consent process, participants
completed questionnaires individually in a private,
laboratory setting.

CONTACT MEASURES

To provide general measures of both the quantity and
quality of participants’ intergroup relationships
(McLaughlin-Volpe etal., 2000; Wright etal., 2002), par-
ticipants first completed two single-item measures of
intergroup contact. Specifically, participants reported
the number of Black people they know, at least as
acquaintances (M= 7.97, SD=2.60), and the number of
Black people they would consider to be friends (M =
4.25, SD=2.82).

Participants then completed two additional items
concerning the closeness of their intergroup relation-
ships. Specifically, participants indicated how close they
feel to the Black people they know (M= 4.60, SD=1.73)
and how close they feel to the one Black person with
whom they have had the closest relationship (M = 4.62,
SD =1.68) on scales ranging from 1 (not close at all) to 7
(very close). Responses to these items were highly corre-
lated, r=.71, p<.001, and hence, they were averaged to
create an overall measure of intergroup closeness (o =

.82).
PREJUDICE MEASURES

Varied measures of prejudice were included in the
questionnaires distributed to participants to reflect the
main categories of prejudice indicators identified in the
meta-analysis and in prior research (Dovidio etal., 2002;
Esses et al., 1993; Talaska et al., 2004). As such, some of
the measures represent affective dimensions of preju-
dice (emotions, favorability, and liking) and some repre-
sent cognitive dimensions of prejudice (stereotypes,
beliefs, and judgments).

Emotions. We measured emotions using items devel-
oped by Stephan and Stephan (1985). Participants
reported the extent to which they would expect to feel
ten different emotional states when interacting with a
Black person. Item responses ranged from 1 (not at all)
to 7 (very much). A principal components analysis
(varimax rotation) revealed that these items loaded
onto two five-item factors, which accounted for 61% of
the variance in participants’ responses. Items loading
on the first factor represented positive emotions (confi-
dent, accepted, secure, comfortable, relaxed), with
factor loadings ranging from .71 to .82 (o = .91). Items
loading on the second factor represented negative emo-
tions (suspicious, awkward, threatened, nervous,
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apprehensive), with factor loadings ranging from .50 to
78 (o= .84).

Favorability and liking. Two measures were used to
assess participants’ favorability and liking toward
outgroup members. As a measure of favorability, partici-
pants indicated how they feel toward Black people on
two 7-point scales, ranging from 1 (negative/cold) to 7
(positive/warm; see McLaughlin-Volpe et al., 2000, for
similar procedures). Responses to these two items were
highly correlated, r(110) =.73, p<.001, and thus, scores
on these items were averaged to create a single indicator
of favorability toward outgroup members (o = .84). In
addition, participants completed a four-item measure of
anticipated liking in interactions with Black people (e.g.,
I think I'would enjoy interacting with most Black people;
o = .85; see Tropp, 2003). Responses to these items
ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) , with
higher scores indicating greater anticipated liking in
interactions with Black people.

Stereotypes. Stereotypes were measured through a
semantic-differential format (Osgood et al., 1957), where
participants indicated how they view Black people in
response to seven word pairs (e.g., wise-foolish, smart-
dumb, violent-gentle, educated-ignorant). These items were
scored on 7-point scales, with higher scores correspond-
ing to a stronger endorsement of negative stereotypes
(o0=.89).

Beliefs and judgments. Participants’ beliefs and judg-
ments about Black people were measured in two ways.
First, beliefs were assessed using 10 items from Brigham’s
(1993) Attitudes Toward Blacks Scale, the Modern Rac-
ism Scale (McConahay, Hardee, & Batts, 1981), and
Kinder and Sanders’s (1996) Racial Resentment Scale
(e.g., Over the past few years, Blacks have gotten more
economically than they deserve; o = .87). Participants
also completed the 10-item Pro-Black and Anti-Black
Racial Attitudes Scales developed by Katz and Hass
(1988) to assess their judgments about Black people’s
lives and experiences. Pro-Black items express support
for Black Americans and recognition of their hardships
(e.g., It’s surprising that Black people do as well as they
do, considering all the obstacles they face; o0 = .84).
Instead, anti-Black items express disapproval regarding
the presumed choices and practices of Black Americans
(e.g., On the whole, Black people don’t stress education
and training; o =.76). Item responses for these measures
ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) , with
higher scores indicating more prejudiced beliefs.

Motivation to control prejudice. In addition, participants
completed two six-item measures of internal and exter-
nal motivation to control prejudice using items from
Dunton and Fazio (1997) and Plant and Devine (1998).
Item responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
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(strongly agree), with higher scores representing greater
motivations to control prejudice (o0 = .79 and .74,
respectively).

Results

RELATIONSHIPS AMONG THE CONTACT INDICATORS

First, correlations were conducted among the three
contact measures. Reported numbers of outgroup
acquaintances were positively associated with numbers
of outgroup friends, (126) = .56, p < .001. Intergroup
closeness also related significantly to both numbers of
outgroup acquaintances, r(126) = .31, p<.001, and num-
bers of outgroup friends, 7(126) = .46, p < .001.

RELATIONSHIPS AMONG THE PREJUDICE INDICATORS

Correlations were then conducted among the preju-
dice indicators to examine their relationships with each
other (see Table 3). Nearly all of the prejudice indicators
are significantly intercorrelated at least at the .05 level of
significance. Still, even for those relationships that are
significant, there is considerable variability in the magni-
tudes of the correlations, with absolute values of r rang-
ing from .18 to .67. In addition, three relationships
between the prejudice indicators are not statistically sig-
nificant: positive emotions do not relate significantly
with intergroup beliefs and pro-Black and anti-Black
racial attitudes.

We then entered the prejudice indicators into a
principal-axis factor analysis with oblique rotation to
examine how the measures would cluster together prior
to specifying a number of factors. Two clear factors
accounted for 54% of the variance in participants’
scores, with each prejudice indicator loading more than
.40 on only one of the two factors. A first factor includes
primarily affective indicators of prejudice, with strong
loadings for positive emotions, negative emotions,
favorability, and anticipated liking (rotated factor load-
ings from .50 to .87). A second factor includes mostly
cognitive indicators of prejudice, with strong loadings
for stereotypes, beliefs, and pro-Black and anti-Black
racial attitudes (rotated factor loadings from .45 to .96).
Additional analyses reveal that these factors are moder-
ately correlated, r= .40, p<.001, and orthogonal rotation
yields virtually identical results.

A confirmatory analysis was then conducted for this
factor structure with maximum likelihood estimation
using AMOS statistical software. Although the )’
goodness-of-fit test is sometimes used as a measure of
model fit, this test often rejects models too frequently at
smaller sample sizes (Hu & Bentler, 1995). Thus, fit indi-
ces also were employed to evaluate model fit, and a cut-
off value of .95 was used. Specifically, the type-3 compara-
tive fit index (CFI) and the type-2 incremental fit index
(IFT) have been included because they tend to be less
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TABLE 3: Correlations Among the Prejudice Indicators (Study 2)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Positive emotions — —. 618 A8 A —. 35k -11 .06 -15
2. Negative emotions — —4bE —4LEEE R bl 28%% -.18% 21%
3. Favorability — BOEEE Gl _gowkk 94wk _ 3
4. Anticipated liking — —. 45k —41EEE 27 —40FHE
5. Stereotypes — AT — 3L EE 5ok
6. Beliefs — —BTEEE Bk
7. Pro-Black attitudes — — 41
8. Anti-Black attitudes —
< 05, #p < 01, #5p < 001,
sensitive to sample size than other fit indices (Hu &
Bentler, 1998). ' . _53] pos |28 @
The proposed confirmatory model including latent EMOT
factors for affective prejudice and cognitive prejudice is NEG |38 —48
presented in Figure 1.* Although the ) test suggests that EMOT @
the model might be improved, x*(17, N=126) = 63.75, AFFECTIVE 40
p < .001, the fit indices consistently indicate a good FAVOR @
model fit, CFI = .985, IFI = .985. Moreover, indices of 51
model fit suggest that this two-factor model fits the data LIKING @
better than a one-factor model in which all of the preju-
dice indicators contribute to a single latent factor, X2(18,
N=126) =92.03, p<.001, CFI = .976, IFI = .976. 6
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE CONTACT
MEASURES AND PREJUDICE INDICATORS
: .36
Further correlations examined relationships between STEREO @
scores on the prejudice indicators and participants’ COGNITIVE 74
reports of intergroup contact, both with and without PREJUDICE BELIEF @
controlling for motivations to control prejudice (see PRO.BL 52 @
Table 4). Generally, measures loading highly on the 36
affective factor bear more consistent relationships with 62 @ '
. . ANTI-BL
the contact measures than those loading highly on the

cognitive factor, and especially for contact involving
close, cross-group relationships. Specifically, positive
emotions and negative emotions correlate significantly
with all of the contact measures, such that greater inter-
group contactis associated with higher scores on positive
emotions and lower scores on negative emotions. Both
favorability and anticipated liking show significant rela-
tionships with numbers of outgroup friends and inter-
group closeness, yet they do not relate strongly with
numbers of outgroup acquaintances. At the same time,
stereotypes only achieve a significant relationship with
number of outgroup friends, and beliefs and pro-Black
and anti-Black racial attitudes are not significantly
associated with any of the contact measures, irrespective
of motivations to control prejudice.

We find similar patterns when a structural model is
used to represent the relationships (see Figure 2). In
this , number of outgroup acquaintances (ACQUAINT),
number of outgroup friends (FRIENDS), and inter-
group closeness (CLOSE) are entered simultaneously as

Figure 1 Confirmatory model with latent factors for affective and
cognitive dimensions of prejudice (Study 2).

NOTE: POS EMOT = positive emotions, NEG EMOT = negative emo-

tions, FAVOR = favorability, LIKING = anticipated liking, STEREO =

stereotypes, BELIEF = beliefs, PRO-BL = pro-Black attitudes, ANTI-BL. =

anti-Black attitudes.

predictors for the latent factors of affective prejudice
and cognitive prejudice while also being represented as
correlated with each other. Overall, the model indicates
a good fit for the data, x*(36, N=126) = 104.30, p<.001,
CFI =.982, IFI = .982. This model suggests that number
of outgroup acquaintances contributes little to predict-
ing either affective prejudice or cognitive prejudice
independent of its relationship to number of outgroup
friends (z=.28 and .56, respectively, p>.50). At the same
time, number of outgroup friends significantly predicts
the latent factor of affective prejudice (z=-2.40, p<.02),
although it does not significantly predict the latent fac-
tor of cognitive prejudice (z=-.05, p > .90). Similarly,
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TABLE 4: Correlations Between Prejudice Indicators and Measures of Intergroup Contact (Study 2)

Outgroup Acquaintances Qutgroup Friends Intergroup Closeness

Prejudice Indicator r Partial v r Partial v r Partial v
Affective factor

Positive emotions 22% 22%% B 3k 21% 21%

Negative emotions -.19% —.29%* Bl —.36%H** —. 2097k —. 2097k

Favorability .08 13 26%% ) ek 27w 28%*

Anticipated liking 12 .18% 23% 28%* 207k 29k
Cognitive factor

Stereotypes -.04 -.09 -.19% —.23%% -17 -17

Beliefs .03 -.02 -.01 -.05 -.14 -.14

Pro-Black attitudes .02 .09 .04 .09 .01 .01

Anti-Black attitudes .01 -.03 -.03 -.06 -17 -17

NOTE: Partial 15 control for internal and external motivation to control prejudice.

0 < 05, Fp < 01, #55p < 001,

esid1

65/ pos |43
88 EMOT err1
35
.70 EN,\/%;T 49 orr2
AFFECTIVE
PREJUDICE
03 FAVOR
65
3 42
ACQUAINT 21 XPECT [ errd
56
31 FRIENDS
5 .06
! 31
01 S8 STEREQ+—{err5
CLOSE
A7 b
COGNITIVE BELIEF <+ er6
PREJUDICE
55
PRO-BL err7
9 79
43

.63
NTI-BL err8
resid

Figure 2 Standardized coefficients for model predicting latent fac-
tors of affective and cognitive prejudice, with number of
outgroup acquaintances, number of outgroup friends, and
intergroup closeness as predictors (Study 2).

NOTE: POS EMOT = positive emotions, NEG EMOT = negative emo-
tions, FAVOR = favorability, LIKING = anticipated liking, STEREO =
stereotypes, BELIEF = beliefs, PRO-BL = pro-Black attitudes, ANTI-BL =
anti-Black attitudes, ACQUAINT = number of outgroup acquain-
tances, FRIENDS = number of outgroup friends, CLOSE = intergroup
closeness.

intergroup closeness significantly and independently
predicts the latent factor of affective prejudice (z=-2.32,
p = .02), although it does not significantly predict the
latent factor of cognitive prejudice (z=-1.56, p=.12).
Correspondingly, a simplified model in which only
number of outgroup friends and intergroup closeness

are entered as predictors for the latent factor of affective
prejudice indicates an exceptionally good fit for the
data, x*(7, N=126) = 2.51, p=.93, CFI = 1.0, IFI = 1.0.

Discussion

Consistent with findings from prior research (Esses
et al., 1993; Stangor et al., 1991), results from Study 2
suggest that operationalizations of prejudice tend to
emphasize either affective dimensions, such as feelings
and emotional responses toward the outgroup, or cogni-
tive dimensions, such as perceptions and beliefs about
the outgroup. Moreover, this affective-cognitive distinc-
tion corresponds with different patterns of relationships
to intergroup contact. Those prejudice indicators based
on affective dimensions show significant and more con-
sistent relationships with intergroup contact, relative to
the effects obtained with cognitively based indicators.
These findings nicely complement the meta-analytic
findings from Study 1, with the added strength that they
were obtained in a single study where the measures and
research procedures were consistent across all partici-
pants. The findings also broaden the scope of this work
by revealing that close, cross-group relationships—mea-
sured either in terms of number or intensity—bear sig-
nificant relationships with affective prejudice, although
their relationships with cognitive prejudice are less clear.
Thus, these results add to a growing body of research
indicating that affective ties with outgroup members
contribute to more positive feelings that can generalize
to the outgroup as awhole (see McLaughlin-Volpe et al.,
2000; Paolini et al., 2004; Pettigrew, 1997a; Wright et al.,
2002).

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The present research extends prior work on inter-
group contact by examining whether contact-prejudice
relationships generally vary in relation to how prejudice



is assessed. Paralleling earlier contact research (see
Pettigrew & Tropp, in press), findings from these studies
suggest that contact with outgroup members can pro-
mote meaningful reductions in prejudice toward the
outgroup as a whole. However, these studies also show
that contact-prejudice effects can vary substantially
depending on the ways in which prejudice is measured.
In line with our predictions, prejudice indicators based
on affective dimensions demonstrate significant and
more consistent relationships with intergroup contact,
whereas prejudice indicators based on cognitive dimen-
sions are less likely to reveal such relationships. Thus,
rather than concluding that intergroup contact either
does or does not relate to intergroup prejudice, we
instead find different effects across different prejudice
indicators, with affective indicators being especially
critical for illuminating the relationships between
intergroup contact and prejudice.

In light of these findings, we can revisit contributions
from varying traditions of contact research that have
often come to conflicting conclusions regarding con-
tact’s effects. On one hand, cognitively oriented theo-
rists may be correct in highlighting cognitive barriers
that may limit contact effects; yet, in neglecting affective
factors, they may overlook the many positive,
generalizable outcomes that can be achieved through
intergroup contact. At the same time, affectively ori-
ented theorists may be correct in claiming that contact
can render meaningful changes in how people feel
toward other groups, but at the same time, they risk
being too enthusiastic regarding the potential for con-
tact to reduce prejudice in all its forms. Thus, from these
studies, we learn that indicators assessing different
dimensions of prejudice should not be used inter-
changeably and that affective indicators play a special
role in defining contact-prejudice relationships.

More broadly, these patterns of findings also suggest
that we may adopt different orientations in responding
to outgroup members, depending on whether we are
focused on affective or cognitive dimensions of the inter-
group relationship. When we focus on cognitive dimen-
sions, we may act as relatively detached observers and
regard outgroup members as targets of our perceptions,
beliefs, and judgments. Instead, when we focus on affec-
tive dimensions, we may be more inclined to respond to
outgroup members in terms of the emotions and feel-
ings that are relevant to our relationships and experi-
ences with them (see Esses & Dovidio, 2002; Zanna &
Rempel, 1988). Consistent with this view, strategies that
emphasize affective dimensions, such as asking people
to imagine how outgroup members feel, have been par-
ticularly effective in reducing intergroup prejudice
(Batson et al., 1997; Finlay & Stephan, 2000) and in pre-
dicting intergroup behavior (Dovidio et al., 2002; Esses
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& Dovidio, 2002; Talaska etal., 2004). Thus, highlighting
distinctions between affective and cognitive dimensions
of intergroup relationships might help us to recognize
the different orientations we use in relations with
outgroup members, along with clarifying why affective
dimensions would be especially likely to promote
positive outcomes from intergroup contact.

As we reflect on these trends, we might initially be
tempted to conclude that intergroup contact should
generally do little to promote positive changes on cogni-
tive dimensions of prejudice. Still, it is conceivable that
more pronounced contact-prejudice relationships
might be observed for cognitive dimensions depending
on the kinds of contact experiences involved. For exam-
ple, interacting with multiple and varied outgroup mem-
bers may afford the kinds of contact experiences that
would relate to shifts on cognitive dimensions of preju-
dice, such as decreased endorsement of outgroup ste-
reotypes (see Wilder, 1986). At the same time, research
suggests that people also must have sufficient motivation
to attend to information about outgroup targets to
reduce their reliance on stereotypes (Moreno &
Bodenhausen, 1999; Operario & Fiske, 2001). Thus,
contact may be especially likely to reduce stereotyping to
the extent that it involves both substantial numbers of
and meaningful relationships with outgroup members
(see van Dick et al., 2004, for a related perspective). It
may be for this reason that we observe a significant,
inverse relationship between contact and stereotype
endorsement only when contact is measured in terms of
numerous, meaningful intergroup relationships (i.e.,
number of outgroup friends). Additional research is
therefore needed to examine how contact experiences
that are both numerous and meaningful may be
especially likely to reduce the endorsement of outgroup
stereotypes.

It is also important to note that the present research
only examined contact-prejudice relationships using
explicit measures, where participants are asked to reflect
on their feelings and thoughts aboutan outgroup. Butin
addition to explicit attitudes, people simultaneously
hold more automatic, implicit attitudes toward
outgroups (see T. D. Wilson, Lindsey, & Schooler, 2000,
for areview). Implicit attitudes can be assessed on either
affective dimensions (e.g., evaluations) or cognitive
dimensions (e.g., stereotypes; see Greenwald & Banaji,
1995; T. D. Wilson et al., 2000). Moreover, scores on an
implicit measure of stereotyping have been shown to
correlate significantly with cognitively oriented mea-
sures of explicit prejudice (i.e., beliefs), whereas scores
on an implicit measure of evaluation correlate signifi-
cantly with an affectively oriented measure of explicit
prejudice (i.e., feeling thermometer; see Wittenbrink,
Judd, & Park, 2001). Taken together, this work suggests
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that there are meaningful distinctions between affective
and cognitive dimensions of implicit prejudice that may
show some degree of correspondence to distinctions
between affective and cognitive dimensions of explicit
prejudice.

In turn, itis plausible to consider that the differential
relationships we have observed between intergroup con-
tactand affective and cognitive prejudice would exist not
only on an explicit level, but on an implicit level as well.
Indeed, other work suggests that implicit attitudes can
vary depending on the orientation we have as we
encounter outgroup targets (e.g., Mitchell, Nosek, &
Banaji, 2003), and this may be true depending on
whether the implicit measure leads us to focus on affec-
tive or cognitive dimensions of the intergroup relation-
ship. To date, research has only begun to reveal signifi-
cant relationships between intergroup contact and
implicit prejudice (e.g., Aberson, Shoemaker, &
Tomolillo, 2004; Turner, Hewstone, & Voci, 2004), with
those relationships being tested using only affectively
based implicit measures. Future research is therefore
needed to determine whether intergroup contact would
typically yield stronger relationships with scores on
affectively based measures of implicit prejudice, as com-
pared to the relationships observed using cognitively
based measures of implicit prejudice.

In addition, as we compare patterns of effects across
the studies, we should note that significant contact-
prejudice effects were obtained for belief measures in
the meta-analytic data, yet the effects for beliefs were not
significantin the survey study. Our survey results are con-
sistent with those of Brigham (1993), who similarly
found contact to be associated with affective indicators
of prejudice, but not with measures of modern and sym-
bolic racism. Given that tests in the meta-analytic data
involve varied measures and span several decades, it
could be that past effects observed with certain kinds of
belief measures might not be observed today, because
these measures must continually be updated to corre-
spond with ever-changing social norms (see Henry &
Sears, 2002; McConahay et al., 1981).

We also recognize that there are, of course, some limi-
tations associated with this research. Although some con-
tactresearch has emphasized the role of typicality for pro-
moting stereotype change (Hewstone & Brown, 1986;
Wilder, 1984; Wolsko etal., 2003), the present studies do
notinclude assessments of typicality. Such information is
rarely reported in studies from the meta-analysis, and
the specific outgroup members with whom participants
from the survey study reported having contactare varied
and unknown. Furthermore, the relationships we have
examined are correlational in nature. Although many
studies in the meta-analysis employed experimental
designs, and those studies tended to show stronger
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effects than those observed in correlational studies (see
Pettigrew & Tropp, in press), the results reported in this
article do not conclusively test that intergroup contact
has differential effects on affective and cognitive dimen-
sions of prejudice. Thus, additional research using
experimental manipulations of contact, such as those
producing close, cross-group friendships (e.g., Wright
etal., 1997; Wright & Van der Zande, 1999) is critical to
determine whether contact causes reductions on affec-
tive dimensions of prejudice but not on cognitive dimen-
sions of prejudice. Still, we believe the studies reported
in this article are informative in that they underscore the
significance of distinguishing between affective and cog-
nitive dimensions of prejudice in contact research,
along with highlighting the special role that affective
dimensions play in defining relationships between con-
tact and prejudice.

NOTES

1. Some reviews also suggest that contact might enhance inter-
group prejudice under certain circumstances (e.g., Amir, 1976),
although this is highly unlikely when contact is used as a strategy to
improve intergroup relations (see Pettigrew & Tropp, in press).

2. Applying these corrections produced only minimal changes in
our mean estimates of the contact-prejudice effect sizes. For tests,
mean rshifted from -.216 to —.219.

3. A large proportion of the tests classified as “other” (66.6%)
employed measures of social distance (see Bogardus, 1928). Because
social distance measures do not fit in the specified types of prejudice
indicators, results involving these measures will not be discussed in the
main body of this article. However, for the interested reader, the mean
contact-prejudice effect for social distance measures (M, = —.203) was
weaker than the mean effects for emotions and favorability, Qg(1) =
10.93 and 6.96, respectively, p < .001, and did not differ significantly
from the mean effects for stereotypes and beliefs, Qp(1) = 3.29 and
1.94, respectively, p > .05.

4. Errors are correlated for positive and negative emotions, and
pro-Black and anti-Black attitudes, because these sets of items
employed identical scoring scales.
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