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Abstract 

Promoting positive intergroup relations and social equality represent goals of paramount 

importance, particularly in conflict-prone settings. Consequently, identifying ways to 

encourage collective action intentions aimed at creating a more equitable and inclusive 

society becomes imperative. While reducing prejudice may appear to be a logical pathway 

toward social equality, some critics contend that emphasizing positive intergroup relations, 

by reducing conflict and the salience of intergroup boundaries, could divert individuals' 

attention from addressing inequality, potentially undermining their motivation for social 

change. This suggests that the pursuit of one goal can be an obstacle for the other. 

Nonetheless, perpetuating negative intergroup relations is an impractical approach to 

achieving a more equitable and fair society, as it is intrinsically linked to the promotion of 

positive intergroup relations. It is, therefore, of crucial importance to understand how factors 

that foster positive intergroup relations, such as intergroup contact and inclusive identities, 

can contribute to the promotion of egalitarian societies. In this regard, the present research 

project aims to clarify the potential of these strategies in fostering solidarity-based collective 

action, offering a comprehensive narrative review of existing empirical studies that have 

explored the association between intergroup contact and collective action, with the aim of 

determining whether, when, and how such strategy can serve as a catalyst for social change 

via collective action. Next, five empirical studies that consider the perspectives of both 

advantaged and disadvantaged groups, including WEIRD and non-WEIRD samples, in 

various socio-cultural contexts will aim to examine the role of both intergroup contact and 

common ingroup identity in promoting collective action. In doing so, given the significance 

of morality emphasized in both contact and collective action literature, the role of morality 

will be examined as a potential factor able to link these strategies with the emergence of 

collective action intentions. 
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Introduction 

The promotion and consolidation of inclusive and equitable societies are substantial goals to 

be achieved, frequently threatened by the conflicting nature of intergroup relations. Although 

society is moving towards increased equality, discrimination continues to persist globally 

(Mendos, 2019; United Nations DESA, 2016; United Nations Women, 2017). Social change 

actions, aimed at redressing unfair disparities among groups, imply a questioning of the 

existing power dynamics and require a significant effort to challenge the established status 

quo. Advantaged and disadvantaged groups1, reflecting the dominant and the subordinate 

level of social hierarchies, generally represent the main actors of this intricate power 

interplay. Social psychology scholars have often considered disadvantaged groups as the 

primary drivers of social change and therefore of those actions that are collectively pursued 

to face societal injustice. However, disadvantaged groups, because of their lower power and 

influence, often struggle to effectively foster social change and would benefit from the 

support of advantaged groups who, holding power, have greater chances to promote social 

change (Subašic et al., 2008). Therefore, social change, as a consequence of collective action 

efforts, should be considered within a framework of reference that includes and takes into 

account both advantaged and disadvantaged groups.  

One of the demanding aspects of social change processes is represented by the fact 

that those factors, circumstances, and psychological processes that precede and characterize 

individuals’ willingness to undertake social protests are not easily detectable, limiting our 

comprehension of this phenomenon and the implementation of successfully applied 

interventions. This is where researchers come into play with the aim of providing greater 

knowledge about social change dynamics, uncovering potential paths that may facilitate the 

promotion of a more equitable society. With this goal in mind, one of the apparently most 

 
1 In the present doctoral thesis, I will interchangeably use the terms advantaged/disadvantaged groups, 

majority/minority groups, and high-status/low-status groups. 
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rational and promising paths to explore in order to advance egalitarian and fair societies 

refers to advocating for the enhancement of positive relations between advantaged and 

disadvantaged groups. In this regard, many scholars have directed their attention toward the 

intergroup contact hypothesis (Allport, 1954), as a potential way for social equality goals to 

emerge. This theory suggests that positive interactions between individuals belonging to 

different social groups, especially under favourable conditions, can promote positive 

attitudes between groups. Similarly, researchers often took for granted that intergroup 

contact, representing one of the most effective strategies for prejudice reduction and 

promotion of positive intergroup relations (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), should equally foster 

individuals’ willingness to undertake collective action, for themselves and on behalf of 

others. However, critics have argued that positive intergroup relations are often insufficient 

and even inadequate to address individual, group, institutional, and structural discrimination 

(Dixon et al., 2005; Reicher, 2007; Wright, 2003). At the base of this criticism, there is a 

fundamental paradox represented by the antagonism that exists between contact outcomes, 

symbolized by harmonious intergroup relations, and collective action triggers that, by 

contrast, are more likely to be found within conflicting intergroup situations (Dixon et al., 

2005). The reason behind this criticism is that contact, by promoting positive intergroup 

relations, may unintentionally divert groups’ attention from injustice, producing an ironic 

(Saguy et al., 2009) sedative (Cakal et al., 2011) effect on motivation for social change. This 

means that when people perceive that intergroup relationships are not conflictual, the reasons 

that push them to fight for social equality may become less salient and, therefore, less urgent. 

On the other hand, others suggest that intergroup contact, exactly because it allows 

confrontation between groups, can highlight status differences and increase perceptions of 

group relative deprivation among disadvantaged group members (Poore et al., 2002), 

promoting greater awareness of what the disadvantaged group is deprived of and greater 

recognition of the inequality that exists between groups.  
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These controversies over the role played by intergroup contact, as well as by any 

other prejudice reduction strategy, in fostering or dampening collective action intentions 

make it difficult to establish their implication in the struggle for social change, calling for 

further research. In the same vein, skepticism applied to intergroup contact has been 

extended to the role played by the identification with a common ingroup identity (Gaertner 

& Dovidio, 2000), which represents another powerful way to encourage positive intergroup 

relations (Capozza et al., 2010, 2013; Gaertner et al., 1994). In fact, individuals’ perception 

of being part of the same inclusive group may inhibit the recognition of existing intergroup 

inequalities and reduce their intention to undertake collective action (Banfield and Dovidio, 

2013). However, despite the significant influence of common ingroup identity in enhancing 

intergroup relations (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000), researchers in the field of intergroup 

contact have rarely investigated its association with collective action. Alongside intergroup 

contact and inclusive identities, another meaningful factor that has been investigated, both 

in contact and collective action literatures, is represented by morality. Despite previous 

research has shown the powerful role of morality in shaping intergroup perceptions 

(Brambilla & Leach, 2014) and in promoting social change (van Zomeren et al., 2012, 2018), 

its role in association with both prejudice reduction strategies and collective action is still 

missing.  

Therefore, although both literatures on intergroup contact (and more generally 

prejudice reduction strategies) and collective action are prolific, at the same time they 

emerge as fragmentary and disconnected from each other, resulting in an absence of a 

framework that clarifies how these factors can fit together (Thomas et al, 2022). Against this 

backdrop, the present dissertation attempts to provide greater knowledge of social change 

processes by creating a bridge between prejudice reduction strategies and collective action. 

With the aim of addressing significant limitations of previous research and extending our 

knowledge of social change processes, throughout the course of this exploration, the 
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association between intergroup contact and inclusive identities with solidarity-based 

collective action, that is collective action aimed to benefit disadvantaged groups in the 

pursuit of social equality, will be investigated. In doing so, morality, which is an emerging 

key factor that has been emphasized in the collective action literature as a significant trigger 

of motivation for social change (van Zomeren 2012, 2018), will be explored from different 

perspectives. In examining such associations, we will consider the effect of both positive 

(favourable intergroup experiences) and negative contact (hostile intergroup experiences) 

and their association with both normative (socially acceptable forms of protest) and non-

normative collective action (more radical and disruptive actions), distinguishing individuals’ 

intentions to undertake collective action from the support for these actions. Moreover, we 

will consider the perspectives of both advantaged and disadvantaged groups across different 

socio-cultural contexts. 

Chapters overview 

Being aware of the core mechanisms emphasized in the prevailing extensive body of 

collective action literature to date is an essential prerequisite for understanding the pathway 

to collective action. In consideration of this, the present dissertation will begin with an 

overview of the main theoretical model of collective action offered by scholars in this field 

(Chapter 1). Afterward, with the aim of providing a complementary approach that allows us 

to obtain a broader perspective on the association between intergroup contact and collective 

action, the second chapter will delve into a comprehensive literature review of existing 

empirical findings in this area of research. In the third chapter, I will present a preliminary 

study, using advantaged group members as the sample group, investigating the association 

of positive and negative contact with both normative and non-normative collective action. 

Common ingroup identity and outgroup morality are tested as mediators. In the fourth 

chapter, I will report a multi-study exploration, across different national contexts, aimed at 

providing preliminary evidence of the role played by the content of common ingroup 



5 
 

identities in mediating the relationship between contact and collective action. The content of 

common identities will be operationalized as the relative perception of groups’ 

prototypicality with respect to a variety of superordinate identities among both advantaged 

and disadvantaged groups. Next, in the fifth chapter, I will focus on a non-WEIRD (Western, 

educated, industrialized, rich, and democratic; Henrich et al., 2010; Cemalcilar et al., 2021) 

sample located in the Nigerian tribal context, investigating the association between a 

meaningful common ingroup identity and collective action, testing the role of moral 

convictions, outgroup feelings, and attitudes, towards both an advantaged and a 

disadvantaged tribe, as parallel mediators. In the sixth chapter, I further explore 

identification with a common identity, adopting a novel approach where identification with 

a sports identity represents a positive social identity with salient values of equality and social 

inclusion. I hypothesize an indirect association with solidarity-based collective action via 

morality perceptions (moral convictions, violation, and obligation). Specifically, we 

conducted a correlational study amongst young players from the grassroots of an Italian 

professional football club. Finally, this comprehensive exploration of collective action 

dynamics will delve into a thorough examination of the potential theoretical reflections, 

practical implications, and promising future research directions that have emerged from this 

research project. 
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Chapter 1 

What motivates people to undertake collective action?  

A brief overview of theoretical models 

 

Collective action researchers have much to share about social change processes, offering 

relevant insights, critical reflections, and new research directions that can contribute to our 

comprehension of the intricate dynamics that drive social change. With the aim of 

understanding how advantaged and disadvantaged groups can be involved in promoting a 

more equitable and inclusive society, several promising routes have been explored and 

examined by researchers over the past decades. Despite the available extensive literature in 

this area of research, capable of advancing our understanding of social change processes, a 

comprehensive awareness of this phenomenon, in its entirety, remains a distant goal to 

achieve, calling for further research. In this regard, a crucial precondition for understanding 

the pathway to collective action is represented by the focus on core mechanisms that have 

been emphasized in the existing prolific collective action literature until today. Therefore, 

with the aim of adopting an integrative approach to previous research and establishing novel 

pathways to collective action, an overview of the main theoretical models of collective action 

will be presented and discussed in the current chapter. 

The social identity model of collective action  

The social identity model of collective action (SIMCA; van Zomeren et al., 2008) represents 

one of the most relevant models in this field because it integrates three important socio-

psychological perspectives relevant to collective action: perceived injustice, perceived 

efficacy, and social identification. And, in doing so, it accounts for both their predictive role 

and their reciprocal relationship. According to van Zomeren et al. (2008), these three key 

factors can serve as powerful psychological motivators of social protests.  

Perceived injustice, perceived efficacy, social identification 
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SIMCA integrates relative deprivation theory (RDT; Runciman & Runciman, 1966), which 

assumes that, after an unfavourable intergroup comparison, people may experience an 

objective state of inequality or a subjective sense of injustice. When a subjective sense of 

injustice emerges, people are more likely to engage in collective action to reduce this feeling 

of deprivation. RDT offered two important insights. Firstly, collective action is more likely 

to occur when people experience group-based rather than individual-based deprivation 

(Smith & Ortiz, 2002). Secondly, as a result of an examination between perceptions of 

group-based deprivation (cognitive component) and feelings of group-based deprivation 

(affective component), it emerged that the affective component was a stronger predictor of 

collective action (Smith & Ortiz, 2002). Indeed, group-based deprivation can evoke 

emotions (e.g., group-based anger) that relate to specific tendencies to redress the unfair 

situation (Frijda, 1986). Therefore, although collective action can be interpreted as a reaction 

to an objective state of disadvantage, this is not the most powerful reason why people are 

motivated to take part in social movements. In this regard, the researchers’ attention, in 

studying individuals’ engagement in social protests, has gradually shifted from a 

consideration of the objective state of disadvantage toward a subjective sense of injustice, 

which can foster collective action intentions. It is only through the integration of both 

perspectives, structural and psychological, that we can obtain the right frame of reference 

for understanding the complex phenomenon of collective action. 

A further key factor in predicting collective action intentions is represented by group 

efficacy perception (Bandura, 1995, 1997). When people perceive a high sense of group 

efficacy, in terms of collective power to achieve the desired results, their motivation to act 

is more likely to be stronger than when they perceive a low sense of group efficacy 

(Mummendey et al., 1999; van Zomeren et al., 2004). The more people will believe that a 

unified effort will make it possible to achieve outcomes, the more likely people will engage 

in collective action.  
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Finally, the third psychological perspective, which serves as a powerful social change 

motivational driver, is the subjective sense of identification that people can experience with 

a group. This factor originates from social identity theory (SIT; Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & 

Turner, 1979) according to which, during the course of their lives, people aim to obtain and 

maintain a positive social identity because it represents an important part of the self-concept. 

To reach this goal, they need to be members of positively evaluated social groups. The 

identity value of their memberships depends on the evaluation of the ingroup characteristics, 

as a result of social comparisons with other groups. When a social comparison results in a 

lower status position for the ingroup, the competition for positive social identity leads people 

to opt between two main alternative choices: they can leave the ingroup (in favour of a 

higher-status group) or they can fight for the ingroup (collective action strategies). The 

decision taken by people largely depends on the perception of three socio-structural 

variables: permeability of group boundaries, legitimacy of intergroup relations, and stability 

of intergroup status differences. A perception of impermeable group boundaries (no exit to 

join a higher-status group), coupled with a perception of status illegitimacy (unfair 

intergroup differences) and instability (a change is perceived as possible), can motivate 

greater identification with the disadvantaged group by encouraging its members to engage 

in collective action strategies to improve their position as a group (Ellemers, 1993). 

Furthermore, according to SIMCA, the nature of the social identities considered (social 

groups target of the identification) is extremely relevant in predicting their impact on 

collective action, in fact, politicized identity, which occurs when individuals identify with a 

social movement (Stürmer & Simon, 2004; van Zomeren et al., 2008), can foster collective 

action better than non-politicized identities which are not specifically action-oriented. 

Possessing a politicized identity involves a deep change in the identity content, involving a 

conscious commitment to a power struggle in a given social context (Simon & Klandermans, 
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2001) promoting a sense of interior obligation to intervene (Stürmer, 2000; Stürmer & 

Simon, 2004). 

In conclusion, as a result of three meta-analyses, which synthesized a total of 182 

effects, the authors found evidence for the predictive role on collective action of all these 

three factors (efficacy, injustice, social identification). Social identification (with a 

prominent role of politicized identities) has emerged as a bridge predicting collective action, 

both directly and indirectly, through increased perceptions of efficacy (group power) and 

injustice (more strongly affective group-based experience of injustice e.g., group-based 

anger). This model provides other important insights for understanding the pathway to 

collective action. Firstly, it shows that politicized identity and affective injustice can 

represent stronger predictors of collective action than non-politicized identity and non-

affective injustice. Secondly, social identification can predict collective action against both 

incidental disadvantages (specific situations of disadvantage associated with events and 

situations) and structural disadvantages (stable disadvantages associated with the structure 

of society), while group efficacy and affective injustice can predict collective action against 

incidental disadvantages better than against structural disadvantages. 

An integrative social identity model of collective action 

In 2012, van Zomeren et al. proposed moral convictions as a further psychological motivator 

of collective action. According to the authors, moral convictions, defined as strong and 

absolute stances on moral issues (Tetlock, 2002), because of their possible strong normative 

fit with the content of politicized identities (which are action-oriented and based on ideals) 

could have a powerful impact on collective action intentions and actual behaviour. The 

reason behind their potential mobilizing role is that the violation of moral convictions, 

reflecting higher-order principles that should not be violated (with no exception), should 

work as strong motivational guides to action (Skitka et al., 2005; Skitka & Bauman, 2008) 

aimed at defending one’s convictions. The integrative social identity model of collective 
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action posits that, if a social identity is oriented toward the realization of a principle, moral 

convictions, which can directly connect people to higher-order principles (demanding their 

adherence), may increase the identification with this social identity promoting a normative 

fit between them and the content of the social identity of reference. For this reason, moral 

convictions and politicized identities should be strongly associated with each other in 

fostering collective action. Moreover, the violation of one’s convictions should evoke 

feelings of anger and a need to take action to redress the unacceptable violation (Skitka, 

Bauman, & Mullen, 2004; Tetlock et al., 2000; van Zomeren & Lodewijkx, 2005) by 

increasing group efficacy (van Zomeren et al., 2004). After testing their hypotheses in two 

empirical studies, van Zomeren et al., (2012) found support for the Social Identity Model of 

Collective Action (SIMCA, van Zomeren et al., 2008) and new evidence for its integration 

by providing a new relevant element for understanding the pathway to collective action. This 

new predictor is therefore represented by moral convictions, an individual difference 

variable that can promote collective action and the more psychological context-based 

processes that lead to it (i.e., politicized identification, group-based anger, and group 

efficacy). The integrative social identity model of collective action reconciles two 

fundamental bodies of literature (i.e., morality and collective action) providing new 

important insight for future research on social change. 

Further extension of the social identity model of collective action 

Van Zomeren et al. (2018) proposed a further extension of SIMCA (van Zomeren et al., 

2008, 2012) aimed at integrating a broader set of violated moral beliefs (i.e., moral 

convictions, values, rights) with the content of politicized identities (identity core 

motivations). According to the authors, these two additions are closely connected to each 

other through the notion of normative fit, which can be considered as the degree to which 

perceived similarities and differences between groups/categories correspond to individuals’ 

expectations of them. This assumption is derived from the self-categorization theory (SCT; 



11 
 

Turner et al., 1987), and it can be adapted to the context of collective action because it 

reflects the degree to which violated moral beliefs and identity core motivations fit each 

other. Intentions to take part in collective action strategies to redress the unfair situation 

should relate to the extent that the core motivations prescribed by a given identity are aligned 

with individuals’ violated moral beliefs. This further integration posits that a normative fit 

between violated moral beliefs and identity core motivations represents a meaningful trigger 

of collective action. Violated moral beliefs seems to have a dual mode to foster collective 

action: they can increase identification with a pre-existing movement, but they can also 

promote the formation of a new politicized group. At the same time, adherence to a 

politicized identity may reinforce the core motivations on which the identity is based. 

The political solidarity model of social change 

The political solidarity model of social change (Subašić et al., 2008) rests on two 

perspectives: SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), and SCT (Turner et al., 1987). SIT focused on 

the transition from individual to group identity and the role of social identity in shaping 

relationships between groups. SCT conceives the self as hierarchically organized, consisting 

of more inclusive categories (reflecting superordinate levels of abstraction) that incorporate 

less inclusive categories (reflecting subordinate levels of abstraction). The political 

solidarity model of social change (Subašić et al., 2008), considering that most of the power 

in society is held by advantaged groups, posits that social change is more likely to occur 

whenever disadvantaged groups are supported by advantaged groups. This model aims to 

understand the preconditions that may lead advantaged groups to support disadvantaged 

group members in the struggle for social change. Therefore, this model finds its main 

foundation in the creation of political solidarity between low-status and high-status groups 

as a key driver of social change.  

To understand how political solidarity between groups takes place, it is necessary to 

locate these processes within a triangular context of intergroup power relations constituted 
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of no less than three parties involved: the advantaged group, the disadvantaged group, and 

the authority. According to the authors, the alliance between advantaged and disadvantaged 

group members is the result of a shared social identity between them from which the 

authority is ruled out and redefined as an outgroup. The formation of a shared social identity 

becomes possible when the legitimacy of the authority is questioned, as a result of conduct 

considered inappropriate and not in line with group interests, opening the doors to social 

change. When this occurs, the authority violates the assumptions behind the group identity 

shared with the majority and loses its legitimacy, increasing the likelihood of being 

challenged. When these conditions occur, the possibility of the disadvantaged group being 

supported by the advantaged group becomes real and a new social identity (shared by both 

the advantaged and the disadvantaged group) might emerge. Importantly, this shared identity 

is not meant to obscure intergroup differences but to provide a meaningful context within 

which subgroups can understand each other. 

In conclusion, according to the political solidarity model of social change, the 

likelihood of achieving social change resides in the ability of the disadvantaged group in 

promoting the emergence of a shared social identity with the advantaged group. For this to 

happen, the key element is represented by advantaged group members’ perception that the 

authority, because of its conduct, is violating the values underlying the pre-existing 

superordinate identity they share. When this happens, the authority is de-legitimized, 

becoming exposed to the advantaged group’s opposition which is exhorted not to remain 

silent and to act for social change. 

The encapsulation model of social identity in collective action  

The encapsulation model of social identity in collective action (EMSICA; Thomas et al., 

2009, 2012), as per the SIMCA (Van Zoomeren et al., 2008), confers a central role to social 

identification, efficacy beliefs, and perception of injustice in promoting collective action. 

However, EMSICA proposes an alternative causal pathway in explaining the commitment 
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to collective action. Differently from SIMCA, which attributes the leading role in promoting 

collective action to social identification (directly or indirectly through efficacy beliefs and 

injustice perception), EMSICA suggests that social identification may represent an outcome 

rather than an antecedent of perceived injustice and group efficacy. According to the authors, 

it is more likely that these significant reactions (injustice and efficacy) provide the basis for 

the emergence of social identity which, by encapsulating the effects of injustice and 

effectiveness, promotes intentions to engage in actions aimed at social change. However, it 

is important to note that the authors of EMSICA (Thomas et al., 2009, 2012), do not disagree 

with the pathway proposed by SIMCA (Van Zoomeren et al., 2008), they rather provide a 

complementary explanation to SIMCA that can help explain the dynamic nature of social 

identity in collective action. In order to shed light on the predictive role of these two models, 

Thomas et al. (2012) tested their assumptions, comparing SIMCA and EMSICA, using 

multigroup structural equation modelling (SEM) with three different populations. The 

results that emerged from these studies provided support for both these two 

conceptualizations of social identity processes in explaining the pathway to collective action. 

According to the authors, it is plausible that the context determines which of the two paths 

will take place: in certain situations, group membership will foster perceptions of injustice 

and efficacy beliefs promoting collective action commitment, while in others such reactions 

will represent precursors of the emergence of a social identity collective action-oriented. In 

conclusion, social identification can have facilitating or encapsulating effects on the pathway 

to collective action. These results invite us to consider these elements as a dynamic system 

of interconnections which implies the adoption of a broader point of view in investigating 

how identity processes work. 

The dynamic model of engagement in normative and non-normative collective action 

A further relevant theoretical model that, by integrating different developments in collective 

action research, contributes to providing a more dynamic vision of the pathway to collective 
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action was proposed by Becker and Tausch (2015). The main purpose of this integration was 

to fill three main gaps in the collective action literature: a lack of understanding of non-

normative forms of collective action (more radical and disruptive actions) compared to the 

more investigated normative forms of actions, a reduced consideration of the dynamic 

perspective of collective action processes in favour of predictive models and, finally, the 

lack of comprehension on how to overcome barriers to collective action. In doing so, Becker 

and Tausch (2015) focused on previous evidence that help explain collective action 

processes (Becker et al., 2012; Becker et al., 2011a, 2011b; Tausch et al., 2011; Tausch & 

Becker, 2013) from different points of view. In this regard, a first relevant consideration can 

be found in Tausch et al. (2011, Study 1-3) where the authors explored both normative 

(socially acceptable forms of protest) and non-normative collective action (more radical 

forms of protest), by specifying how these two forms of action can be predicted by different 

emotions. Indeed, in addition to anger (on which the other models like SIMCA focused), 

they introduced contempt as a further emotional antecedent of collective action. According 

to the authors, anger plays a key role in predicting normative collective action, while 

contempt elicits non-normative collective action intentions. Moreover, these two forms of 

collective action (normative and non-normative) can be differently predicted by perceived 

group efficacy: a higher sense of efficacy leads to normative actions, while a low sense of 

efficacy leads to non-normative actions. 

 In line with the elaborated social identity model of crowd behaviour (e.g., Drury & 

Reicher, 1999, 2000; Reicher, 1996; Stott & Reicher, 1998), which argues that past 

collective action participation can affect future empowerment in crowd events, Becker et al. 

(2011a) proposed that emotions, experienced from participation in collective action, may 

represent meaningful predictors of future protest intentions. Specifically, the authors 

assumed that collective action participation can produce positive self-directed emotions 

(e.g., joy and happiness) and negative outgroup-directed emotions (e.g., anger and 
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contempt). Their main assumption was therefore that people, after or while engaging in 

collective action, can experience both positive and negative emotions which can affect future 

protest participation. Results confirmed their assumption but showed that only negative 

outgroup-directed emotions (e.g., anger) can positively affect future willingness to undertake 

collective action.  

Tausch and Becker (2013) also explored the motivational role of achievement 

emotions associated with success (e.g., pride) and failure (e.g., anger) in collective action. 

The authors found that both feelings of pride (following success) and anger (following 

failure), predicted greater intentions to take part in collective action strategies. Specifically, 

anger directly predicted collective action intentions; pride indirectly predicted greater 

collective action via greater perceived group efficacy.  

Becker et al. (2011b), with the aim of providing greater knowledge about the effects 

of undertaking non-normative collective action on identification with (or disentification 

from) relevant social identities (or politicized groups), examined these paths considering the 

role played by perceived ingroup support. As an example of how collective action can shape 

social identity, Becker et al. (2011b) moved forward the distinction between identification 

with the broader disadvantaged group (e.g., black people) and identification with a 

politicized group (e.g., identification with a social movement like Black Lives Matter; 

Stürmer & Simon, 2004), to understand how and why social movements emerge and split. 

In so doing, they tested whether engagement in normative and non-normative collective 

action was associated with activists’ identification with the disadvantaged group and 

politicized identification. Results revealed that participation in non-normative collective 

action was associated with disidentification from the broader ingroup (disidentification leads 

to splits within social movements). In contrast, participation in normative collective action 

did not affect identification with the broader disadvantaged group but enhanced politicized 

identification. In a following experimental follow-up that examined the effects of imagining 
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different social situations, results revealed that the disidentification associated with non-

normative collective action only occurred with low support by ingroup members (with high 

support there was no disidentification from the ingroup).  

Finally, Becker and Tausch (2015), in their review, focused their attention on two 

potential barriers faced by disadvantaged group members when deciding whether to engage 

in collective action. In particular, they highlighted two dilemmas correlated with 

participation in collective action that are faced by members of disadvantaged groups. The 

first dilemma concerns the choice of strategies that individuals can use to manage their 

negative (disadvantaged) social identity. According to SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), 

individuals belonging to disadvantaged groups have at least three alternatives to cope with 

their social identity. First, if group boundaries are perceived as permeable, they can aim at 

individual mobility, which implies leaving one’s group to join another group which enjoys 

a better status position (Ellemers, 2001; Wright, 2001). Second, with the aim of not being 

disadvantaged by the comparison, they can resort to creative management social identity 

strategies, like identifying new dimensions of comparisons with the advantaged group or 

changing the comparison dimension. Third, they can remain in their disadvantaged group 

and engage in collective action to improve their status position. Although social creativity 

strategies have generally been considered collective strategies (because they do not imply 

the abandonment of the group), they can bring an additional dilemma since they may 

paradoxically inhibit the desire for “real” social change. To investigate this hypothesis, 

Becker (2012b, Study 3), by considering different disadvantaged groups, tested how creative 

social identity management strategies affect the intention to engage in collective action. In 

particular, they focused on strategies like changing the dimensions of comparison or 

changing the group of reference for the comparison, modifying the valence of the attributes 

relevant to social comparison. The results showed that these strategies, while allowing to 
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maintain positive group distinctiveness, lead to a reduced perception of relative deprivation 

and, in turn, a lower interest in engaging in actions for real social change. 

A second dilemma emphasized by the authors consists in the possibility that an 

individual, who belongs to a disadvantaged group, may experience conflicting affective 

loyalties when he or she has personal contact with members of the advantaged group. 

Intergroup contact can lead to more harmonious intergroup relationships but, at the same 

time, it can inhibit social change because it can reduce perceptions of inequality (Dixon et 

al., 2012; Jackman, 1994), and important antecedents of collective action like anger (Tausch 

et al., 2015; van Zomeren et al., 2008). Becker and Tausch (2015) hypothesized that the 

cause of this inhibition can be traced in the strategies implemented by the disadvantaged 

group member to reduce the level of the experienced cognitive dissonance (due to having an 

outgroup member as a friend that harms the ingroup). These strategies consist in legitimizing 

inequality between groups and their situation of disadvantage, relieving the outgroup of 

responsibility for inequality. The authors thus stressed the powerful role played by 

legitimacy perceptions, as a function of contact between groups, in inhibiting social change. 

Becker et al. (2013) explored the impact of cross-group contact on disadvantaged group 

members’ intentions for social change, testing the moderating role played by outgroup 

perception of legitimacy. In line with their argument, collective action commitment was 

inhibited when the advantaged group considered the disadvantaged condition faced by the 

lower-status group as legitimate but not when it was perceived as illegitimate. 

In conclusion, Becker and Tausch (2015), with the purpose to integrate these 

different contributions, proposed the dynamic model of engagement in normative and non-

normative collective action which provides greater knowledge on the pathway to collective 

action giving attention to its dynamic nature. In doing so, the authors shed light on the 

difference between normative and non-normative collective action, recognized and 

integrated the role played by intergroup emotions, group efficacy, ingroup support, 
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(dis)identification, and finally, the detrimental effect of some collective strategies and 

affective loyalties (as a consequence of cross-group contact) on collective action intentions. 

The disidentify, innovate, moralization and energization model 

The disidentify, innovate, moralization and energization model, is another relevant model of 

collective action that has been proposed by Louis and colleagues (DIME; 2020). It aims to 

explain the divergent reactions to the success and failure of past actions. DIME directs its 

attention to what happens after collective action, especially if the protests do not achieve 

their aims. Therefore, this model is in line with the dynamic model of engagement in 

normative and non-normative collective action proposed by Becker and Tausch (2015) 

which aimed at promoting greater knowledge of the dynamic nature of social change 

processes.  

The main assumption by DIME is that collective action participation can produce 

different outcomes on the basis of the results achieved by protesters. If the protest succeeds, 

people will keep adopting the same strategies used in the past; if the protest fails, people will 

have three main possible directions to pursue: disidentification and exit, innovation, or 

moralization/energization. According to the authors, the decisive elements in choosing 

between these alternatives is represented by the level of identification with the group: low 

levels of identification should be associated with the first alternative consisting of the 

disidentification and abundance of the group. By contrast, high levels of identification are 

more likely to be associated with the second or the third alternative that is innovation (change 

of strategy), or moralization and energization (increased moral convictions or urgency about 

the cause and need to redouble tactic efforts to reach the result). In conclusion, the authors 

conceptualize collective action as a volatile phenomenon because of the mutable and 

dynamic nature of the processes it involves and the context within which it takes place (e.g., 

strategies, identities, motivation, leadership, and socio-political structures), and invite other 

scholars to further develop this direction. 
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Summary of the core mechanisms detected by collective action literature 

Collective action literature has become prolific in the last decades, offering several models 

aimed at explaining social change processes. In this brief overview, only those that emerged 

as most relevant to the current research project have been reported and discussed (see also 

Thomas et al., 2022). Among them, the social identity model of collective action (van 

Zomeren et al., 2008) and its integrations (2012, 2018) emerge as the most prominent and 

cited collective action model used by social psychologists around the world. This success is 

due to the significant contribution that this model provides through the integration of 

different psychological perspectives that had been considered rather independently (i.e., 

social identification, moral beliefs, affective injustice, and efficacy perception). The model 

rests on four core motivational drivers within which social identification (especially 

politicized identities) and moral beliefs (especially moral outrage) are invested with a 

leading role in fostering, directly or indirectly (through efficacy and injustice), collective 

action. In doing so, van Zomeren et al. (2008, 2012, 2018) integrate cognitive beliefs and 

affective experiences (more context-based motivators i.e., identification, injustice, and 

efficacy) with individual difference variables (i.e., moral beliefs) giving rise to fertile ground 

that opens the way to multiple future lines of research. In a complementary way, the 

encapsulation model of social identity in collective action (Thomas et al., 2009; 2012) shed 

light on the dynamic nature of collective action processes showing how social identification 

can have both facilitative and encapsulating effects (fostered by injustice and efficacy 

reactions) on the pathway to collective action. However, as done by most models, SIMCA 

and EMISICA, in dealing with collective action processes, do not account for differences 

between normative and non-normative forms of collective action and for collective action 

consequences. Moreover, and most importantly, they do not pay attention to groups’ social 

status (advantaged and disadvantaged groups), neglecting the role played by intergroup 

power relations and intergroup contact in pursuing social change objectives. The political 
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solidarity model of social change proposed by Subašić et al. (2008), partially fills these gaps, 

by placing its main foundation in the creation of political solidarity between low and high-

status groups as a core driver of social change. Indeed, by adopting a broader point of view 

in defining the social system within which collective action protests emerge and take shape, 

the authors incorporate a triangular perspective. Such perspective identifies three main actors 

of social change which are represented by the advantaged groups (who hold most of the 

power in society), the disadvantaged groups (who have a low-power position in society), and 

the authority (individual or group who has the ability to influence others). The authors argue 

that the alliance between advantaged and disadvantaged groups is the result of a shared social 

identity from which the authority is excluded (as a consequence of beliefs, values, norms, 

and moral violation) and redefined as an outgroup.   

Although these models attempt to approach the phenomenon of collective action 

comprehensively, they still do not consider several factors that might be relevant in 

understanding the pathway to collective action. For example, they do not mention radical 

forms of collective action and show no interest in understanding the consequences of 

collective action on future protest participation (relevant point partly anticipated by the 

elaborated social identity model of crowd behaviour, Drury & Reicher, 1999, 2000; Reicher, 

1996; Stott & Reicher, 1998). That is where the model proposed by Becker and Taush (2015) 

comes in exploring these missing factors, integrating previous evidence, and adding new 

considerations to understand the dynamic pathway to collective action. Indeed, the dynamic 

model of engagement in normative and non-normative collective action proposed that 

emotions, experienced before and/or after collective action participation, may represent 

meaningful predictors of future protest intentions. In doing so, the authors specified how 

these two forms of collective action can be predicted by different emotions and different 

levels of group perceived efficacy. Moreover, they shed light on (dis)identification processes 

and conflicting affective loyalties emphasizing the moderating role played by perceived 
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ingroup support and outgroup perception of legitimacy. Finally, giving further attention to 

the mutable and dynamic nature of collective action processes, the disidentify, innovate, 

moralization and energization model proposed by Louis and colleagues (2020) tries to 

explain the divergent reactions to the success and failure of past collective action 

participation. Basically, the model argues that when people protest and succeed, they 

continue to adopt the same strategies used in the past. Conversely, when people protest and 

fail, they disidentify with the group and abandon it or change strategies and redouble their 

tactical efforts to achieve the result. 

These models focus on different paths providing common valuable ingredients to 

understand the pathway to collective action and, in doing so, they converge in giving a 

central role to social identification as the beating heart of social change processes. Although 

collective action represents a strategy to maintain or rebalance power relations between 

groups, paradoxically these models (with the exception of Becker & Tausch 2015) do not 

account for the role played by intergroup contact in the struggle for social change. This 

narrowed perspective is a consequence of the disconnection between the literature on 

collective action and that on intergroup contact, which are only now beginning to be 

reconciled by researchers (Thomas et al., 2022). In order to feel these gaps, the next step is 

represented by the identification of the most relevant ingredients that emerge from the 

contact and the collective action literature to compose the right recipe to achieve social 

change and, at the same time, positive intergroup relations. In this regard, in the next chapter, 

I will present a review of the existing empirical studies that have explored the relationship 

between intergroup contact and collective action oriented to promote social equality for 

disadvantaged groups. 
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Chapter 2  

Mobilizing or sedative effects? A narrative review of the association between 

intergroup contact and collective action among advantaged and disadvantaged groups1 

 

Intergroup contact represents one of the most effective strategies for promoting positive 

intergroup relations (Hodson & Hewstone, 2013; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Vezzali & Stathi, 

2021). Although much of the work on intergroup contact has focused on the reduction of 

prejudice as a measure of movement toward social equity, improving outgroup attitudes may 

in some cases lead (inadvertently) to reinforcing social hierarchies (Kteily & McClanahan, 

2020; Saguy et al., 2017) that contribute to inequalities. It is therefore important, both 

theoretically and practically, to understand whether, how, and under what conditions contact 

predicts collective action aimed at achieving social equity. In particular, in this review we 

define collective action broadly as support for the disadvantaged group, in terms of acts or 

intentions to benefit disadvantaged-group members (e.g., by expanding their rights and 

opportunities through individual efforts or policies). Collective action thus represents 

solidarity-based behavior in support of disadvantaged groups aimed at achieving social 

equity (see also De Lemus & Stroebe, 2015; Vezzali & Stathi, 2021, Chapter 7). 

The present work reviews and synthesizes evidence on the relation between contact 

and collective action to help delineate a state-of-the art understanding of the research area.  

There has been a recent surge of studies investigating the association between contact 

and collective action, culminating in various theoretical reviews (Dixon & McKeown, 2021; 

Hassler, Ulug, et al., 2021; MacInnis & Hodson, 2019; McKeown & Dixon, 2017; Saguy et 

al., 2017; Tropp & Barlow, 2018; Tropp & Dehrone, 2023; Vezzali & Stathi, 2021, Chapter 

7). These previous reviews have focused on identifying specific elements of the relationship 

 
1 I present the article version accepted for publication. Accepted for publication and in press in open access 

format on Personality and Social Psychology Review. 
Article reference: Cocco, V. M., Vezzali, L., Stathi, S., Di Bernardo, G. A., & Dovidio J. F. (2023). Mobilizing or 
Sedative Effects? A Review of the Association between Contact and Collective Action among Advantaged 
and Disadvantaged Groups. Personality and Social Psychology Review. 
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between contact and collective action (e.g., moderating and/or mediating variables; Vezzali 

& Stathi, 2021) or on proposing specific conceptual models (Hassler, Ulug, et al., 2021). 

These works have therefore generally been directed in a top-down way by particular models 

and hypotheses, producing relatively selective reviews of the relevant literature. 

Whereas prior reviews on this topic have been hypothesis-driven and confirmatory 

in their main objectives, we present a narrative review that adopts a “bottom-up” approach, 

representing a more comprehensive review of the literature on contact and collective action 

and identifying themes that emerge from our analysis of that literature. Narrative reviews, 

which are qualitative in their approach, are particularly appropriate when considering studies 

“that have used diverse methodologies, or that have examined different theoretical 

conceptualizations, constructs, and/or relationships …. They are a particularly useful means 

of linking together studies on different topics for reinterpretation or interconnection in order 

to develop or evaluate new theory” (Siddaway et al., 2019, p. 775).  

We view the current approach as complementary to other, recent systematic and 

focused reviews. As distinguished by Siddaway et al. (2019), in contrast to a narrative 

review, a systematic review represents an analysis of a clearly articulated question that 

adheres to previously specified methods to identify, select, and critically appraise relevant 

research around the question that guided the review. Two recent, related systematic reviews 

have been performed by Hassler, Ulug, et al. (2021) and by Reimer and Sengupta (2021). 

Hassler, Ulug, et al. (2021) reviewed the literature on contact and collective action structured 

as systematic evaluation of a specific model, the integrated contact-collective action model 

(which we subsequently discuss). Reimer and Sengupta (2021) conducted a preregistered 

“systematic review and meta-analysis” with the goal “to evaluate the evidence for and 

against the ‘ironic’ effects of intergroup contact” (p. 362). 

We build on the literatures they consider, integrate many ideas from those and other 

previous reviews, and organize our review and analysis not with a formal conceptual model 
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but with a graphical representation intended to map the broader landscape of empirical 

findings in this area. We pursued a narrative, bottom-up approach instead of a meta-analysis 

to identify promising but under-researched areas relating to what is not yet known about 

intergroup contact and collective action. 

We structured our narrative review around three goals relating to the general 

relationship of contact to collective action and the factors that shape and underlie that 

relationship. Our first goal is to answer the question of whether or not intergroup contact 

promotes collective action – that is whether it has mobilizing effects (i.e., it promotes 

collective action) or sedative effects (i.e., it inhibits collective action). The second goal is to 

identify moderating factors to understand when contact will have a mobilizing or a sedative 

effect. Our third goal is to illuminate mediating processes that explain the pathway between 

contact and collective action. To systematize research conducted thus far and with the aim 

of facilitating future research, we group moderators and mediators into overarching 

categories related to the intergroup situation, the outgroup, and the ingroup. In so doing, we 

consider forms of intergroup contact that are receiving increasing attention, such as negative 

contact and indirect contact.  

In addition, given their potential social impact, we distinguish between normative 

and non-normative forms of collective action. Whether collective action is normative or non-

normative can be a contentious issue that needs a thorough consideration of multiple 

sociocultural elements. In this review, following the guidance of Wright et al. (1990) and 

Becker and Tausch (2015), we refer to normative collective action as socially acceptable 

behaviors (e.g., distributing leaflets) and to non-normative collective action as behavior that 

is destructive and violent that deviates from prevailing social norms and is often illegal.  

In the next section, we present brief overviews of (a) general models of factors 

motivating collective action, (b) research on intergroup contact and prejudice reduction, and 

(c) works currently bridging intergroup contact and collective action. After that, we 
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introduce a graphical representation (Figure 1) that organizes previous work in a way that 

maps our systematic review and analysis of the literature. We not only address the general 

question of whether intergroup contact promotes or inhibits collective action but also 

examine relevant moderators and mediators. In our concluding section, we offer suggestions 

for promising directions for future research.  
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Figure 1. Graphical representation of the moderators and mediators of the relationship between contact and collective action. The numbers in parentheses 
indicate how many tests for each variable or category are included in the current review and analysis (see Tables 4 and 5).  
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Collective action and intergroup contact: overviews 

Our primary focus is on the impact of intergroup contact on collective action. In this section, 

we therefore review some of the most prominent and generative psychological theories of 

collective action and the processes underlying it. Although research on collective action has 

traditionally emphasized the mobilization of members of disadvantaged groups (Wright & 

Lubensky, 2009), there is also currently a substantial literature on collective action by 

advantaged-group members that benefits a disadvantaged group (e.g., Cakal et al., 2021; 

Dixon, Durrheim, et al., 2010; Vazquez et al., 2020). 

Theoretical approaches for understanding the pathway to collective action 

Research on collective action has been grounded to varying degrees in three basic processes 

relating to (a) social identity, (b) perceptions of the causes of disparities, and (c) a group’s 

capacity to address these disparities. The social identity model of collective action (SIMCA; 

Van Zomeren et al., 2008), for example, recognizes these processes in terms of group 

identification, perceived injustice, and perceived efficacy as key instigators of collective 

action.  

These processes rest on three main socio-psychological perspectives. The first 

theoretical perspective relates to social identity theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), which 

places strong emphasis on collective identity and, specifically, on ingroup identification. A 

form of group identity especially relevant to collective action is that of politicized identity, 

which is identification with a particular social movement (Stürmer & Simon, 2004; Van 

Zomeren et al., 2008). According to Van Zomeren et al. (2008), social identification 

(especially, politicized identities) can predict collective action both directly and indirectly 

through increased perceptions of group efficacy and injustice. The second perspective is 

relative deprivation theory (Runciman & Runciman, 1966), which proposes that unfavorable 

intergroup comparisons lead to experiencing injustice and seeking to reduce it by engaging 

in collective action. Such an experience of injustice has both cognitive (perception that a 
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group is disadvantaged compared to another group) and affective (intergroup emotions, such 

us anger, frustration, resentment, and outrage) dimensions. The third theoretical perspective 

that informs SIMCA highlights the role of perceived group efficacy (Bandura, 1997) as a 

motivating element to engage in collective action (Van Zomeren et al., 2004).  

Extending SIMCA, Van Zomeren et al. (2012) directed their attention to the role of 

moral convictions, defined as “as strong and absolute stances on moral issues” (p. 52). If 

violated, moral convictions can lead to action to defend them (Van Zomeren & Lodewijkx, 

2005). Moral convictions can therefore act as motivators of collective action (Skitka & 

Bauman, 2008). 

Relatedly, Thomas et al. (2009; see also Thomas et al., 2012) proposed the 

encapsulation model of social identity in collective action (EMSICA), which accords social 

identity processes a central role in collective action. Unlike SIMCA (Van Zomeren et al., 

2008), however, Thomas et al. (2009) considered social identification as an outcome rather 

than as an antecedent of perceived injustice and group efficacy. Furthermore, the model 

acknowledges reciprocal paths between group efficacy and perceived injustice, with the two 

constructs predicting each other.  

Becker and Tausch (2015), inspired by SIMCA (Van Zomeren et al., 2008), 

described a key differentiation between normative and non-normative collective action in 

their dynamic model of engagement in normative and non-normative collective action. The 

authors further focused on the role played by emotions in predicting collective action. 

Specifically, they posited that normative and non-normative collective action are predicted 

by different emotions: while anger leads to increased normative collective action, non-

normative collective action is primarily predicted by contempt. The model suggested by 

Becker and Tausch (2015) also considers the other relevant constructs hypothesized by 

SIMCA and specifies when they would be associated with the two forms of collective action. 

According to that framework, individuals are more likely to engage in normative collective 
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action when they perceive high efficacy, and in non-normative collective action when 

perceived efficacy is low. Finally, individuals are more likely to opt for normative collective 

action when they perceive their social identification as strong, and in non-normative 

collective action when social identification is perceived as weak. 

Turning the focus to collective action by advantaged-group members, the political 

solidarity model of social change (Subašić et al., 2008) aims to understand the perspective 

of the advantaged group and the conditions that may lead to an alliance between advantaged 

and disadvantaged groups. This model incorporates two approaches: SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 

1979), and self-categorization theory (SCT; J. C. Turner et al., 1987). SIT places importance 

on the shift from personal to social identity and on the role of social identity in guiding 

intergroup relations. SCT conceptualizes the self as hierarchically organized, with more 

abstract categories reflecting higher levels of inclusiveness.  

The political solidarity model (Subašić et al., 2008) illuminates how to create 

political solidarity between groups for the achievement of social equity. The process of 

political solidarity is explained in a triangular context, where the protagonists are the 

advantaged group, the disadvantaged group, and the authority. According to the model, the 

alliance between advantaged and disadvantaged groups is the result of a shared social 

identity between advantaged and disadvantaged groups, which excludes the authority. In this 

process, the authority loses its legitimacy, increasing the likelihood of being challenged, 

suggesting that perceived illegitimacy leads to mobilization against social injustice. 

Importantly, the shared identity between advantaged and disadvantaged groups is not meant 

to obscure intergroup differences but to provide a meaningful context within which to 

understand them. 

To summarize, research on collective action has traditionally, but not exclusively, 

focused on the actions of disadvantaged-group members. This work has identified the key 

roles of (a) social identification with a group, with a particular politicized identity, or in 
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relation to authority; (b) perceptions of unfair disadvantage or injustice, (c) feelings of 

efficacy for making change, and (d) moral convictions. While the research on collective 

action reveals several common and influential processes, our focus is specifically on the 

relationship between intergroup contact and intentions for and engagement in collective 

action. 

Intergroup Contact and Prejudice Reduction 

Much of the traditional research on intergroup contact has been centered on prejudice 

reduction as an outcome. Almost seven decades of research have shown that contact is 

associated with reduced prejudice, even when the optimal conditions originally proposed by 

Allport (1954) (e.g., equal status, cooperation for common goals, institutional support) are 

absent (Paluck et al., 2021; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). One limitation of research on 

intergroup contact is that it has focused to a much greater extent on advantaged-group 

members than on disadvantaged-group members in terms of how to improve the attitudes of 

members of advantaged groups toward disadvantaged groups (see Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). 

In general, results have shown that contact is more effective at reducing intergroup bias 

among members of advantaged than disadvantaged groups, with effects among 

disadvantaged-group members often weaker and sometimes nonsignificant (Tropp & 

Pettigrew, 2005; Vezzali & Stathi, 2021).  

The scope of research on intergroup contact has been expanded in recent years, for 

instance in terms of considering different forms of direct contact (e.g., showing the 

detrimental effects of negative contact; Graf & Paolini, 2017; Schafer et al., 2021) and 

including indirect forms of contact. Types of indirect contact, which do not involve face-to-

face interaction, include extended and vicarious contact (respectively, knowing or observing 

an intergroup relationship; Dovidio et al., 2011; Vezzali et al., 2014; White et al., 2021; Zhou 

et al., 2019), and imagined contact (mentally simulating an intergroup interaction; Crisp & 

Turner, 2012; Miles & Crisp, 2014; see also White et al., 2021).  
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While there is considerable consensus in the field that positive intergroup contact 

generally makes intergroup attitudes more favorable, additional questions remain. Some of 

these involve the underlying processes that account for the reduction of prejudice. Multiple 

routes appear to be involved, including lessening intergroup anxiety or increasing empathy 

(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008) as well as changing the ways members of another group are 

perceived, such as creating more individuated (Wilder, 1986) or personalized (Miller, 2002) 

perceptions or a greater sense of shared identity (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000; Reimer et al., 

2022). Other questions involve the durability of the effect of intergroup contact on prejudice 

reduction (Paluck et al., 2019).  

The issues of primary interest in this review are additional ones: how intergroup 

contact relates to collective action as an outcome, and how many of the processes revealed 

in the study of contact effects on prejudice reduction reflect or supplement those currently 

recognized as factors shaping collective action. Although prejudice reduction and collective 

action may both appear to represent forces promoting intergroup equity, intergroup contact 

may, at least in some circumstances, produce divergent effects on these two outcomes 

because of the different ways it influences the dynamics underlying each. 

Intergroup contact and collective action 

Various scholars have questioned the effectiveness of contact for producing social change 

and, ultimately, social equity (Dixon et al., 2005). Wright and Lubensky (2009) argued that 

the mechanisms by which contact improves outgroup attitudes (e.g., reducing ingroup 

identification, lowering perceptions of injustice) are the very same ones that may inhibit 

collective action (a sedative effect). Much of the theorizing of the sedative effects of contact 

has focused on collective action by members of disadvantaged groups (Dixon, Tropp, et al., 

2010; Dovidio et al., 2016), for whom positive contact tends to reduce their focus on inequity 

and to have greater expectations of being treated fairly in the future (Saguy et al., 2009). 

However, the sedative effects of contact may also apply to members of advantaged groups 
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in terms of taking actions to benefit disadvantaged groups. The “principle-implementation 

gap” refers to the finding that positive experiences of contact do not automatically translate 

into supporting or engaging in collective action (Dixon et al., 2017; Dixon, Durrheim, et al., 

2010). Dixon (2017) explained that increasing positive feelings toward the outgroup (a 

distinctive feature of contact; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008) reduces the salience of group 

boundaries and, consequently, the need to redress inequality toward one specific group, 

leading to sedative effects of contact (see also Çakal et al., 2011, Study 1). We review 

relevant theoretical and empirical work with the aim of providing a clearer understanding of 

the relation between contact and collective action, considering the effects separately for 

members of disadvantaged and advantaged groups. 

Understanding how intergroup contact affects collective action is particularly 

valuable for integrating work within the area of intergroup relations. Although both 

collective action and prejudice reduction have attracted significant scholarly attention and 

produced vibrant literatures in psychology across many years, as noted by Wright and 

Lubensky (2009), these lines of research traditionally proceeded largely independently. 

Also, despite the robustness and empirical evidence in support of the models of collective 

action we previously discussed, it is important to acknowledge that these models have not 

systematically considered the role of intergroup contact in the pathway to collective action 

– the issue that is the specific focus of the current work. 

We are not alone in our interest in this issue. Several theoretical perspectives have 

been recently proposed to better understand the relationship between contact and collective 

action. Hassler, Ulug, et al. (2021) proposed the integrated contact-collective action model 

(ICCAM), which focuses on understanding when contact will have mobilizing or sedative 

effects among advantaged or disadvantaged-group members. Among the relevant factors, 

the authors consider type of contact (including its valence), perception of (il)legitimacy of 
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group differences, extent to which group-specific needs are satisfied, social categorization, 

and intergroup ideologies. 

Hassler, Ulug, et al.’s model considers important variables identified in contact as 

well as collective action research, with the aim of proposing relevant factors emerging from 

the two literatures rather than providing a broad and extensive review of variables 

specifically identified by research testing the association between contact and collective 

action. As an example, when discussing social categorization, the authors refer to general 

literature on the common ingroup identity model (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000; Gaertner et al., 

2016) together with research investigating categorization in the context of collective action 

but unrelated to contact research (Ufkes et al., 2016). While we view the work by Hassler, 

Ulug, et al. as complementary to our interests, our goals are both broader empirically – 

providing a more extensive review of the literature – and more focused conceptually – 

emphasizing the dynamics of contact more specifically. 

MacInnis and Hodson (2019) have theorized about when a disadvantaged group will 

engage in social change. They focus on the importance of contact that can lead to cross-

group friendships (which is an especially effective form of contact; Davies et al., 2011). 

They also highlight the relevance of the content of contact, in particular the importance of 

discussing group differences and social inequalities (which represents an important variable 

in the review and analysis that we present). 

Vezzali and Stathi (2021, Chapter 7) proposed a sequential mediation to explain the 

relation of direct and indirect contact with normative and non-normative collective action. 

In this model, contact predicts socio-structural variables as posited by SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 

1979), which in turn predict morality convictions. Further mediators include social 

categorization, and a series of variables, such as intergroup emotions, which have been 

shown to be associated with collective action (Becker & Tausch, 2015). Vezzali and Stathi 
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(2021) also identified several moderators, such as content and valence of contact, social 

dominance orientation (SDO), and prejudice. 

Overall, while the current models involving intergroup contact and collective action 

address many similar dynamics, they do so in different ways, from various perspectives, and 

with different primary objectives. These models generally highlight particular constructs, for 

instance, group identification (Hassler, Ulug, et al., 2021), content of contact (MacInnis & 

Hodson, 2019), and moral convictions (Vezzali & Stathi, 2021). In addition, the models of 

Hassler, Ulug, et al. (2021) and of MacInnis and Hodson (2019) represent theoretical 

elaborations that take literature on contact and collective action into consideration, but they 

do not focus specifically on findings that have emerged from the contact and collective action 

literature more broadly (including mediators and moderators). Those models have a broader 

aim: to understand based on available relevant literature when advantaged and disadvantaged 

groups will engage in collective action. The model introduced by Vezzali and Stathi (2021, 

Chapter 7), though more strongly rooted in studies on contact and collective action, is mainly 

aimed at understanding the complex and sequential mediational chains that can underly 

contact effects. The present work presents a more comprehensive review of contact research 

that has investigated collective action, building on, extending, and synthesizing the 

literatures considered in previous reviews. Because the objective of a narrative review is to 

identify emergent themes and important gaps in the existing literature, the approach to 

identifying studies is broader and with a less prescribed methodology for narrative reviews 

than that for systematic meta-analytic efforts that test specific hypotheses (see Siddaway et 

al., 2019). For the present review, we searched for terms broadly related to collective action 

and social change (e.g., contact, affirmative action, collective action, polic+, social change, 

activism, critical action, sedative, mobilize, in different combinations) on the Psychinfo 

database, with 18th October 2021 as the cut-off date. 
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Building bottom-up from the empirical literature, we identify and classify both 

moderators and mediators into broad categories. These categories include and help 

systematize work guided by existing models, which generally focus selectively on 

moderators and mediators relevant to a specific conceptual position (e.g., Hassler, Ulug, et 

al., 2021; MacInnis & Hodson, 2019; Vezzali & Stathi, 2021). We integrate specific 

constructs, including those representing the focus of previous reviews, into broader 

categories that may favor understanding of the whole literature on contact and collective 

action. Next, we introduce a graphical representation of our review and analysis of the 

literature to help summarize what is known and what is not to identify productive directions 

for future research in this area. 

The current work: a narrative review 

In our review of the literature, we pursue questions about whether, when, and why intergroup 

contact is associated with collective action distinguishing fundamentally between processes 

for advantaged and disadvantaged groups. The present review also considers the moderators 

of contact effects as they may relate to collective action and the mediating processes 

identified by empirical evidence. When relevant, we further distinguish between contact that 

is direct versus indirect and positive versus negative, as well as collective action that is 

normative versus non-normative. This approach offers a more thorough and state-of-the-art 

understanding of collective action as a function of intergroup contact. 

Guided by previous research on intergroup relations (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; 

Tajfel & Turner, 1979), one of the main goals of the present review is to understand the 

factors associated with the alliance between advantaged and disadvantaged groups. In 

line with previous work (e.g., Tausch et al., 2015), we conceptually define advantaged 

groups as those relatively high in power and/or status in a given social context and that, 

as a consequence, enjoy a disproportionate number of privileges and social benefits 

(e.g., greater wealth). We use the term disadvantaged groups to refer to groups that are 
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relatively low in power and/or status in a particular context and, as a result, suffer a 

disproportionate amount of resource challenges (e.g., lower wages). Most commonly 

(in 63% of the studies reviewed), this distinction reflected racial or ethnic group 

membership. However, it also reflected other types of differences, for example based 

on religion or citizenship status (see section “Review Overview”). We note that 

advantaged and disadvantaged group positions can vary substantially by social context: 

relative group position can depend on a variety of factors, such as citizenship status, 

current socioeconomic position or sociopolitical influence, or the history of intergroup 

domination or discrimination based, for instance, on ethnicity or political affiliation.  

Operationally, to differentiate advantaged from disadvantaged groups, we 

primarily relied on how the different groups were conceptualized by the authors of each 

article, that is, whether the groups were described as advantaged or disadvantaged (or 

as high or low in status and/or power) in each study. In all cases, the way the authors of 

study classified groups as advantaged or disadvantaged aligned with how we 

distinguished the groups as well. To the extent that our focal dependent variable was 

support for disadvantaged groups, advantaged or disadvantaged group position can also 

be indirectly inferred from the target benefiting from collective action in each study. 

For example, in research exploring White participants’ support for Black people’s rights 

Black people are the disadvantaged group. In the very few cases where study authors 

did not directly refer to the relative advantage, status, or power of the groups explored, 

the authors of the present work coded the groups as advantaged or disadvantaged 

blindly and were in full agreement of the coding.  

We selected articles that included at least one measure or manipulation of 

contact, and at least one measure of collective action. With respect to contact, we 

included articles that measured or manipulated at the individual level face-to-face 

contact, considering different operationalizations of contact, including both quantity 
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and quality as measures of contact, and we distinguish between these two when critical 

to the interpretation of the findings with respect to collective action. We also included 

indirect contact measures or manipulations classically used in literature in the form of 

extended, vicarious, or imagined contact.  

For collective action measures, we adopted a broad definition, as specified at the 

beginning of the review, focusing on collective action aimed at promoting social equity. 

Therefore, when addressing the stance of the advantaged group, we refer to solidarity-based 

collective action benefitting the disadvantaged group. We considered a substantial range of 

measures, including support of (or opposition to) egalitarian policies and the rights for the 

disadvantaged group, intentions to engage in collective action on the behalf of the 

disadvantaged group or, when available, behavioral collective action measures. Resting on 

the distinction between normative and non-normative collective action presented earlier (see 

also Becker & Tausch, 2015), we considered as normative collective action non-violent 

behaviors generally defined as socially acceptable, such as signing petitions, taking part to 

strikes, supporting egalitarian policies. In contrast, violent and illegal behaviors (like 

destruction of properties) were included in the category of non-normative collective action. 

Given that the present review primarily aims to investigate the relationship between contact 

and collective action, studies that did not include both contact (measured or manipulated) 

and collective action measures were not considered. 

Considering the evaluation of the existing literature on contact and collective action, 

in line with our bottom-up approach, in Figure 1 we present a graphical representation of our 

analysis of the literature that strives to produce a state-of-the-art portrait of the field.  

We broadly considered mediators and moderators that emerged from the literature. 

Because of the number and variety of such variables represented in our review of the 

literature, we then attempted to identify broader categories that could include them to present 

a more coherent organization for the research. We considered ways to categorize them that 
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were parsimonious but, at the same time, reflect conceptual distinctiveness among 

constructs. We reasoned that grouping potential moderating and mediating variables into 

categories would be an instrumental step toward more systematization of the literature. Our 

proposed classification of moderating and mediating variables in the literature generally 

aligned with three categories that researchers in the areas of group processes and of 

intergroup relations have distinguished, relating to the relation between the ingroup and an 

outgroup in a particular context, perceptions of the outgroup, and the dynamics within one’s 

group (see Dovidio, 2013). Thus, in Figure 1, with the aim of better representing and 

interpreting the literature, moderators are differentiated into three categories: moderators 

associated with the intergroup situation, the outgroup, or the ingroup. With respect to 

mediators, paralleling the moderator distinction, we denote factors related to the intergroup 

situation, the outgroup or the ingroup. The inclusion of a construct into one of these three 

categories was based on the agreement of all authors of the present work; discrepancies in 

interpretation were resolved by discussions among the authors until consensus. Such 

categorization currently has primarily a descriptive purpose, with the goal of facilitating a 

broader understanding of the literature and eventually identifying strengths or gaps. 

Moderators or mediators concerning perceptions of the intergroup situation refer to 

constructs rooted in the simultaneous consideration of both the outgroup and the ingroup. 

As an example, perceived intergroup inequality implies that some group is advantaged over 

another group. The relative nature in this example makes perceived inequality an element of 

the intergroup situation rather than a quality primarily of the outgroup or ingroup in isolation.  

Moderators or mediators in the outgroup category involve constructs that primarily 

can be understood in reference to characteristics of the outgroup, while moderators or 

mediators in the ingroup category involve constructs primarily pertaining the ingroup and 

relatively independent from outgroup perceptions. For example, because outgroup attitudes 

are conceptually independent from ingroup perceptions (Brewer, 2017), outgroup attitudes 
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as a moderator or mediator were considered as part of the outgroup category. Similarly, 

because ingroup identification can occur in ways independent of specific outgroups (Brown 

& Zagefka, 2005), it was included in the category of moderators or mediators referring to 

the ingroup. 

The research we included is presented in Tables 1 to 3, showing experimental, 

longitudinal, and correlational studies. In organizing the Tables, we present information 

relevant to the understanding of the empirical evidence in the research. We provide 

information about where (i.e., in which country) the studies were conducted. For each study, 

we also specify the sample, whether this represents advantaged or disadvantaged groups (or, 

in rare cases, equal status/intermediate status groups), and the relevant outgroup (also in this 

case specifying whether the outgroup is an advantaged or a disadvantaged group). In the case 

of longitudinal studies, we further specify the number of data-collection waves and the 

approximate time between them.  

Tables also indicate the type(s) of contact under consideration, that is whether contact 

is direct or indirect (and in the latter case, which type of indirect contact), and whether 

positive versus negative contact was tested. Two additional columns identify moderators and 

mediators that were tested in the study (categorized according to our distinction, see “The 

current work: a narrative review” section). In the column specifying the dependent variable 

tested, we include information about whether this refers to normative or non-normative 

collective action. Finally, we include a column reporting whether contact was found to have 

mobilizing, sedative, or no effects. 

In the Tables, we indicated with superscripts the category of each moderator and 

mediator. This way, the reader can readily navigate the Tables and locate studies using 

specific categories of moderators and/or mediators.  

We also included two summarizing Tables. Table 4 refers to the summary of tests of 

moderation, differentiated for each moderator category and the specific moderators included 
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in it (one test is reported for each specific moderator and each sample). Specifically, the 

Table shows the number of tests indicating mobilization, sedative effects, mixed (both 

mobilization and sedative, for instance in case one study has two or more collective action 

dependent variables, and opposite mobilization and sedative effects for these variables are 

found), null effects. 

Similarly, Table 5 reports tests of mediation, showing the number of tests indicating 

that each category of mediator and each mediator has been shown to allow mobilization, 

sedative, mixed, or null effects (one test is reported for each specific mediator and each 

sample). The number of tests is also reported throughout the text while we present the results 

of the review. Note that Tables 4 and 5 do not provide indications of the direction of the 

effect. Specifically, Table 4 indicates the number of tests producing the different effects for 

each moderator, but not whether these effects were produced by high or low levels of the 

moderator. For instance, it indicates that of six tests of moderation by ingroup identification, 

two showed sedative effects, but it does not specify whether these effects were found for 

high or low levels of identification. Similarly, Table 5 does not indicate whether increases 

or decreases of the mediators produced mobilization, sedative, or mixed effects. For 

instance, some studies may have found that a decrease in the mediator allowed mobilization, 

while others may have found that mobilization depended on an increase of the mediator. 

More detailed information on the direction of the effects can be found in the text and in 

Tables 1-3. The scope of Tables 4 and 5 is therefore to provide a picture of the relative 

relevance of each moderator and mediator in the literature review. This way, it is possible to 

know whether, for each study, each moderator or mediator has produced mobilization, 

sedative, mixed, or nonsignificant effects. 

Review overview 

In presenting results that emerged from our analysis, we refer to studies, samples, and tests. 

Studies represent discrete investigations of the relationship between contact and collective 
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action. When referring to studies, for example, we indicate the number of investigations in 

which a specific effect occurred (e.g., the number out of the 134 studies that we included in 

which mobilization was observed). Samples are sets of participants sharing a common 

quality of interest as identified by a study’s authors (for example, as members of an 

advantaged group or a disadvantaged group). Tests represent the results for specific samples 

examined within the context of the studies included. Because many studies examined how a 

measure of contact relates to collective action for more than one sample of participants, the 

number of tests overall is higher than number of studies. In addition, a test for a particular 

measure of contact may consider the relationship of more than one measure of collective 

action. In such a case, it is possible that one shows a mobilization effect and the other reflects 

a sedative effect. In that case, we would characterize the result of the test as mixed. 

Depending on the finding we aim to highlight, we refer to the number of studies and/or tests. 

Note that for the number of tests, the exact numbers for all variables are presented in Tables 

4 and 5. 

We identified 134 studies (many of which representing multiple samples), conducted 

mostly in Europe (50), North (42) and South America (1), Asia (10), Africa (7), and Oceania 

(5). An additional 10 studies used samples from both Europe and Asia, 1 from Asia and 

Oceania, and 8 studies used samples from several continents. Not surprisingly, in line with 

the broader contact research, the number of correlational studies is higher (104) than of 

experimental (20) and longitudinal studies (10). Most of the studies investigated direct 

contact (125 of the 134), with a portion of them specifically focusing (only or also) on cross-

group friendships (27), which is an intimate form of contact especially effective in reducing 

prejudice (Davies et al., 2011). Also, of the 125 studies of direct contact, 18 included 

examinations of negative contact. The recent growth in indirect contact research is not 

reflected in research on contact and collective action. Indeed, only a small number of studies 

focused on indirect contact (14, of these 7 were only or also on negative contact), and 
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specifically on extended (4), vicarious (5), and imagined contact (5). Based on these 

preliminary numbers, in the following section, we use the term “contact” to refer to direct 

contact; we specify accordingly when we refer to positive or negative contact or to indirect 

contact forms. 

Of the 134 studies we reviewed, a greater number investigated members of 

advantaged groups (100 samples appearing in 98 of the studies) compared to disadvantaged 

groups (58 samples examined in 49 of the studies). Both advantaged and disadvantaged 

groups were examined in only 19 of the 134 studies. Equal status groups were examined 

with 10 samples across 6 studies, and intermediate status groups were investigated in 1 

sample (in 1 study, which also included one advantaged and one disadvantaged sample). The 

sum of studies investigating advantaged, disadvantaged, equal status, and intermediate status 

samples is greater than 134 because some studies included multiple samples. Most of the 

studies reviewed included intergroup relations defined by race/ethnicity (85), sexual 

orientation (26), religion (8), gender (4), disability (4), other (7). In addition, of the 134 

studies, almost all (132) included measures of normative collective action. The number of 

studies examining non-normative collective action is small. Non-normative collective action 

was studied exclusively in 2 studies, and 6 studies examined both normative and non-

normative collective action. Given the limited number of studies examining non-normative 

collective action, in the following section we refer to normative collective action as 

“collective action” and specify when we refer to non-normative collective action. 

Intergroup contact and collective action: overall effects 

A primary goal of the current work was to answer the basic question of whether intergroup 

contact relates to collective action and, more specifically, whether it promotes or inhibits 

collective action (indicated in the last column in the Tables). As noted, the studies that have 

addressed this question have varied considerably, for example in the nature of intergroup 
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relations considered, the status of the groups examined (e.g., including both advantaged and 

disadvantaged groups in the same study), and the ways collective action has been measured.  

In general, findings for the advantaged group are consistent in showing that contact 

is associated with mobilization – that is, with greater support of the disadvantaged group. 

Specifically, 90 out of 98 studies revealed mobilization (of these 90 studies, negative contact 

produced mobilization in 6 studies), and only 16 studies showed sedative effects (but note 

that in these studies inhibition was related to negative contact in 10 studies). It should be 

noted that of these 98 studies, mixed mobilization and sedative effects were found in 14 

studies (9 of which also involved negative contact). The results also demonstrated 

mobilization by contact for non-normative collective action (although evidence is limited to 

3 studies). 

In contrast, results for the disadvantaged group are mixed. Of the 49 studies 

examining disadvantaged groups, 27 studies (2 studies for negative contact) revealed 

sedative effects, while 28 reported mobilization (4 studies for negative contact); of these 49 

studies, mixed mobilization and sedative effects were found in 10 studies (4 of which also 

involved negative contact). A noteworthy finding is that mobilization often emerged as a 

function of moderators, supporting our choice of conducting a narrative review rather than 

a meta-analysis, with the aim of understanding the conditions that lead to mobilization or to 

sedative effects. 

For a more detailed account of effects for advantaged and disadvantaged groups, see 

the discussion of Group Status in the section of Moderators associated with the intergroup 

situation. 

Moderators 

Because contact can both foster and inhibit collective action, a main question we 

consider is when each effect – the mobilizing versus the inhibiting effect – will emerge. As 

anticipated, we differentiated three categories to facilitate this: moderators concerning 
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perceptions of (a) the intergroup situation, (b) the outgroup, and (c) the ingroup. When 

empirical evidence is available, we outline the moderating factors as a function of 

advantaged and disadvantaged group status. (This classification and organization are also 

reflected in the ways mediators are categorized, which are subsequently discussed.) 

In order for the reader to locate relevant studies in the Tables, we refer to whether 

the studies are experimental (Table 1), longitudinal (Table 2), or correlational (Table 3). As 

explained in the notes for the Tables, the categories of moderators and mediators are referred 

to with superscripts.  

As shown in detail in the next section, the most influential moderators of the contact-

collective action relationship are those associated with the intergroup situation (121 tests), 

with the main role played by group status (158 tests). Note that moderation by group status 

was based on the effects for advantaged and/or disadvantaged groups reported by study 

authors. Only a limited number of studies (19) directly included both advantaged and 

disadvantaged samples and presented results separately for each of the groups considered. 

Research has also investigated other potentially relevant moderators, all included in the 

broad category of moderators associated with the intergroup situation, such as content of 

contact (20 tests), which is important in determining whether contact will have mobilizing 

or sedative effects. Surprisingly, we did not find any test for moderators referring to the 

outgroup, like outgroup attitudes (which have, however, been extensively tested as 

moderators of contact effects in the larger contact-prejudice literature; see R. N. Turner et 

al., 2020). Finally, evidence for a moderator role by factors associated with the ingroup is 

scant and weak: moderation by group identification was found only in 2 studies conducted 

among disadvantaged-group members (note that in the Tables we also coded with the 

superscript “4*” moderation by socio-demographics for completeness; see section on 

Limitations and Future Directions in the Discussion). 

Moderators associated with the intergroup situation (121 tests) 
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The intergroup-situation moderators that we examined includes group status, which is a 

distinction that is also integrated into virtually all of the sections in this review and relates 

to various facets of intergroup relations. Other potential moderating factors include the 

content of contact, intergroup threat, group salience, perceived inequality, endorsement of 

perceptions of social hierarchy, previous contact and institutional support. Moderators 

included in this category are referred to with the superscript “1*” in the Tables. 

(1) Group status (67 tests). We evaluated the potential moderating role of group 

status by considering the relationship between intergroup contact and collective action by 

members of advantaged groups and members of disadvantaged groups. We identified 67 

tests of moderation by group status (see Tables 1-3), that is studies including more than one 

(advantaged and/or disadvantaged) sample, allowing to detect differences between groups. 

However, in line with our aim to understand the differential effects for advantaged and 

disadvantaged groups, the review includes 158 tests (corresponding to the sum of the 100 

advantaged samples and the 58 disadvantaged samples) of the association between contact 

and collective action among advantaged and disadvantaged samples (with most studies only 

including advantaged or disadvantaged samples). Tests in this case indicate whether in a 

study mobilization and/or sedative effects emerged for a specific sample. In this section, we 

refer to this whole set of tests (rather than limiting it to the 67 tests detected in studies 

including more than one sample), to provide a full picture of the association between contact 

and collective action in advantaged and disadvantaged groups. 

Contact and collective action among advantaged-group members (26 tests). 

While we found 26 tests from studies including more than one sample (with at least one 

advantaged group sample), this section broadly refers to 100 tests (corresponding to the 100 

advantaged group samples) of the association between contact and collective action that we 

were able to locate in reviewed studies. As noted earlier, the results of works on contact and 

collective action among advantaged-group members are extremely consistent: for the 100 
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advantaged-group tests, mobilization effects emerged in 90 studies. For instance, Rompke 

et al. (2019, Study 2) found that German university students’ contact with refugees is 

longitudinally associated (six months later) with greater agreement with social policies 

benefitting the outgroup. Hassler, Ullrich, et al. (2021, Study 3; see also Hassler et al., 2020) 

found a positive association across different operationalizations of contact and of support for 

social change in a large sample of ethnic majority adults. 16 studies of the contact-collective 

action relationship showed sedative effects (but of these, 10 refer to negative contact). As an 

example, a complex pattern of results emerged in the study by Neumann and Moy (2018): 

while qualitative forms of contact (quality of contact, cross-group friendships) were 

positively associated with support for inclusive immigration policies, negative associations 

emerged for quantity of contact. Supportive (although numerically limited) evidence for 

mobilization effects is also provided by 10 out of 11 studies on indirect contact (of these 5 

were related to negative contact). For example, Prati and Loughnan (2018, Study 2) found 

that British university students imagining positive contact with a Gypsy person (vs. a 

condition where they imagined an outdoor scene) revealed increased support for granting 

human rights to Gypsy people. 

Of the studies investigating negative (direct) contact among advantaged-group 

members (11), the majority of studies (10) revealed sedative effects: not surprisingly, 

negative contact with a disadvantaged group disrupts the support for its rights. For instance, 

Reimer et al. (2017, Study 1b) found, in a correlational study among heterosexual university 

students, that more negative contact was related to lower intentions to engage in actions to 

promote LGB rights. 

Findings also support the role of contact in mobilizing advantaged-group members 

for non-normative collective action. Saleem et al. (2016) found in 2 studies (1 longitudinal 

and 1 correlational) that direct contact was associated with lower support for military action 

in Muslim countries among non-Muslim Americans. Cocco et al. (2022) conducted a 
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correlational study that considered both normative and non-normative collective action, 

further differentiating intentions to engage in (normative and non-normative) collective 

action from the (less demanding) attitudinal support for such action. These researchers found 

that more positive contact was positively associated with Italians’ support for non-normative 

collective action favoring immigrants; however, this effect did not extend to intentions to 

engage in non-normative collective action.  

Cocco et al. (2022) also provided the only evidence that we are aware of concerning 

advantaged-group members’ experiences of negative contact with a disadvantaged group 

and these advantaged-group members’ encouragement of non-normative collective action. 

These researchers found that higher levels of negative contact were associated with 

advantaged-group members’ greater non-normative collective action intentions (direct 

engagement in illegal actions, such as damaging public property) and support (agreement 

with extreme illegal actions perpetrated by the disadvantaged group). Although advantaged-

group members’ greater non-normative intentions and support for the disadvantaged group 

associated with more negative contact with disadvantaged-group members seems 

paradoxical, one explanation might be related to strategic issues. Possibly, participants 

speculated that non-normative collective action would damage the image of the 

disadvantaged group, ultimately lowering the disadvantaged group’s chances of improving 

its social position (Teixeira et al., 2019). Another possible explanation involves 

understanding the content of the interaction that made it a negative experience. For instance, 

a confrontation that sensitizes members of an advantaged group to inequitable treatment and 

unfair harm being done to the disadvantaged group may be experienced negatively but still 

be mobilizing for members of an advantaged group. The finding by Cocco et al. (2022) that 

higher levels of negative contact are associated with strong non-normative support for a 

disadvantaged group by advantaged-group members, however, needs replication. Attempts 
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to replicate this result in future research should also be designed to consider the alternative 

interpretations, or other plausible ones.  

Contact and collective action among disadvantaged-group members (41 tests). 

While we located 41 tests from studies including more than one sample (with at least one 

disadvantaged group), as done for advantaged-group members, this section refers to the 

whole set of tests conducted among disadvantaged-group members (58, corresponding to the 

58 disadvantaged group samples). Evidence for the relationship between contact and 

collective action for the disadvantaged groups (49 studies, 58 samples), as previously 

mentioned, is mixed. In line with arguments that contact can lower support for collective 

action (Wright & Lubensky, 2009), evidence for sedative effects emerged in 27 studies. For 

example, Carter et al. (2019) conducted a correlational study with ethnic minority university 

students. Their results revealed that cross-group friendships with Whites predicted lower 

engagement in activism to make their school a more inclusive environment. Similar results 

were also obtained when considering non-normative collective action (in 3 studies).  

However, we also found a substantial number of studies (28) providing evidence of 

mobilization. For example, Di Bernardo, Vezzali, Birtel, et al. (2021) found in a correlational 

study an association between positive contact at work with Italians and immigrants’ support 

for social policies benefitting their own group. Note, however, that in some of these studies 

(10, e.g., Pereira et al., 2017) both sedative and mobilization effects emerged, confirming 

the inconsistent role that contact can have for disadvantaged groups. Also, when 

mobilization emerged, the effect was often driven by other moderators (e.g., Droogendyk et 

al., 2016; Techakesari et al., 2017; see the other factors included in the section “Moderators 

associated with the intergroup situation”). 

Two studies that examined indirect contact both showed mobilizing effects. Bagci et 

al. 2019 (Study 1) conducted an experimental study in Turkey with the imagined contact 

paradigm, using Kurd adults as the participants (disadvantaged group), and Turks as the 
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target (advantaged group). Results revealed that imagining a positive conversation with an 

outgroup person (vs. imagining a trekking trip) increased intentions to engage in action to 

support ingroup rights. Hassler et al. (2020) found in a correlational study that disadvantaged 

group’s (ethnic minority and LGBTIQ+ individuals) positive contact (also in the form of 

positive extended contact) with the advantaged group was associated with greater intentions 

to work in solidarity with the outgroup (but sedative effects also emerged for other measures 

of collective action, such as support for social policies empowering disadvantaged groups).  

In line with the idea that conflict motivates collective action (Van Zomeren et al., 

2008), negative contact was found to be a relatively consistent mobilizing factor among 

members of disadvantaged groups, associated with greater collective action in 4 out of 8 

studies. For instance, Reimer et al.’s (2017, Study 1a) correlational data revealed that 

negative contact with heterosexual individuals predicted greater LGBT university students’ 

intentions to support LGB rights and fight LGB discrimination. 

(2) Content of contact (20 tests). This section of content of contact includes studies 

that consider what participants discuss during contact, such as explicitly recognizing group 

differences and inequalities.  

Contact and collective action among advantaged-group members (11 tests). 

Content of contact was examined as a moderator of contact effects in 9 studies, 7 of which 

revealed significant moderation effects. Vezzali et al. (2017), in a correlational study, 

investigated with a sample of Italians whether discussing group differences over 

commonalities would lead to mobilization effects. Previous evidence indicated that a focus 

on commonalities may produce sedative effects (Saguy et al., 2009). Findings revealed an 

interaction between cross-group friendships and content of contact: cross-group friendships 

were associated with greater collective action intentions supporting immigrants when 

contact was comparatively more focused on differences than commonalities; when contact 

was more focused on commonalities than differences, the association between contact and 
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collective action intentions did not reach conventional levels of significance. Becker and 

Wright (2021) found in 2 experimental studies that advantaged-group members engaged in 

mobilization only when an outgroup member explicitly delegitimized intergroup inequality 

and, at the same time, participants felt closer to this outgroup member.  

Contact and collective action among disadvantaged-group members (9 tests).  

Content of contact was tested as a moderator of contact effects in 8 studies, 7 of which 

revealed significant moderation effects. Droogendyk et al. (2016) found in 2 experimental 

studies that contact led disadvantaged-group members to greater collective action intentions 

when advantaged-group members were clearly supporting the disadvantaged group, but not 

when they were ambiguous about this support. These findings were experimentally 

replicated by Techakesari et al. (2017) among gay men (but not among lesbians). 

Complementary results were obtained by Becker et al. (2013), who showed in 2 studies that 

contact had sedative effects among disadvantaged-group members when the advantaged-

group member legitimizes or is ambiguous about intergroup inequalities (but this effect did 

not extend to non-normative collective action, Study 1). 

Content of contact, in terms of discussing group differences and being supportive of 

the instances of the disadvantaged group, appears to lead to mobilization among both 

advantaged and disadvantaged-group members (see MacInnis & Hodson, 2019; Vezzali & 

Stathi, 2021, Chapter 7). 

Taken together, the results with both advantaged and disadvantaged groups reveal 

the importance of how the content of intergroup contact frames the nature of disparities 

between groups on for whether contact gas mobilizing or sedative effects. 

(3) Perceptions of group hierarchy (12 tests). This section focuses on preference 

for social hierarchy and political orientation, which relates to how social hierarchy is 

appraised. In general, stronger political conservatism relates to greater endorsement of social 

hierarchy. 
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Contact and collective action among advantaged-group members (11 tests). 

 Because of its prominence in the literature and its direct intergroup relevance, in terms of 

orientation toward social hierarchy, we examined social dominance orientation as a 

moderator. Social dominance orientation (SDO) is an individual difference variable and an 

ideological orientation representing preference and support for social hierarchies (Sidanius 

et al., 2017). People who more strongly endorse this ideology – those higher in SDO – are 

more committed to maintaining group hierarchies, and they see the world as involving 

greater zero-sum competition between groups for resources. People who score higher in 

SDO generally display greater prejudice (Pratto et al., 2006). There is also consistent 

evidence that contact has stronger prejudice reduction effects for individuals high in SDO 

(R. N. Turner et al., 2020), although some studies found that contact reduces prejudice when 

SDO is low (Schmid et al., 2012).  

We located only 3 studies, all conducted among advantaged-group members, that 

tested the moderating role of SDO on contact effects on collective action. Hoskin et al. 

(2019) and Vezzali, McKeown, et al. (2021, Study 1, considering negative vicarious contact 

as a strategy to make individuals aware of intergroup inequalities) found that greater contact 

was associated with greater mobilization among participants who were relatively low in 

SDO. Specifically, for both studies, indirect effects via greater identification with a 

politicized identity or via greater anger against injustice, respectively, were only significant 

at a low, but not at a high, level of SDO. By contrast, Vezzali, McKeown, et al. (2021, Study 

2), who introduced an intervention specifically aimed at improving collective action 

(multiple sessions reading a narrative dealing with collective action from the point of view 

of disadvantaged-group members vs. a no-reading control condition), found that negative 

vicarious contact (that is negative encounters between the victimized disadvantaged group 

and the oppressive advantaged group) led to greater collective action intentions only for 

individuals high in SDO; effects were nonsignificant at low levels of SDO. These studies 
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show that SDO is relevant to collective action but, given the mixed results, future research 

is needed to understand the dynamics of the moderation and reconcile these seemingly 

contradictory results. 

Inconsistent findings are also observed in studies testing moderation by political 

orientation. In 4 studies (First & Ataca, 2021; Lewis, 2011; Pearson-Merkowitz et al., 2016; 

Tropp & Ulug, 2019, Study 1), higher levels of contact were related to greater mobilization 

among left-wing, compared to right-wing, participants. However, another study found 

stronger mobilizing effects among right-wing individuals (Graf & Sczesny, 2019).  

Contact and collective action among disadvantaged-group members (1 test).  

In the only study that we located, Tropp and Ulug (Study 2) tested political orientation as a 

moderator of the association between inter-minority contact (between non-Hispanic adult 

women who attended the 2017 Woman March and Blacks) and self-reported support of 

protests for racial justice and equality. Moderation was however nonsignificant. 

(4) Intergroup threat (8 tests). Intergroup threat involves perceptions that another 

group potentially, and sometimes imminently, poses a danger to the welfare of one’s group 

and the negative affect aroused by those perceptions. These threats can occur through 

competition over valued resources (realistic threat) or arise when there is a perceived conflict 

between the values and worldview of an ingroup and outgroup (symbolic threat) (Stephan & 

Stephan, 2017). 

Contact and collective action among advantaged-group members (4 tests). 

Intergroup threat was tested as a moderator in 2 studies. Debrosse et al. (2016) showed in a 

correlational study that threat can disrupt the mobilizing effects of contact. The authors 

found with a sample of White South Africans an interaction between contact and numerical 

threat posed by newcomers: the path from contact with newcomers to support for 

newcomers’ rights was significant under low numerical threat; the association was 

nonsignificant for high levels of numerical threat. In the study by Ünver et al. (2021), contact 
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between Turkish (advantaged) and Kurd (disadvantaged) university students was associated 

for both groups with increased support for the rights of Syrian refugees (a further 

disadvantaged group) to a greater extent when threat (including realistic and symbolic 

components) by Syrians was low rather than high. 

Contact and collective action among disadvantaged-group members (4 tests). 

Evidence for moderation by group threat is provided by 2 studies. Debrosse et al. (2016) also 

tested a sample of disadvantaged-group members (Black South Africans) and found that 

greater contact was associated with more support for the rights of newcomers (a further 

disadvantaged group) only when the outgroup posed low realistic threat, while the 

association of contact and support for the rights of newcomers was nonsignificant when 

realistic threat was high (see also the study by Ünver et al., 2021, described earlier). 

Overall, perceived intergroup threat dampens the impact of factors that normally 

produce mobilizing or sedative effects. 

(5) Perceived inequality (6 tests). Perceived inequality refers to perceptions of the 

illegitimacy of differences in group status, hierarchy, or resources. Perceptions of 

discrimination of the disadvantaged groups, highlighting existing inequalities in how 

advantaged and disadvantaged groups are treated, were also included in this category. 

Contact and collective action among advantaged-group members (3 tests).  

Hassler, Ullrich, et al. (2021) conducted 2 correlational studies using large samples to 

investigate ethnic majorities (Study 3) and cis-heterosexual participants (Study 4). Results 

revealed that more favorable contact (assessed with different operationalizations tapping into 

positive contact and cross-group friendships) was more strongly associated with greater 

support for social change when perceived illegitimacy of status relations was relatively high 

than when it was low. However, their Study 4 also revealed moderation effects in the 

opposite direction, such that in some analyses contact had sedative effects with high 

perceived illegitimacy. Vázquez et al. (2020, Study 2b) found, experimentally, an interaction 
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between self-reported contact and condition (salience vs. no-salience of discrimination 

against women): decomposition of the interaction revealed that men’s contact with women 

was associated with greater collective action intentions only under low salience of 

discrimination against women. This finding is counter-intuitive, as making injustice salient 

should have mobilized the advantaged group to a greater extent (Van Zomeren et al., 2008). 

The authors reasoned that discrimination salience may have been perceived as threatening, 

inadvertently raising men’s defensive reactions. 

Contact and collective action among disadvantaged-group members (3 tests). 

Hassler, Ullrich, et al. (2021) conducted 2 other correlational studies using large samples of 

ethnic minorities (Study 1) and sexual/gender minorities (Study 2). Various 

operationalizations of contact, including positive contact and cross-group friendships, were 

again used. Results were inconclusive. In Study 1, greater contact was associated with less 

support for social change when perceived illegitimacy of the status relation was high 

(nonsignificant associations emerged with low perceived illegitimacy). Study 2 replicated 

this effect, but it also revealed in some analyses a different direction of moderation, with 

mobilization effects with high perceived illegitimacy. Vázquez et al. (2020, Study 2a), 

replicating results obtained with the advantaged group, found an interaction between contact 

and condition (salience vs. no-salience of personal discrimination): women’s contact with 

men led to sedative effects only when salience of group discrimination was low (in the no-

salience condition; in the salience condition, the effect of contact was nonsignificant). This 

finding is consistent with the relevance of awareness of discrimination to obtain mobilizing 

effects. 

Although perceived inequity has been identified as a critical factor in models of 

collective action (e.g., Van Zomeren et al., 2008), the evidence on how it affects the nature 

of the contact-collective action relationship is mixed. 
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(6) Previous contact (4 tests). In two studies (direct) contact was tested as a 

moderator of imagined contact (Lau et al., 2014) and of inter-minority contact (Dixon et al., 

2017). In another study, Wilson-Daily et al. (2018) tested outgroup exposure as a moderator 

of direct contact among advantaged- and disadvantaged-group members; moderation, 

however, was non-significant. 

Contact and collective action among advantaged-group members (2 tests). 

 Lau et al. (2014), using the imagined contact paradigm, found that the mobilization effect 

of imagined contact (against a control condition where participants were asked to answer 

questions about the rights of same-sex couples) on Chinese people’s support for anti-

discrimination laws benefitting sexual minorities was only significant for participants with 

low contact. These findings support the proposition that imagined contact works best for 

promoting collective action among advantaged-group members when direct contact 

experiences are relatively infrequent (Paolini et al., 2014, Study 3). 

Contact and collective action among disadvantaged-group members (2 tests). 

Dixon et al. (2017) tested with a correlational design the effects of inter-minority contact, 

considering Muslims as participants and disadvantaged groups in general in India as 

outgroups. Results revealed that the indirect association between contact with the 

disadvantaged groups and collective action intentions via greater group efficacy and shared 

grievances (indicating mobilization) was only significant among individuals with low direct 

contact with the Hindu advantaged group. This finding tends to align with the finding for 

advantaged groups that imagined contact has greater impact on the responses of people who 

have had more limited direct contact with the relevant outgroup. 

(7) Group salience (2 tests). Group salience refers to the degree to which individuals 

attend to group identity or its prominence in the construal of relations between groups. 

Despite its importance not only for prejudice reduction (R. Brown & Hewstone, 2005) but 

also for the promotion of collective action (MacInnis & Hodson, 2019; Vezzali & Stathi, 
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2021, Chapter 7), only 1 study tested moderation by group salience for both the advantaged 

and the disadvantaged group. 

Contact and collective action among advantaged-group members (1 test). 

Di Bernardo, Vezzali, Stathi, et al. (2021) conducted a correlational study that found that 

Italians’ contact (quality) with immigrants was associated with greater collective action 

intentions via increased perceived legitimacy of group differences only when group salience 

was high (the effects of contact quantity were unmoderated); the indirect effect of contact 

was nonsignificant with low group salience. This finding complements results by Vezzali et 

al. (2017) by showing mobilization effects when individuals discuss to a greater extent group 

differences than commonalities. 

Contact and collective action among disadvantaged-group members (1 test). 

Di Bernardo, Vezzali, Stathi, et al. (2021) also considered the perspective of immigrants as 

the disadvantaged group. Findings revealed mobilization effects, unmoderated by group 

salience. It should be noted, however, that group salience in this context was moderately 

high; therefore, mobilization effects could be interpreted as driven by chronic group salience. 

(8) Institutional support (2 tests). Allport (1954) placed importance on institutional 

support as a key condition for contact to improve intergroup relations (see also Pettigrew, 

1998). Institutional support involves perceptions of the orientations of authorities and 

ingroup norms with respect to relations with members of another group. Only 1 study, 

however, tested it as a moderator. Earle et al. (2021) conducted a correlational study that 

examined support for the rights of LGBT and transgender individuals using an impressive 

sample of over 70,000 participants. (The article does not report participants’ gender or sexual 

orientation but, based on population distributions related to gender and sexual orientation, 

most participants would likely be members of the advantaged group.) Institutional support 

was operationalized as the rights of LGBT and transgender people at the country level. The 

results revealed that greater contact and higher institutional support independently predicted 
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stronger mobilization (support for the rights of lesbian/gay people, support for the rights of 

transgender people). An interaction between contact and institutional support also emerged 

for support for the rights of transgender people. Examination of the interaction effect 

indicated that in countries with low institutional support (i.e., relatively few LGBT rights), 

individuals with higher level of contact showed greater support for transgender people’s 

rights more strongly than did participants in countries with high institutional support (i.e., 

with more LGBT rights). This finding is apparently in contrast with the idea that contact 

should improve intergroup relations to a greater degree when institutional support is high 

(Pettigrew, 1998). Although the pattern of the interaction effect may initially appear 

counterintuitive, it should be noted that institutional support was highly predictive of LGB 

and transgender people’s rights, likely limiting any additional impact of contact on collective 

support. In other words, the level of institutional support was likely generally high, allowing 

the positive effects of contact (note that for one measure – support for lesbian/gay people 

rights – no interaction between contact and institutional support emerged).  

Moderators associated with the outgroup (no tests) 

We planned to include perceptions of the outgroup and emotions felt toward its members as 

potential moderators. However, we were unable to locate studies testing these variables as 

moderators. 

Moderators associated with the ingroup (6 tests) 

In this section, we consider moderators associated with the ingroup, which are at least partly 

independent from outgroup perceptions. In the Tables, we refer to the moderators included 

in this category with the superscript “3*” in the Tables (the superscript “2*” had been ideally 

reserved to moderators associated with the outgroup, although no studies were identified for 

this moderator). Group identification is the main moderator associated with the ingroup that 

has been investigated in multiple studies. 
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(1) Group identification (6 tests). Group identification involves attachment to a 

group and its members. People who identify more strongly with a group experience greater 

group belonging, pride, and commitment. We found only 4studies testing moderation by 

group identification (although there is ample research on group identification as a mediator, 

see section “Mediators”).  

Contact and collective action among advantaged-group members (2 tests). 

Only 1 correlational study tested the moderating role of identification on the contact-

collective action relationship among advantaged-group members (Wilson-Daily et al., 

2018). This study investigated moderation by two types of identification: national and 

regional identification. The results indicated that, overall, Spanish adolescents’ greater 

quantity of contact with individuals with a different nationality and religion predicted more 

support for immigrant rights, therefore providing evidence for mobilization. Group 

identification (both regional and national) did not moderate this effect. 

Contact and collective action among disadvantaged-group members (4 tests). 

Evidence for moderation by group identification was found in 2 studies, both demonstrating 

that greater contact was related to stronger sedative effects for participants who were low in 

identification with a superordinate identity shared by the disadvantaged and the advantaged 

group, while effects were nonsignificant at high levels of identification (Pereira et al., 2017; 

Politi et al., 2020). For instance, Politi et al. (2020) conducted a correlational study using 

Kosovo Albanians as the disadvantaged group in Switzerland. Results showed that cross-

group friendships (a potent form of intergroup contact) had a negative indirect effect (via 

reduced ethnic identification) on support for ethnic activism among individuals with low 

national identification. Note that the effects reported above are not fully consistent with 

theorizations relating to the sedative effects of identification with the superordinate group, 

which may reduce the attention to injustice toward the disadvantaged group (Dovidio et al., 
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2016; Wright & Lubensky, 2009). Further evidence is therefore needed to clarify the 

moderation role by identification with a superordinate identity. 

Mediators 

Paralleling the distinctions among moderators, we classified potential mediating 

mechanisms into three categories (to which we refer to in the Tables 1-3 with the superscript 

“A*,” “B*,”, or “C*,” respectively), representing those associated with the (a) intergroup 

situation, (b) the outgroup, or (c) the ingroup. Practically, our decision to distinguish 

different types of mediators this way is again motivated by the need to be parsimonious in 

identifying meaningful categories from existing research. Theoretically, these categories 

highlight three core elements of intergroup relations. Previous research highlights that the 

dynamics of intergroup relations are significantly influenced by orientations toward the 

outgroup (Kteily et al., 2016) and the ingroup (Brewer, 2017), as well as by perceptions of 

the transactions between the outgroup and ingroup.  

The appraisal of the intergroup situation is important for understanding how contact 

shapes perceptions of the broader social system because intergroup relations fundamentally 

involve exchanges – social, material, and symbolic – between groups. As mediators in this 

category, we included perceptions of inequality, intergroup threat, and group hierarchy 

(focusing on broader perceptions of the status hierarchy unrelated to justice concepts). 

Several models of collective action, described earlier in our review, highlight the importance 

of injustice in order to achieve social change (Becker & Tausch, 2015; Thomas et al., 2009; 

Van Zomeren et al., 2008). Perceptions of intergroup threat consistently shape key aspects 

of intergroup relations (Stephan & Stephan, 2017), and thus potentially collective action. In 

addition, preferences for and perceptions of group hierarchy influence a wide range of 

intergroup responses (Sidanius et al., 2017) and may therefore also mediate the relationship 

between contact and collective action. 
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Aligning with the contact literature, we also identified a category of mediators for 

perceptions of the outgroup. These include outgroup stereotypes and morality perceptions, 

meta-perceptions, intergroup emotions elicited by the outgroup, and attitudes toward the 

outgroup. These variables involve cognitions and feelings that have been shown to change 

as a function of intergroup contact (e.g., Brambilla et al., 2013) and include appraisals and 

affective reactions that may represent pathways concerning how contact influences 

collective action. 

How people think and feel about the ingroup affects processes and outcomes related 

to intergroup contact (Pettigrew, 1998) and are integral elements of intergroup relations 

(Brewer, 2017). These orientations thus seem directly relevant to understanding the 

relationship between intergroup contact and collective action. The mediators associated with 

the ingroup that we consider are group identification, group efficacy, and ingroup attitudes.  

As with the section on moderators, when possible, we outline the mediators with 

reference to the advantaged and disadvantaged groups separately. This allows to provide a 

clearer picture of processes that allow (or inhibit) collective action. 

Based on the research evidence we reviewed and that will be presented in detail in 

the next sections, mediators that refer to the intergroup situation, such as perceptions of 

injustice in line with collective action literature, have been frequently investigated (105 

tests). Mediators that refer to the outgroup largely derive from the larger contact literature 

but are also consistent with collective action accounts (e.g., Becker & Tausch, 2015), 

pointing to the important role of intergroup emotions. This category of mediators has also 

been substantially investigated (90 tests). Although mediators that involved orientations 

toward the ingroup (32 tests) were less numerous, they nonetheless provided critical results, 

especially when considering the role of group identification. 

Our descriptive analysis did not identify different effects (in terms of direction of the 

effect) based on the mediator category. Rather, the analysis of mediators shows the mixed 
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effects that improving intergroup relations can have for different groups. The improvement 

of intergroup relations following contact (which can be inferred by looking at the valence of 

association between contact and mediator) mobilizes collective action among advantaged-

group members. Therefore, although positive contact can hinder attention to inequality 

(Saguy et al., 2017), it seems nonetheless that positive intergroup relations generally foster 

motivation to side with the disadvantaged group for achieving greater social equity. 

However, results also show that the improvement of intergroup relations can be detrimental 

to the desire to engage in collective action among disadvantaged-group members, a finding 

that can explain the mixed effects (mobilizing and sedative) shown among disadvantaged-

group members. 

Mediators associated with the intergroup situation (105 tests) 

Mediators included in the intergroup category are referred to with the superscript “A*” in 

the Tables 1-3. 

(1) Perceived inequality (88 tests). As noted earlier, inequality refers to perceptions 

of unfair treatment or outcomes between groups.  

Contact and collective action among advantaged-group members (40 tests). 

There is consistent evidence that greater contact among members of advantaged groups with 

members of disadvantaged groups relates to stronger perceptions of injustice and of system 

inequality, which in turn predict larger mobilization effects (23 tests, of these 5 were related 

to negative contact). Similarly, vicarious contact in the form of witnessing discrimination by 

others against members of a disadvantaged group increases mobilization in support of the 

disadvantaged group by increasing awareness of unfair differences in opportunities 

(privileges) between groups (Ulug & Tropp, 2021). 

Consistent with the potential mediating role of perceived inequality, contact that is 

centered more on injustice more strongly elicits mobilization among advantaged-group 

members. Tropp et al. (2021; see also Ulug & Cohrs, 2017) found in 2 correlational studies 
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that more contact was associated with greater discussions over injustice and discrimination, 

which then related to greater collective action. By contrast, in a classic study, Dixon, 

Durrheim, et al. (2010) found that when a higher level of White South African’s contact with 

disadvantaged social groups was associated with perceptions of less socio-economic 

inequality between groups, members of an advantaged group displayed greater opposition 

to compensatory policies and policies favoring disadvantaged groups.  

Injustice perceptions related to intergroup discrimination can also lead to 

mobilization: 2 studies found that, by fostering perceptions that the disadvantaged group is 

discriminated against, more contact is positively associated with willingness to engage in 

collective action (Vázquez et al., 2020, Studies 1b and 2b). For example, a correlational 

study by Vázquez et al. (2020, Study 1b) revealed that Spanish men’s quality of contact with 

women was associated with stronger perceptions that women are discriminated against in 

the society and, in turn, greater willingness to engage in actions to support women’s rights. 

The relationship between greater contact and mobilization by members of 

advantaged groups appears to occur, at least in part, because of the emotions elicited by 

contact. Specifically, contact that produces greater anger against injustice is related to 

stronger mobilization responses (3 studies by Selvanathan et al., 2018, and 2 studies 

investigating negative vicarious contact by Vezzali et al., 2021). Mobilization effects have 

also been found to be facilitated by hope for future relations: in the pre-post quasi-

experiment by Shani and Bohenke (2017), contact in the form of power discussions between 

groups (again suggesting the importance of taking content of contact into account) between 

Jewish and Palestinian adolescents led to greater hope for future relations and, in turn, more 

support for equal rights and policies among Jewish adolescents. 

Contact and collective action among disadvantaged-group members (48 tests). 

The emerging picture is different with respect to inequality-related mediators when 

considering the disadvantaged group. Among members of disadvantaged groups, contact 
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hinders perceptions and emotions related to inequality, therefore producing sedative rather 

than mobilization effects. Sedative effects mediated by lower perceptions of injustice or 

inequality were found in 15 tests. For instance, in the study by Carter et al. (2019) described 

earlier, ethnic minority participants who had more cross-group friendships with Whites 

perceived that marginalized-group members faced less injustice at school and, in turn, these 

participants were less involved in activism to make school more inclusive. Other research 

has revealed that greater contact is associated with less endorsement of conflict narratives 

(that is, narratives that relate intergroup relations problematic issues to conflicting aspects, 

like terrorism, low economic development of the disadvantaged group), which then predicts 

diminished support for social policies benefitting the disadvantaged group (Ulug & Cohrs, 

2017). 

Relative deprivation, which is another inequity-related factor that can fuel collective 

action (Van Zomeren et al., 2008), also emerged as a mediator of sedative effects by contact. 

Relative deprivation involves perceptions of the resources that one or one’s group possesses 

in relation to comparable others. Research has demonstrated that more contact was 

associated with lower perceived relative deprivation among members of disadvantaged 

groups; a lower level of relative deprivation experienced was associated with reduced 

collective action intentions and less support for social policies benefitting the disadvantaged 

group (2 studies; Bagci & Turnuklu, 2019; Cakal et al., 2011, Study 1). Another study 

(Tausch et al., 2015) similarly showed that a reduction in anger against injustice following 

greater contact led to sedative effects (but see Reimer et al., 2017, Study 2a, who did not 

find mediation for either positive or negative contact). 

There are 4 studies showing that contact is associated with less perceived personal or 

group discrimination (another construct indicating perceptions that intergroup relations are 

unequal), which produces sedative effects on collective action. Among these, Tropp et al. 

(2012) conducted a 4-wave longitudinal investigation using participants from disadvantaged 
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groups in United States (Blacks, Asians, Latinx people). Findings revealed that more cross-

group friendships with Whites in the first year of university attendance were longitudinally 

associated with lower perceptions of ethnic discrimination in the university campus students’ 

second and third years; in turn, lower perceived discrimination was associated with lower 

levels of ethnic activism (among Black and Asian, but not among Latinx participants). 

However, the nature of the contact-collective action relationship, mediated by 

inequality-related perceptions, varies by context. Greater contact can sometimes produce 

mobilization effects associated with perceptions of greater inequality. Mediation by stronger 

perceptions of personal and group discrimination emerged in 2 studies that found that contact 

had mobilization effects (direct contact, Dixon, Durrheim, et al., 2010; imagined contact, 

Bagci et al., 2019, Study 1). In these studies, contact was associated with higher, rather than 

lower, perceptions of discrimination. For instance, Bagci et al. (2019, Study 1), adopting the 

imagined contact paradigm, showed that Kurds’ imagined positive contact with a Turkish 

person (compared to a control condition in which participants imagined an outdoor no-

contact scene) was associated with higher levels of personal and group discrimination, which 

in turn was associated with greater intentions to engage in actions to support own rights. In 

other words, these findings are consistent in showing that contact leads to sedative effects 

when it inhibits conflict and to mobilization effects when it exacerbates conflict. 

Complementing these arguments, 3 studies found that more contact was indirectly associated 

with greater collective action (also behaviorally; Hayward et al., 2018) via increased 

perceptions of group discrimination. 

Members of disadvantaged groups are also more likely to engage in action to benefit 

another disadvantaged group as a function of perceived injustice. More positive contact by 

members of one disadvantaged group with members of another disadvantaged group 

produces more collective action in support of the other group when they perceive greater 
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injustices against the other group (Kambery et al., 2017) or have shared historical grievances 

with the other group (Dixon, Çakal, et al., 2017).  

As discussed in the section on Moderators, how contact is focused influences whether 

contact produces sedative or mobilization effects (a moderation effect). Perceived inequality 

appears to play a pivotal role in the effect (mediated moderation). For instance, when the 

context is one in which advantaged-group members are supportive of addressing inequity, 

more positive contact with advantaged-group members leads to mobilization among 

members of disadvantaged groups, which is mediated by stronger perceptions of injustice (2 

studies, Droogendyk et al., 2016, Studies 1 and 2). In another study (Shani & Bohenke, 

2017), greater contact focused on discussions over power inequality was associated with 

higher Palestinian adolescents’ hope for future relations between Arabs and Jews, which in 

turn related to greater support for more inclusive social policies. Across these studies, more 

positive contact increased rather than decreased perceptions of inequality and consequently 

fostered collective action. However, by contrast, in a study in which contact was negative, 

the association between greater contact and relative deprivation was nonsignificant, 

therefore relative deprivation did not mediate the effect of negative contact (Bagci & 

Turnuklu, 2019). 

Overall, factors related to inequality are central to directing contact effects and 

determining whether sedative or mobilizing effects will emerge. The study by Shani and 

Boehnke (2017) exemplifies their role: contact led the disadvantaged group to sedative 

effects via perceived equality and to greater mobilization via hope for future intergroup 

relations.  

(2) Perceptions of group hierarchy (12 tests). In this category, we included 

individuals’ orientations toward the status hierarchy, namely SDO. Although SDO was 

considered as a moderator because it is a (rather) stable individual difference, people’s 

orientations toward group hierarchy, as reflected in this measure, also changes with contact 
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experience (Meleady et al., 2020). The group hierarchy category also includes broad 

operationalizations of perceptions of social categorization, including both group 

representations perceptions (such as common identity, which is hypothesized to blur status 

distinctions) and perceptions related to how the status hierarchy is perceived (in terms of 

stability and permeability). We found that constructs included in this category were 

considered in 5 studies for the advantaged and 4 studies for the disadvantaged group. 

Contact and collective action among advantaged-group members (8 tests).  

Meleady and Vermue (2019) found mobilization effects mediated by SDO in 2 correlational 

studies. Their results showed that more favorable contact was associated with lower SDO, 

which in turn was associated with greater collective action. These studies also showed 

parallel sedative effects for negative contact: more negative contact was indirectly associated 

with lower collective action via higher SDO. Finally, neither perceptions of status stability 

nor of permeability of group boundaries played a mediation role for contact when tested (Di 

Bernardo, Vezzali, Stathi, et al., 2021).  

Despite theorizations that common ingroup identity would prevent the emergence of 

collective action (e.g., Hassler, Ulug, et al., 2021), in a correlational study that directly tested 

common identity as a mediator of the contact-collective action relationship, Cocco et al. 

(2022) showed that more contact with immigrants was associated with Italians’ greater 

collective action intentions (including non-normative forms of collective action) via higher 

perceptions of belonging to a superordinate group. The authors argued that the way common 

identity was assessed allowed for the recognition of subgroups, therefore permitting a dual 

identity (in which both shared identity and distinct subgroup identities are simultaneously 

salient). Manipulations of group identity directly reveals that whereas a solely superordinate 

identity can inhibit collective action because it obscures differential treatment of subgroups, 

a dual identity can facilitate collective action by maintaining subgroup distinctions while 

enhancing connections between members of different groups (Banfield & Dovidio, 2013). 
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Because greater contact may make people aware of both commonalities and differences 

between groups, it is thus likely to foster perceptions of dual identities. 

Contact and collective action among disadvantaged-group members (4 tests).  

The evidence of mediation of the relationship between contact and collective action by 

perceptions of group hierarchy is sparse and inconclusive. Evidence for mediation by 

perceptions of permeability was not provided by 2 studies (Di Bernardo, Vezzali, Stathi, et 

al., 2021; Tausch et al., 2015); intentions for individual mobility as a construct closely 

related to perceptions of permeability also did not mediate contact effects in Tausch et al.’s 

(2015) study. Finally, no evidence for mediation of contact effects by status stability 

emerged in the study by Di Bernardo, Vezzali, Stathi, et al. (2021). 

(3) Intergroup threat (5 tests). Whereas pre-existing levels of perceived intergroup 

threat were considered as a moderator in an earlier section, intergroup contact also 

systematically affects feelings of intergroup threat (Aberson, 2019), including “classic” 

realistic and symbolic threat. Thus, here we consider the effects of contact on perceptions of 

intergroup threat as a mediator of the effect of intergroup contact on collective action.  

Contact and collective action among advantaged-group members (3 tests).  

Results showed that improving intergroup relations with contact, in this case by lowering 

threat, enhances the advantaged group’s engagement in collective action. Specifically, more 

contact was indirectly associated with grater mobilization via reduced intergroup threat 

(realistic, symbolic, or both) in 2 studies (Dixon, Durrheim, et al., 2010; Sarrasin et al., 2012, 

using cross-group friendships). In the previously described study by Dixon, Durrheim, et al. 

(2010), higher quality of contact with disadvantaged racial groups was associated with lower 

perception of group threat (a measure including both realistic and symbolic component); 

lower threat than predicted less opposition to compensatory and preferential policies to 

benefit disadvantaged groups. Note that similar effects were also found in equal-status 

groups, showing parallel sedative effects of negative contact following increases in 
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intergroup threat (Dixon et al., 2020; see also Rupar & Graf, 2019, demonstrating 

mobilization effects for extended contact). In contrast, in the study conducted by Shani and 

Bohenke (2017), contact did not change threat perceptions among either the advantaged or 

disadvantaged group; therefore, threat perceptions did not account as a mediator of contact 

effects in that study.  

Contact and collective action among disadvantaged-group members (2 tests).  

Of the 2 studies that tested mediation by intergroup threat (including both realistic and 

symbolic components), 1 showed that reduction in intergroup threat following cross-group 

friendships was associated with less collective action intentions by members of 

disadvantaged groups. Specifically, Çakal et al. (2016, Study 2) conducted a correlational 

study with a Kurdish sample in the context of relationships between Turks and Kurds. 

Greater cross-group friendships were associated with lower threat (including both realistic 

and symbolic components); reduced threat was, in turn, associated with lower intentions to 

engage in actions to support their own disadvantaged condition. The study by Shani and 

Bohenke (2017) described earlier did not find evidence of mediation by threat. 

It is possible that the inconsistent effects of threat as a mediator for members of 

disadvantaged groups may be due to the multiple elements associated with threat. For 

example, when intergroup threat is low, members of disadvantaged groups may perceive 

greater group efficacy (Van Zomeren et al., 2008) and/or hope for future intergroup relations 

(Shani & Boehnke, 2017), which predict more collective action but may lead to greater 

perception of the benevolence of the other group (Saguy et al., 2009), which can contribute 

to sedative effects. Thus, future research considering intergroup threat as a mediator of the 

contact-collective action relationship might consider the nature as well as the level of threat 

in particular intergroup contexts.  

Mediators associated with the outgroup (90 tests) 
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In the Tables 1-3, mediators included in this category have been assigned the 

superscript “B*.”  

(1) Intergroup emotions (37 tests). Intergroup emotions theory (Iyer & Leach, 2008; 

Mackie et al., 2016) posits that intergroup behavior is driven by specific affective 

experiences (e.g., contempt, fear) aroused by exposure to another group and associated with 

particular action tendencies (e.g., approach or avoidance). This framework has been applied 

to understand a range of responses to another group, including support for intergroup 

aggression (Halperin et al., 2013), as well as for collective action (Tausch et al., 2011).  

Contact and collective action among advantaged-group members (23 tests). 

Consistent with the larger contact literature (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008; Vezzali & Stathi, 

2021), intergroup emotions are among the most investigated mediators in the relationship 

between contact and collective action. In general, greater positive and/or less negative 

emotions associated with the outgroup mediate the relationship between more contact and 

mobilization effects among members of advantaged groups. Specifically, the relationship 

between more contact and greater collective action is mediated by greater empathy 

(Selvanathan et al., 2018, Studies 1-3), trust (Çakal et al., 2021, Studies 1-3), and other 

positive intergroup emotions (Kamberi et al., 2017; Visintin et al., 2017), as well as by lower 

intergroup contempt (Kotzur et al., 2019, Study 2), anxiety (Çakal et al., 2021, Studies 2-3; 

Turoy-Smith et al., 2013), and other negative emotions (Saleem et al., 2016, Studies 1 and 

2, with Study 2 also showing mediation on non-normative collective action; Visintin et al., 

2017). Mediation of contact effects leading to mobilization were also found for perspective-

taking, representing the cognitive side of empathy, in 4 studies (Çakal et al., 2021, Studies 

1-3, Schulz & Taylor, 2018). Conversely, Visintin et al. (2017) found in a correlational study 

that a reduction in positive and an increase in negative intergroup emotions following 

negative contact led to sedative effects. 

Contact and collective action among disadvantaged-group members (14 tests). 
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Results for the disadvantaged group are more mixed and based on a smaller number of 

studies than is the evidence for the advantaged group. Consistent with theorizations that 

intergroup harmony created by contact can inhibit collective action among disadvantaged-

group members (Wright & Lubensky, 2009), there is some evidence that a sedative effect of 

contact on collective action occurs because contact reduces negative affect associated with 

the advantaged group. Hayward et al. (2018) found in a correlational study featuring Black 

and Latinx people as the disadvantaged groups that lower anger directed at the outgroup 

following greater direct positive contact with Whites was associated with reduced collective 

action intentions and behavior (self-reported past engagement in actions to support one’s 

group rights).  

However, as we have previously emphasized, the content of contact is an important 

determinant. In this case, it can influence the outgroup emotions experienced, which then 

predicts orientations toward collective action. Shani and Bohenke (2017) found in a pre-post 

quasi-experiment that direct contact with Jews focused on discussions over power inequality 

led to Palestinians’ greater intergroup empathy and, in turn, more support for socially 

inclusive policies, suggesting mobilization. In addition, when the nature of the contact 

situation exacerbates conflict, more contact increases anger toward the outgroup (Hayward 

et al., 2018) and other negative intergroup emotions (Visintin et al., 2017) and reduces 

positive intergroup emotions (Visintin et al., 2017), which account for the mobilization effect 

of such negative intergroup contact.  

(2) Attitudes toward the outgroup (35 tests). Attitudes toward the outgroup 

represent the most investigated variable in contact research, both as a dependent variable 

(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) and also as a mediator (Vezzali, Di Bernardo, et al., 2021). They 

have also frequently been examined as a mediating variable in research on contact and 

collective action. 

Contact and collective action among advantaged-group members (19 tests). 
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The studies of advantaged-group members that we reviewed are consistent in showing that 

more contact improves outgroup attitudes, which then leads to mobilization. This effect was 

obtained in 9 out of 11 studies testing mediation of the contact-collective action relationship 

by outgroup attitudes (1 of which used imagined contact and employed dehumanization as 

the attitude measure; Prati & Lougnan, 2018). For instance, a correlational study using 

British participants by Meleady et al. (2017) found that more positive contact was associated 

with improved attitudes toward immigrants, which related to weaker intentions to vote for 

Brexit. A complementary finding was that greater negative contact led to less favorable 

outgroup attitudes, and less favorable attitudes predicted less support for and engagement in 

collective action in 4 studies. As an example, Visintin et al. (2017) showed with correlational 

data that greater Bulgarian adults’ and Bulgarian Turkish adults’ (high-status disadvantaged 

group) negative contact with Roma people (a low-status disadvantaged group) was 

associated with worsened outgroup attitudes (via reduced positive and increased negative 

emotions), which predicted lower support for social policies favoring Roma. Taken together, 

these findings reveal that a consistent way that contact facilitates the advantaged group’s 

engagement in actions that support the disadvantaged group is by creating more favorable 

outgroup attitudes. 

Contact and collective action among disadvantaged-group members (16 tests). 

The mediating effects of outgroup attitudes were less consistent for the disadvantaged group. 

Specifically, of the 10 studies examining mediation by outgroup attitudes, only 4 revealed 

significant mediation. Two studies demonstrated that improving outgroup attitudes with 

contact produces sedative effects (Albzour et al., 2019, showing effects on a measure we 

classified as non-normative collective action; Tausch et al., 2015, using a measure of cross-

group friendships). For instance, Tausch et al. (2015) found in a correlational study that 

Latinx university students who had more cross-group friendships with Whites had more 

positive outgroup attitudes, and more favorable outgroup attitudes predicted (via reduced 
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anger referred to their ingroup being disadvantaged) lower willingness to engage in actions 

to change their disadvantaged position. No effects emerged for negative contact (Reimer et 

al., 2017, Studies 1a and 2a) or indirect contact (imagined contact: Bagci et al., 2019, Study 

1). Conversely, though, Visintin et al. (2017) found that the improvement of outgroup 

attitudes led to mobilization when positive contact was the predictor, and sedative effects 

when the predictor was represented by negative contact. In this study, however, the 

disadvantaged group (Bulgarian Turkish people in Bulgaria) were considered higher in status 

in Bulgaria than the minority group (Roma people) that would benefit from their collective 

action (see Unver et al., 2021 for another study showing mobilization and sedative effects 

by positive and negative contact, respectively).  

(3) Outgroup stereotypes and morality perceptions (16 tests). Stereotypes 

represent characteristics associated with a group. Core dimensions underlying specific 

stereotypic qualities are the perceived warmth and competence of a group (Fiske, 2012), as 

well as morality (Brambilla & Leach, 2014). Note that, although morality is a stereotype 

component, it also represents a broader concept. Specifically, the literature has identified 

morality convictions – that is, convictions that stances on a specific issue reflect beliefs about 

what is right and what is wrong – as relevant predictors of collective action (Van Zomeren 

et al., 2018). Therefore, in describing mediators, in this review we use different labels to 

refer to outgroup stereotypes and morality. 

Outgroup stereotypes and morality perceptions have been tested as mediators both 

among advantaged (11 studies) and disadvantaged groups (2 studies). In presenting the 

studies, we refer to the stereotype dimension when available (the extent to which groups are 

perceived as competent, warm/sociable, or moral), and their valence (positive or negative). 

Contact and collective action among advantaged-group members (12 tests). 

Reflecting the fundamental role of outgroup morality on intergroup judgments compared to 

the roles of sociability and competence (Brambilla & Leach, 2014), Brambilla et al. (2013) 
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showed in a correlational study that greater contact of Italians with immigrants was 

associated with stronger collective action intentions via higher attributions of morality to the 

outgroup, but not via warmth or competence stereotypes (see also Kotzur et al., 2019, for 

nonsignificant mediation by warmth or competence stereotypes). Mediation by outgroup 

morality leading to mobilization was also found by Cocco et al. (2022): more positive contact 

related to greater attribution of moral traits to outgroup members, which predicted stronger 

intentions to engage in collective action on their behalf. This study also found that mobilizing 

effects of outgroup morality were limited to normative collective action; they did not extend 

to non-normative collective action. In addition, outgroup morality mediated the sedative 

effects of negative contact, such that negative contact was associated with lower morality 

attributed to the outgroup and, in turn, to lower collective action intentions by advantaged-

group members to benefit the disadvantaged group. 

In line with the importance of reducing the potential for intergroup conflict, at least 

from the advantaged group’s perspective, Saleem et al. (2016, Study 2) found in a 

correlational study that greater contact was associated with lower perceptions that outgroup 

members were aggressive. These perceptions related to greater support for normative 

collective action and lower support for non-normative collective action against the 

disadvantaged group (with the latter effect being moderated by reliance on media). 

In addition to affecting how it influences the way the outgroup is perceived on 

stereotypic dimensions, greater contact, because it can elicit greater personalization (Miller, 

2002), can diminish the extent to which members of an outgroup are perceived to possess 

stereotypic traits generally. Evidence for mobilization effects facilitated by higher contact 

being associated with lower endorsement of more generic stereotypes associated with the 

outgroup was provided by 3 further studies (Di Bernardo, Vezzali, Birtel, et al., 2021; 

Kamberi et al., 2017; Vezzali & Giovannini, 2011). For instance, Di Bernardo, Vezzali, 

Birtel, et al. (2021) showed in a correlational study that more positive contact at work was 
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associated with a reduction in Italians’ negative stereotypes of immigrants; lower negative 

stereotypes were, in turn, associated with greater support for social policies benefitting the 

immigrant group. 

Contact and collective action among disadvantaged-group members (4 tests). 

Changes in the way members of disadvantaged groups stereotype an advantaged group as a 

function of contact were shown to facilitate mobilizing effects of contact in 2 studies (Di 

Bernardo Vezzali, Birtel, et al., 2021; Kamberi et al., 2017). In the study by Di Bernardo, 

Vezzali, Birtel, et al. (2021) presented earlier (where reduction of Italians’ stereotypes on 

immigrants following contact allowed mobilization effects), more positive workplace 

contact was indirectly associated, via reduction in negative stereotypes attributed to Italians, 

with higher support for social policies promoting the rights of the immigrant group. In 

Kamberi et al. (2017), who examined inter-minority contact, contact of Albanian and 

Turkish adolescents (disadvantaged groups) with Roma people (a further disadvantaged 

group) in the Republic of North Macedonia was associated with a reduction in negative 

stereotypes toward Roma people, which predicted greater support for social policies 

benefitting Roma people. 

(4) Meta-perceptions (2 tests). Meta-perceptions are beliefs about how members of 

another group perceive one’s ingroup. Meta-stereotypes are a form of meta-perceptions that 

specifically represents the perception of shared characteristics (i.e., stereotypes) that 

members of another group have about members of one’s own group. Meta-perceptions and 

meta-stereotypes have been shown both to contribute to intergroup conflict (Kteily et al., 

2016; Vorauer et al., 2000) and to be key factors for the improvement of intergroup relations 

(Shelton et al., 2006; Vezzali, 2017). We did not find studies that specifically examined the 

mediating role of the contact-collective action relationship among members of advantaged 

groups. Meta-perceptions were tested by 2 studies using disadvantaged-group members as 

the participants (Bagci et al., 2018) and expectations of how fairly the advantaged group will 
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treat the disadvantaged group (Saguy et al., 2009, Study 2). No mediation of contact effects 

emerged within these studies. 

Mediators associated with the ingroup (32 tests) 

We used the superscript “C*” to refer to mediators included in this category in the Tables 1-

3. 

(1) Group identification (24 tests). Although group identification is often conceived 

of as a relatively stable orientation toward the ingroup (and thus can represent a moderator), 

it also varies as a function of intergroup experiences and context. Thus, consistent with the 

literature, we also examined it as a mediator of the relationship between contact and 

collective action. Note that studies have tested identification both with the ingroup (being it 

advantaged or disadvantaged), with the outgroup (in the case of advantaged-group members 

identifying with the disadvantaged group), or with a politicized identity, which has its aim 

in defending and promoting the rights of the disadvantaged group (Stürmer & Simon, 2004). 

We located 6 studies of identification as a mediator for the advantaged group and 12 studies 

for the disadvantaged group. 

Contact and collective action among advantaged-group members (8 tests). 

Group identification represents a key variable in collective action models, particularly in 

terms of how identification is shaped by contact and, in turn, contributes to collective action. 

It has been proposed that contact is likely to have mobilizing effects when it increases 

identification with the disadvantaged group and/or produces a politicized identity (Stürmer 

& Simon, 2004; Van Zomeren et al., 2008). Consistent with this position, 4 studies found 

that contact fostered the adoption of a politicized identity, leading to mobilizing effects 

(Hoskin et al., 2019; Reimer et al., 2017, Study 1b; Vazquez et al., 2020, Studies 1b and 2b). 

For instance, Reimer et al. (2017, Study 1b), in a study presented earlier, found that more 

positive contact with LGBT individuals was associated with stronger identification with the 

LGBT movement, which predicted greater intentions to engage in behaviors to support the 
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LGBT group. Similarly, using a two-wave longitudinal design, Rompke et al. (2019, Study 

2) showed that higher quantity of contact with foreigners was associated with greater 

identification with humanity (an inclusive ingroup identity) six months later, which then 

predicted greater support for social policies benefitting refugees. In a complementary way 

in Study 1b by Reimer et al. (2017), negative contact had opposite effects compared to 

positive contact: more negative contact with LGBT individuals was indirectly associated 

with lower movement identification (sedative effect) via reduced identification with the 

LGBT movement. 

Contact and collective action among disadvantaged-group members (16 tests). 

Confirming the importance of ingroup identification for the disadvantaged-group members’ 

willingness to engage in collective action, 5 studies revealed sedative effects of contact 

mediated by reduced ingroup identification (i.e., with the disadvantaged group). For 

instance, Tausch et al. (2015) showed that more cross-group friendships among Latinx 

participants were associated with lower ingroup identification with Latinx people as a group, 

which predicted lower collective action intentions. Two studies also demonstrated sedative 

effects when greater contact was associated with reduced politicized identification (Vázquez 

et al., 2020, Studies 1a and 2a). In contrast, Reimer et al. (2017, Study 1a) found that more 

negative contact of sexual minority university students with heterosexual people was 

associated with greater identification with the LGBT people, which led to stronger collective 

action intentions. Contact also showed mobilization effects via ingroup identification in 3 

studies (Bagci et al., 2019, Study 1, considering imagined contact; Bagci et al., 2018, 

considering cross-group friendships and using collective self-esteem as the identification 

measure; Techakesari et al., 2017): in this case, higher contact was associated with increased 

identification. Thus, whether contact has mobilizing or sedative effects depends on whether 

it increases or decreases identification with the disadvantaged group or with a politicized 

identity. 
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(2) Ingroup attitudes (4 tests). Ingroup attitudes refer to the evaluation of the 

ingroup by its members. Vázquez et al. (2020) tested in 2 experimental and 2 correlational 

studies (2 with advantaged and 2 with disadvantaged groups) mediation by ingroup attitudes, 

which involves how favorably people evaluate their own group. This work considered 

gender relations from the perspective of both men and women. However, they did not find 

mediation of contact effects neither for advantaged nor for disadvantaged groups. 

(3) Group efficacy (4 tests). Given the major role of group efficacy, which involves 

perceptions of how effective and successful a group will be in its efforts, in collective action 

models such as the SIMCA framework (Van Zomeren et al., 2008), it is surprising that the 

investigation of group efficacy as a mediator of the contact-collective action relationship is 

very limited.  

We only found 3 studies testing this role of group efficacy (Çakal et al., 2011, Studies 

1 and 2; Dixon, Çakal, et al., 2017). Significant mediation of contact effects only emerged 

in Dixon, Çakal, et al. (2017), who considered Muslim students as the disadvantaged group 

and tested whether contact with other disadvantaged groups (inter-minority contact) would 

lead to support for them. Results revealed that more contact was associated with greater 

collective action intentions toward these disadvantaged groups via higher perceptions of 

efficacy deriving from alliance among disadvantaged groups. In the 2 studies by Cakal et al. 

(2011), contact was not associated with group efficacy (Study 1), and group efficacy was 

not associated with the collective action measure (Study 2). 

Discussion 

The present review aimed to illuminate whether, when, and how contact may affect 

collective action. Our analysis is related to previous reviews of intergroup contact and of 

collective action, which included many of the same predictors, moderators, and mediators 

that we consider. However, our work is distinctive from reviews of these two topic areas in 

its focus on a particular phenomenon of interest: how contact relates to collective action. We 
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consider a broad range of factors identified by collective action research but that have not 

necessarily been tested or sufficiently considered in research on contact and collective action 

(Hassler, Ulug, et al., 2021; MacInnis & Hodson, 2019; Radke et al., 2020; Tropp & Barlow, 

2018).  

Adopting a bottom-up strategy, in which we summarize the results of relevant 

research and identify emerging themes, allowed us to describe and synthesize the broad 

landscape of work on the relationship between intergroup contact (direct and indirect) and 

collective action (normative and non-normative) and complement more focused reviews 

evaluating specific models (Hassler, Ulug, et al., 2021) or examining particular subsets of 

studies (Reimer & Sengupta, 2021). As depicted in Figure 1, we represented this literature 

by classifying moderators and mediators into distinct categories associated with the 

intergroup situation, with the outgroup, and with the ingroup. The most commonly studied 

moderators in this area were those associated with the intergroup situation rather than with 

the outgroup or ingroup specifically (see Figure 1, Table 5). Among the intergroup 

moderators, although studies testing the relationship between contact and collective action 

were frequently tested among members of advantaged groups and among members of 

disadvantaged groups, studies directly testing moderation by group status are still 

surprisingly limited. Among the mediators, those referring to the intergroup situation and to 

the outgroup were most commonly studied (see Figure 1, Table 5).  

Main findings 

Our review and analysis revealed several consistent themes and suggested promising 

new directions of research to fill in key gaps in the literature.  

Distinguishing investigations of the effects of contact for advantaged-group and 

disadvantaged-group members appears to be critical for understanding how contact relates 

to whether people engage in collective action and the dynamics leading to the decision to 

engage. Overall, contact has mobilizing effects among advantaged-group members: 90 out 
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of the 98 studies (with 14 studies, 9 of which also involving negative contact, revealing 

mixed effects with both mobilizing and sedative effects) showed that contact produces 

mobilizing effects (of these 90 studies, 6 also involved negative contact). We believe this 

result is especially noteworthy. 

The collective action literature and social-psychological theories have moved from 

the traditional implicit assumption that disadvantaged-group members should be primarily 

motivated to engage in collective action (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Van Zomeren et al., 2008) 

to a broader understanding of the important role of advantaged groups in taking action to 

achieve social equity. In fact, many more studies that we reviewed examined the relationship 

between contact and collective action among members of advantaged groups (98 studies, 

100 samples) than among members of disadvantaged groups (49 studies, 58 samples). To 

the extent that advantaged-group members have the resources and the power to significantly 

impact and alleviate social inequalities (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), they represent a potent 

force, possibly the most important, to achieve meaningful social change toward equity. Our 

review suggests that positive contact generally constitutes a motivating factor, leading 

advantaged-group members to promote the rights of disadvantaged groups. This finding 

leads to partially optimistic conclusions in terms of the alliance between advantaged and 

disadvantaged groups toward greater social equity.  

However, bringing groups together may be complex, as suggested by the mixed 

results for the disadvantaged group, revealing that contact has both mobilizing and sedative 

effects. Of the 49 studies examining disadvantaged samples, about half, 27, revealed 

evidence of sedative effects (of these 2 were related to negative contact), while 28 reported 

mobilization (of these 4 were related to negative contact). Mixed effects (both mobilization 

and inhibition) were found in 10 of these studies 49 studies (4 of these 10 studies also 

involved negative contact). These results were similar among studies with correlational, 

longitudinal, or experimental designs (see Tables 1, 2, and 3). In terms of intergroup 
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alliances, it is therefore important to understand the factors and psychological processes 

associated with contact that can bring advantaged and disadvantaged groups together to align 

their efforts to promote social justice and achieve change toward social equity. 

Although the limited number of studies precludes definitive conclusions, the current 

evidence suggests that (a) the results for indirect contact are similar to those of direct contact 

(but the impact of indirect contact is more pronounced when direct contact is lower), (b) the 

impact of contact is comparable for non-normative and normative collective action, and (c) 

the results of negative contact are the reverse of those for positive contact: more negative 

contact relates to greater inhibition of collective action among advantaged-group members, 

and the majority of studies of negative contact with disadvantaged-group members showed 

mobilization effects.  

The moderators and mediators of the effects of contact for members of advantaged 

groups implicate in converging ways key processes that underlie the contact-collective 

action relationship. One core theme is that advantaged-group members are more likely to 

engage in collective action on behalf of another group when they perceive that members of 

that group have been unfairly disadvantaged. In terms of moderators, contact that focuses on 

differences of experiences between members of advantaged and disadvantaged groups 

and/or draws more attention to injustices that underlie these different experiences relates to 

stronger mobilization effects among members of advantaged groups. Conversely, 

mobilization among advantaged-group members as a function of contact tends to be lower 

among those who perceive group hierarchy as more legitimate (i.e., those higher in SDO). 

With respect to mediation, contact produces mobilization effects to a greater degree when it 

leads stronger perceptions of injustice, arouses negative emotions (e.g., anger) associated 

with perceptions of unfair treatment, or produces views of members of the other group as 

less deserving of negative treatment (e.g., by reducing negative stereotypes or improving 
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attitudes toward the group or by reducing levels of SDO among advantaged-group 

members).  

A second consistent theme that emerges from research with advantaged-group 

members is that the more threatening the other group is perceived to be in relation to the 

advantaged group – in terms of pre-existing level of threat (a moderator) or as a consequence 

of contact (a mediator) – the less willing advantaged-group members are to engage in 

collective action to benefit the disadvantaged group. Higher pre-existing perceptions of 

threat dampen the impact of experiences during contact that generally produce mobilization 

effects, and the greater threat aroused as a function of contact inhibits collective action by 

advantaged-group members. 

The inconsistent effects of contact for members of disadvantaged groups –sometimes 

showing a mobilizing effect and other times a sedative effect – suggests that this is a fruitful 

area for investigating additional moderator variables. Identifying relevant moderators can 

clarify when either of these two patterns will occur. We believe that the content of contact, 

beyond whether the contact is positive or negative, is an especially relevant variable to 

consider. Even when an intergroup interaction is positive, the exchange could focus on a 

range of topics, including discussions about group-based power differences, intergroup 

injustice, or discrimination. Making factors such as these salient can facilitate collective 

action not only by disadvantaged-group members but also for advantaged-group members 

(when in some way the advantaged group recognizes intergroup disparities; Droogendyk et 

al., 2016, Study 2). For instance, intergroup interactions with a focus on group differences 

and disparities facilitate collective action more than does a focus on what groups have in 

common, which can produce sedative effects (Saguy et al, 2009). Carter et al. (2019) found 

that when disadvantaged-group members had cross-group friendships with members of 

advantaged groups that produced greater perceptions of intergroup injustice, these 

perceptions predicted more collective action. Further exploring processes that mediate the 
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relationship between contact and collective action could offer promising insights to the 

seemingly complex dynamics of the contact-collective action among members of 

disadvantaged groups.  

Our review and analysis of the literature indicates that factors related to intergroup 

relations may be particularly important. Similar to work on the engagement of members of 

advantaged groups in collective action, the results of studies of mediation among members 

of disadvantaged groups show that intergroup contact that increases perceptions of injustice 

and associated negative emotions facilitate collective action. Perceptions and experiences of 

intergroup threat that occur in the process of intergroup contact generally inhibit 

disadvantaged-group members’ engagement in collective action. 

However, the results involving perceptions and feelings about the outgroup, such as 

improved outgroup attitudes, are less consistent. With respect to outgroup attitudes, out of 

10 studies exploring outgroup attitudes as a mediator of the relationship between contact and 

collective action by members of disadvantaged groups, only 4 revealed significant effects, 

with some showing mobilization and other sedative effects (see Table 5).  

The research on moderating factors of the contact-collective action relationship also 

yields less consistent results for disadvantaged-group members than for advantaged-group 

members. Some authors have argued that the ironic effects of contact, in which contact 

produces intergroup harmony and leads to sedative effects among members of a 

disadvantaged group, may characterize historically unequal societies (Dixon, Tropp, et al., 

2010). However, our findings point not to differences among societies that vary in level of 

inequality but rather to the importance of other moderating factors that can determine the 

direction of contact effects (i.e., in terms of facilitating or inhibiting collective action).  

Similar to the effects for advantaged-group members, several studies indicate that 

structural aspects of the intergroup contact context that highlight intergroup injustice can 

mobilize members of disadvantaged groups for collective action, whereas aspects that 
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legitimize the intergroup hierarchy produce sedative effects. Along these lines, the content 

of contact appears to be one of particularly relevant factors affecting the relationship between 

contact and collective action. For example, mobilizing effects occurred when the discussion 

in the interaction was focused on group differences (Vezzali et al., 2017) or when 

advantaged-group members expressed support for disadvantaged-group members by not 

legitimizing their own privileged position (Droogendyk et al., 2016). Other researchers have 

found that content of contact is mobilizing when it is focused on the delegitimization of 

intergroup inequalities (Becker & Wright, 2021) or it involved explicit support for the 

disadvantaged group (Droogendyk et al., 2016; Techakesari et al., 2017). However, some 

studies investigating the salience of injustice showed different effects for members of 

disadvantaged groups than for members of advantaged groups. For instance, Hassler, 

Ullrich, et al. (2021) found that greater contact was associated with less support for social 

change among ethnic minority group members when perceived illegitimacy of the status 

relation was high. 

One reason why more inconsistent results may occur for disadvantaged-group 

members than for advantaged-group members is that members of these groups bring 

different perspectives to these interactions. Members of disadvantaged groups are more 

vigilant for cues of duplicity and mistreatment and are particularly attuned to power-related 

aspects of these exchanges (Demoulin et al., 2009). Thus, a focus on intergroup injustice 

may cue not only perceptions of injustice but also make salient the power differential 

between the groups that enforces group hierarchy and therefore elicits threat. As the findings 

for mediators reveal, whereas experiences of injustice promote collective action, experiences 

of intergroup threat inhibit it. The future research can consider how various intergroup 

contexts or particular elements of contact affect core perceptions and emotional responses 

in potentially different ways for disadvantaged- and advantaged-group members, which can 

help illuminate the dynamics of the contact-collective action relationship more fully. 
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As noted earlier, we chose to review the literature narratively to understand both 

inconsistent and consistent findings in the literature, using a bottom-up analysis to develop 

insights for future research from areas that have only limited empirical findings to date, and 

detect important gaps in the current literature. We view our narrative approach as 

complementary to meta-analytic investigation that test a limited number of targeted 

hypotheses. While a quantitative analysis can provide an effect size of contact effects and 

evaluate specific hypotheses, we sought to understand and systematize a wide range of 

moderation and mediation processes in a review of areas in which only a few studies, 

sometimes quite different in methodology, are available. Nevertheless, consistent with our 

position about the complementary nature of qualitative and quantitative approaches, our 

review and the work of Reimer and Sengupta (2022), who conducted a meta-analysis 

considering over 200,000 disadvantaged-group members, reveal quite variable findings for 

members of disadvantaged groups. Reimer and Sengupta (2022) found that whereas the 

majority of studies of disadvantaged groups showed that greater contact predicted less 

support for collective action (a sedative effect), almost one-third of the studies found positive 

associations between contact and collective action (a mobilizing effect). They also found, on 

average, small negative associations of contact with factors considered in the present 

research, like collective action and support for reparative policies (rs = -.06 and -.07, 

respectively) and perceived injustice (r = -.07), but also high levels of heterogeneity for each 

of these relationships. 

In the next section, we consider several promising directions for future research, 

building on robust findings from our analysis and/or others’ reviews of current work on 

contact and collective action but also directed at filling important gaps in the literature, 

accounting for heterogeneous findings, and reconciling seemingly contradictory results in 

the literature. 

Limitations and future directions 
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Our analysis, graphically represented in Figure 1 and with the main results 

summarized in Tables 4 and 5, allowed us to identify several important gaps in the literature 

on contact and collective action generally and limitations of our review and analysis more 

specifically. Recognizing the gaps and acknowledging limitations in the current work can 

suggest promising directions for future research. 

One general issue involves the way group status – a major moderator of the way 

contact relates to collective action – has traditionally been studied. Currently, the vast 

majority of work on contact and collective action investigates the relationship for 

advantaged-group members or for disadvantaged-group members, but not for both groups in 

the same study. Only 19 out of 134 studies concerning contact and collective action that we 

reviewed simultaneously included advantaged and disadvantaged samples. Intergroup 

relations involve the ways groups respond relative to each other and the reciprocal reactions 

they have. This dynamic is of paramount importance in the study of the relation between 

contact and collective action. Given that an intergroup alliance is often needed to achieve 

social change, it is of critical importance that moderators and mediators are tested in both 

types of groups within the same intergroup context to isolate factors that can lead both 

groups to mobilization in favor of social equity.  

Regarding this point, note that our distinction between advantaged and 

disadvantaged groups largely rests on how groups were conceptualized in each article, 

with disadvantaged groups being relatively low in power or status and consequently 

suffering from discriminatory treatment and outcomes (e.g., restricted civil rights). 

However, the definition of which group is in an advantaged or disadvantaged position 

can be fluid; it can vary among contexts and also within the same context depending, 

for instance, on the period in which the study was conducted. In addition, perceptions 

of advantage or disadvantage can vary based of the perspectives of members of 

different groups. The principle of social creativity in social identity theory (Tajfel, 
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1982) suggests that members of different groups often focus on different dimensions 

when evaluating their relative advantage or disadvantage, typically emphasizing 

(within realistic constraints) a dimension on which their group has more positive 

standing. Future reviews may further consider the implications of a contextual 

definition of social (dis)advantage, for example in situations in which the group’s 

position can change according to the perspective of the different groups or observers 

involved. 

Another general direction for future research to consider involves the methodologies 

employed to test the relationship between contact and collective action. Of the studies we 

reviewed, only 20 employed experimental designs, 10 used longitudinal designs, and the 

vast majority, 104, had cross-sectional correlational designs. Although the results were 

generally convergent across these three empirical approaches, greater reliance on 

experimental designs would be especially informative because of the particular value of 

testing moderation to reconcile divergent findings of the association of contact with 

collective action among members of disadvantaged groups. Tighter control over the context 

of contact can also help disentangle the impact of contact on factors that may promote 

collective action (e.g., salience of injustice) or inhibit collective action (e.g., intergroup 

threat), which may vary in salience in ways that cannot be reliably detected when contact is 

reported retrospectively. It would be especially important to conduct experimental 

interventions in the field, which though rare in research on contact and collective action (for 

an exception, see Vezzali, McKeown, et al., 2021; see also Paluck et al., 2019, 2021), are 

critical for understanding the potential of contact to promote social change.  

Also important is the use of longitudinal designs, which can offer valuable insights 

into how contact experiences shape collective action over time and the durability of these 

effects across prolonged periods. While experimental designs can illuminate causal factors 

in ways that longitudinal designs cannot, longitudinal designs provide critical 
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complementary information about the dynamics of change. MacInnis and Page-Gould 

(2015), for instance, illuminated how while intergroup interactions may initially heighten 

stress and lead to avoidance, more frequent contact and interpersonally closer interactions 

(e.g., in relationships that develop over time) reduce intergroup anxiety and promote more 

positive intergroup relations. Similarly, longitudinal research on the effects of intergroup 

contact and collective action can identify processes, which may take time to emerge, that 

can trigger intra-individual change that can critically shape if, when, and how contact affects 

collective action. Moreover, because key aspects of interpersonal and intergroup relations 

often develop over time (MacInnis & Page-Gould, 2015), longitudinal designs often have 

more ecological validity – which is particularly relevant to the study of collective action – 

than are studies that limit interactions to relatively brief sessions.  

While longitudinal designs can be particularly valuable for capturing individual-level 

changes, multi-level research designs can consider structural factors and variables related to 

the macro-context that may be important to understand changes toward social equity. 

Moreover, multi-level modelling analyses can distinguish between individual-level and 

aggregate-level effects. For instance, in a study of the effects of contact on intergroup 

attitudes, Christ et al. (2014) found that greater personal intergroup contact related to more 

positive intergroup attitudes (individual-level) and also that in areas in which there was more 

positive intergroup contact people had more positive intergroup attitudes (a context-level 

effect). It is further possible that context-level effects can moderate individual-level effects 

– an effect implicated by findings we discussed earlier. Droogendyk et al. (2016) showed 

that in contexts in which advantaged groups supported actions to reduce inequity, members 

of disadvantaged groups exhibited higher levels of collective action as contact with members 

of advantaged groups increased, reducing the sedative effect of contact. This finding shows 

the importance of considering the macro context as a key element for understanding how 

members of disadvantaged (or advantaged) groups interpret norms and/or anticipate support 
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for or resistance to collective action. Using research designs that consider both context-level 

and individual-level factors may be especially valuable for theoretically integrating 

seemingly divergent findings that currently show that positive contact sometimes facilitates 

and sometimes inhibits collective action by members of disadvantaged groups. 

Related to these methodological considerations, we advocate for more complex 

designs that can more fully illuminate the dynamics of the relationship between contact and 

collective action to achieve social equity. As an example, moderated mediation designs 

involving both advantaged and disadvantaged groups could increase understanding of the 

reciprocal actions between the groups that could effectively produce an intergroup alliance. 

While studies have typically focused on one group – an advantaged or a disadvantaged group 

– at a time, more complex designs could help identify processes and moderators the affect 

how these groups align in their perspectives and actions. For instance, contact may be shown 

to be associated with greater collective action via recognition of injustice among both groups 

primarily when group-based differences are discussed. (For a discussion on the 

methodological limitations of research on contact and collective action, see also Ulug et al., 

2022). 

Our review and analysis of the literature also suggests potential shifts in the focus of 

research to identify novel and particularly potent elements of the contact-collective action 

relationship specifically. Research on the effects of intergroup contact has traditionally 

examined outgroup attitudes as the main outcome of interest and has generally identified 

orientations toward the outgroup, such as feelings of empathy or anxiety associated with the 

outgroup (e.g., Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005) as mediators. We note that, by contrast, the effects 

of contact on collective action are generally mediated by perceptions of the intergroup 

situation (see Figure 1, Table 5). This finding is consistent with the idea that outgroup 

prejudice is conceptually different from collective action, which directly changes the social 

hierarchy and thereby impacts both advantaged and disadvantaged groups in reciprocal ways 
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and the society more generally. Thus, while further work on the influence of orientations 

toward the outgroup and toward the ingroup separately still merit further attention, additional 

research on intergroup factors that shape the relationship between contact and collective 

action seems particularly promising.  

As discussed earlier, a factor that has emerged as influential in shaping the nature of 

the relationship between contact and collective action but not comprehensively examined or 

fully understood is the content of contact. For instance, as we explained, while contact that 

potentially draws attention to inequities between groups generally mobilizes collective 

action by advantaged-group members to improve equity for a disadvantaged group (Vezzali 

et al., 2017), the impact of this content on members of disadvantaged groups is more mixed. 

For a more comprehensive understanding of the role of content of contact, further research 

might thus identify specific elements of content that are key for facilitating collective action 

(e.g., recognition of unfair treatment, delegitimization calling into play moral rather than 

cognitive or affective aspects) and for inhibiting collective action (e.g., expectations that 

such action will be unsuccessful) that may differentially influence the responses of members 

of advantaged and disadvantaged groups.  

Beyond this focus on when and how the content of contact moderates advantaged- 

and disadvantaged-group members’ separate decisions about whether to engage in collective 

action, the content of contact qualifies as one of the factors that can lead to the development 

over time of a true intergroup alliance between advantaged and disadvantaged groups, 

making them united in action against intergroup inequalities. That is, shared recognition and 

opposition to injustice may represent a superordinate goal, which requires the cooperation 

of both groups to fully achieve (Sherif et al., 1961), and can produce a more inclusive identity 

between the groups that can establish an enduring alliance for change (Gaertner et al., 2000). 

Currently, work on the dimensions involved in how the content of contact influences 

collective action is relatively sparse, often employs interventions involving multiple features 
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simultaneously, uses heterogeneous measures of contact, and rarely considers impacts over 

time. Disentangling critical dimensions in the content of contact, contextual factors that 

could moderate the effect, and longitudinal effects not only for specific actions but also on 

the relationship between advantaged and disadvantaged groups can provide important 

information about the contextual, group, interactional, and developmental influences that 

can determine whether and how contact has sedative or mobilizing effects on collective 

action. 

Another valuable, underexplored aspect of work on contact and collective action is 

non-normative collective action. Non-normative collective action does not simply represent 

a “stronger” form of action compared to normative collective action; it is a qualitatively 

different form of action. Although we based our distinction between normative and non-

normative collective action on definitions in the relevant literature (Becker & Tausch, 1990; 

Wright et al., 1990), this distinction may benefit from refinement that includes 

reconsideration of potential key factors. What is normative or non-normative can vary 

depending not only on the intergroup context but also on the group perspective. Based on 

the current definition of non-normative collective action as actions that are violent or illegal 

(recognizing that what is illegal is generally defined by the advantaged group), we 

categorized “revolutionary resistance” studied by Alzour et al. (2019) as non-normative in 

our review. However, in the context of that work – the responses of Palestinian participants 

in the West Bank about Palestinian-Israeli relations – such responses may be viewed as 

normative. As Alzour et al. explained, “In Palestine, revolutionary resistance implies a 

variety of actions aimed at dismantling the settler colonial structure (i.e., the socio-political 

and economic institutional structure that underpins the occupation), which can be violent or 

peaceful, and implemented collectively (e.g., collective protests, institutional boycott) or 

individually (e.g., internet advocacy, boycotting Israeli products)” (p. 979).  
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Becker and Tausch (2015) identify different predictors of normative and non-

normative collective action. Non-normative collective action aims to challenge the existing 

social system. Importantly, it necessitates arousing at least some degree of conflict with the 

advantaged, high-status group. For instance, Teixeira et al. (2019) found that engaging in 

non-normative collective action can damage the ingroup’s image, therefore inhibiting its use 

(see also Stathi et al., 2019). This aspect of non-normative collective action is relevant to a 

core finding of our review. One of our most robust results was that, among members of 

advantaged groups, positive orientations toward and relations with members of the 

disadvantaged group mobilized collective action on their behalf. Also, supporting the 

potentially important distinction between the types of collective action on the contact-

collective action relationship, in our review although in some cases effects for non-normative 

collective action align with findings obtained for normative collective action (e.g., Albzour 

et al., 2019; Saleem et al., 2016, Study 1), in other cases results diverge (e.g., Becker et al., 

2013, Study 1; Cocco et al., 2022). Understanding more fully the dynamics of non-normative 

compared to normative collective action in the contact-collective action relationship can thus 

offer valuable new insights in this area. 

With respect to our current review of the literature, we note however that there was 

only a limited number of studies that had measures that we categorized as non-normative 

collective action based on the definition that has been traditionally used in the psychological 

collective action literature. We report these results for descriptive purposes, and we 

acknowledge that these findings should be interpreted cautiously. In future research, to be 

more context-sensitive in the classification of collective actions and to provide more insight 

into roles of cultural context and different group perspectives, we encourage researchers 

studying the relationship between contact and different forms of collective action to include 

direct measures assessing respondents’ perceptions of whether particular actions are 

normative or non-normative as an integral aspect of data collection. 



92 
 

We examined literature that has focused on a particular assumed direction of 

causality, studying the hypothesized effect of intergroup contact on support for or intended 

engagement in collective action. We acknowledge, though, that the relationship between 

contact and collective action is likely bi-directional: experiences with collective action can 

affect with whom one has contact and can ultimately influence social identity. Based on the 

body of literature we reviewed, the measures of collective action typically focused on the 

actions of individuals (e.g., the degree to which a participant endorsed collective action). 

However, collective action is a social phenomenon that brings people together; it thus 

involves immediate and often sustained social contact. This contact associated with 

participation in collective action, especially when it is successful, can elicit a sense of 

collective empowerment that reinforces collective identities underlying the movement 

(Polletta & Jasper, 2001). Once established, a sense of collective identity can stimulate a 

wide range of responses in the service of the group (Dovidio & Schellhaas, 2017). For 

instance, collective identity also shapes the quality and intensity of group members’ 

emotional responses, notably eliciting feelings of anger and moral outrage about shared 

grievances, such as when important group goals are violated (Simon & Klandermans, 2001). 

Future research on contact and collective action would therefore benefit by investigating 

further how collective action can affect contact and social networks. Such research might 

also directly examine the dynamic, reciprocal relationship between contact and collective 

action. 

For both conceptual and practical reasons, additional work on the effects of indirect 

versus direct contact on collective action would be informative. Practically, various forms 

of indirect contact, which are not necessarily constrained geographically or financially, are 

becoming increasingly prevalent and influential forms of intergroup contact. Theoretically, 

indirect contact is not a replacement for direct contact; rather, it complements direct contact 

and has particular characteristics that make it especially relevant for collective action. As we 
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have shown, the relationship between indirect contact and collective action was stronger 

when direct contact was lower. The indirect contact studies we reviewed also indicated that 

extended, vicarious, and imagined contact stimulate mobilization effects through factors 

related to perceived injustice (Ulug & Tropp, 2021). 

Because various forms of indirect contact (such as extended or vicarious contact) 

operate more strongly than direct contact through perceptions of social norms (White et al., 

2021), a promising issue to consider in future research is how and when indirect contact 

changes perceptions of norms about the treatment of disadvantaged groups – particularly in 

ways that promote responsiveness to social injustices – and its impact (along with associated 

mediators) on collective action. A similar point was made by Tropp and Dehrone (2023), 

who noted that because intergroup contact is linked with normative processes and policies, 

social norms can work in conjunction with contact to foster collective action. Influencing 

perceptions of social norms via intergroup contact toward condemning social inequalities 

may thus be a decisive step in motivating both advantaged and disadvantaged groups to 

engage in efforts that support social change. Note that this argument is consistent with 

various collective action models (see Vezzali & Stathi, 2021, Chapter 7). For example, Van 

Zomeren et al. (2018) proposed that violation of moral convictions, rather than moral 

convictions per se, is key to collective action. Subašić et al. (2008) similarly argued that 

advantaged-group members should side with the disadvantaged group when the authority 

(which supports hierarchical distinctions) is perceived as unjust. Particular attention might 

be devoted to the impact of social media, which affects a range of intergroup orientations 

(Amichai-Hamburger & McKenna, 2006; Imperato et al., 2021; White et al., 2020), on 

collective action. As the Black Lives Matter and the #MeToo movements demonstrate, social 

networks and media communication can have profound, broad impact in motivating 

members both of disadvantaged and of advantaged groups for action. 
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The present review also spotlights the limited research on negative contact and 

collective action, despite the fact that negative contact is increasingly considered in research 

on contact more generally (Dixon & McKeown, 2017). We reviewed studies showing that 

negative contact can inhibit collective action among advantaged-group members while 

mobilizing collective action among disadvantaged-group members. However, negative and 

positive contact can interact with one another. For instance, negative contact can enhance 

the effects of positive contact, and positive contact can buffer the effects of negative contact 

(Árnadóttir et al., 2018). It may therefore be possible that the combination of positive and 

negative contact boosts collective action among advantaged-group members. That is, both 

harmony and conflict may be simultaneously required to promote true allyship. Harmony 

produced by contact sets the stage for intergroup alliances; conflict that highlights the 

violation of moral convictions or social norms of justice (Van Zomeren et al., 2018) can then 

provide a reason for collective action to occur. For instance, within a relationship between 

ingroup and outgroup members characterized by positive contact, disadvantaged-group 

members can feel free to disclose their perceptions and feelings and become in these 

occasions conflictual, transforming the contact experience from positive to negative in this 

circumstance (and again, tapping on the relevance of content of contact). The coexistence of 

positive and negative contact within the same intergroup relation may increase feelings of 

injustice for the situation faced by the disadvantaged group but also positive feelings, like 

intergroup empathy, which can mediate the effects of contact on greater collective action. 

It is worth noting that our bottom-up approach was aimed at identifying the most 

relevant factors in the relation between contact and collective action rather than proposing a 

new theoretical model. A new model can however benefit from our analysis. As an example, 

our findings point to the key role played by factors associated with intergroup relations such 

as the need to maintain intergroup harmony while at the same time highlighting intergroup 

inequalities. As can be seen from Figure 1 and Tables 4 and 5, factors associated with 
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intergroup relations have been the most frequently investigated factors in the studies 

reviewed. However, this empirical focus should not translate into downplaying the potential 

relevance of factors associated with the outgroup or the ingroup (and therefore to devoting 

less attention to them in a theoretical model). Rather, our review highlights gaps that can be 

filled. Amongst these, we believe that fruitful future research might investigate more deeply 

moderators associated with the outgroup, which were totally absent in our review. As an 

example, while research has investigated the role of initial prejudice, generally finding that 

contact has stronger effects when initial prejudice is high (R. N. Turner et al., 2020), we 

were unable to identify such a test with collective action as the outcome. As another example, 

advantaged-group members with more positive meta-stereotypes may be more willing to 

consider and react to the disadvantaged situation of the outgroup (for evidence of the effects 

of positive meta-stereotypes, see Vezzali, 2017); in contrast, holding negative meta-

stereotypes may raise a barrier against acting on behalf of disadvantaged-group members 

(Vorauer et al., 2000).  

Future research might also explore more fully mediators associated with the ingroup. 

As an example, Pettigrew (1998; see also Lucarini et al., 2023; Verkuyten et al., 2022) 

introduced the concept of deprovincialization: contact can lead to a view of the ingroup (and 

outgroups), such that ingroup norms and practices can be seen as just one way of many 

legitimate ways to manage the world. Reconceptualizing how individuals perceive the 

ingroup, not in isolation but within a socio-political context that includes both advantaged 

and disadvantaged groups, can be valuable for fostering actions that redress intergroup 

inequalities. 

Research on contact and collective action has dedicated only limited attention to the 

potential effects of socio-demographic factors beyond reflecting advantaged or 

disadvantaged status in a particular intergroup context. We consider demographics such as 

age, gender, socio-economic status, race, political orientation in Tables 1-3 in terms of 
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potential moderating factors. When these variables were included in the analyses of the 

studies we reviewed, they were generally treated as control variables rather than as 

independent variables of theoretical significance. While the effects of these demographic 

were generally nonsignificant, the limited number of studies precluded a definitive 

interpretation.  

In our review, we defined advantaged and disadvantaged groups primarily by 

differences in power and status as specified by study authors in the research context. 

However, this distinction typically coincided with racial/ethnic, gender, or other 

demographic differences. Nevertheless, it is quite possible that demographic factors may 

have influences beyond their relationship with the advantaged-disadvantaged distinction. 

We suggest that studying demographic influences that relate to the ways intergroup relations 

are perceived is a potentially productive direction for future research. For instance, research 

reveals that both the nature and degree of stigma vary across cultures as a function of national 

group- or individual-oriented social dimensions (Shin et al., 2013). With respect to political 

ideology, Graham et al. (2009) reported that individuals who identify as liberal rely 

particularly on issues of harm/care and fairness/reciprocity in their social judgments, 

whereas those who identify as conservative also consider ingroup/loyalty, authority/respect, 

and purity/sanctity. To the extent that the association between contact and collective action 

likely depends upon the socio-political context (as suggested by the relevance of factors 

associated with the intergroup situation in the present review), political ideology may be a 

particularly promising factor to consider further, both empirically and as an additional 

element in theoretical models. 

In addition to the specific directions for future research that we identify, we believe 

that integrating work on collective action and contact with broader theoretical frameworks 

would help achieve a more comprehensive understanding of intergroup relations. Although 

research on contact and collective action draws on elements of social identity theory (Tajfel 
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& Turner, 1979), social dominance theory (Pratto et al., 2006; Sidanius et al., 2017), and 

system justification theory (Jost et al., 2015), these attempts have been generally isolated 

(e.g., Di Bernardo et al., 2021). Not only would greater consideration of the structural, 

intergroup, and individual-level processes featured to varying degrees in these broader 

frameworks expand and enhance research on contact and collective action, but also findings 

on the contact-collective action relationship can help advance general intergroup theory by 

highlighting the dynamics of different outcomes. Such work might also expand the 

perspective of current theory. For instance, while research has used the binary distinction of 

advantaged-disadvantaged groups, it is important to go beyond relations between two groups 

and take full advantage of the complexity of the status hierarchy (Caricati, 2018; Dixon et 

al., 2020) as well as consider more fully the ways multiple groups relate in social systems 

(including relations between members of different disadvantaged groups). Action for social 

change does not happen in a vacuum, and it is only with an examination of the complex 

vertical and horizontal relations within a social hierarchy that we can fully understand how 

to promote collective action. 

Citations statement 

While our criteria for inclusion of studies in our review were intentionally broad in order to 

be representative of the psychological literature on contact and collective action, we note 

that about two-thirds of the studies that we cited focused on the relationship between 

intergroup contact and collective action in North America and Europe. About a third 

investigated the relationship in Asia, Africa, and Oceania, Relatedly, most of the scholars 

cited in our work are located in North America and Europe, which may affect the nature of 

the intergroup relations they examined, as well as limit the scholarly perspectives of research 

in this area of inquiry, and ultimately in our article.  

Constraint on generality statement 
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The major proportion of papers studying contact and collective action in North America and 

Europe also constrains the generalizability of our findings. As noted by Henrich et al. (2010), 

80% of psychological research findings is based on responses from WEIRD samples—

samples from Western, educated, industrialized, rich, and democratic societies, yet 

populations from WEIRD regions constitute only 12% of the world’s population. Moreover, 

even within the studies conducted within WEIRD regions, the frequent reliance on 

convenience samples (e.g., involving college student participants or participants who “opt-

in” using online platforms such as MTurk or Prolific) produces samples that generally are 

younger and more highly educated than the populations from the national contexts from 

which these samples are drawn. Non-representativeness, in terms of both the global regions 

included in the body of psychological research on contact and collective action and the 

degree to which the samples in the studies considered in this review reflect the population in 

their national context, limits the generalizability of our findings and interpretations. Future 

research on this topic would thus benefit from studying contact and collective action in a 

broader range of contexts, particularly in non-WEIRD regions, and within these contexts by 

employing representative sampling techniques. 

Positionality statement 

The current research was conducted and the article was written by scholars who have studied 

intergroup relations, generally, and intergroup contact and collective action, more 

specifically. In past and the current work, we use theory and research in psychology to 

understand the processes that produce social inequality, and we apply these principles and 

findings to address unfairness at the level of the individual and society. While there is 

diversity in age, experience, and nationality among the authors and each of us has multiple 

identities, we all possess aspects of our identities that represent membership in a socially 

advantaged group. As our research amply shows, identifying as a member of an advantaged, 

compared to a disadvantaged, group affects what we perceive, how we interpret it, our 
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motivation, and ultimately our perspective – including our scientific perspective. For 

example, as we explained, it determines what is defined as normative versus non-normative 

collective action. We acknowledge these influences and caution readers to consider how they 

may affect the conduct of our work, our analyses, and our interpretations. 

Policy implications 

The research considered in the present review focuses on how intergroup contact influences 

collective action, which represents support for the disadvantaged group, in terms of actions, 

intentions or supportive attitudes for rights or policies that benefit disadvantaged-group 

members. We believe that our findings also have implications for formal actions involving 

official policies that also have the goal of achieving social equity through initiatives that 

benefit disadvantaged groups and their members. Such policies may involve the 

redistribution of wealth (e.g., tax policies), engagement in specific activities (e.g., gender-

equity policies in athletics), and equitable representation in mass media. One prominent 

example of such a policy is affirmative action, which promotes the equitable inclusion of 

members of traditionally disadvantaged groups through opportunities in areas such as 

employment and education. Affirmative action policies or laws currently exist in countries 

in North America, Europe, Asia, Africa, and South America. 

While research in the area of intergroup relations has substantially emphasized that 

members of advantaged groups generally attempt to maintain and protect their privileged 

status in a variety of ways, ranging from subtle social forces (e.g., system-justifying 

ideologies; Jost, 2020) to officially enforced oppression (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), our 

findings reveal the critical role of intergroup contact in motivating advantaged-group 

members to support and engage in actions for social change toward greater equity. One of 

major and most consistent findings is that more positive intergroup contact mobilizes 

members of advantaged groups to take collective action to achieve social equity. With 

respect to policy implications, we note that more positive intergroup contact also predicts 
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greater support for affirmative action by members of advantaged groups (Reimer et al., 

2022).  

Our findings about how the content of intergroup contact can critically affect the 

mobilization of members of the advantaged group for action toward social equality – for 

instance, by making unfair differences in treatment or outcomes salient – also provide insight 

into when they may support formal social policies for change. Son Hing et al. (2002) 

demonstrated that people who more strongly endorsed the principle that rewards, and 

opportunities should be determined by individual merit generally opposed affirmative action 

more strongly. However, when they perceived that unfair discrimination was a barrier for 

members of disadvantaged groups, those who more strongly endorsed the merit were more 

supportive of affirmative action. Of particular relevance for engaging the support of 

members of advantaged groups to support policies to achieve social equity by benefitting 

members of disadvantaged groups, we note that positive contact does not necessarily have 

to involve personal interaction to be effective; it can involve indirect forms of contact (e.g., 

through various media). Thus, while members of advantaged groups may generally engage 

in actions to support the status quo of intergroup hierarchy (Sidanius et al., 2017), positive 

intergroup contact can be an important vehicle for mobilizing their collective action and 

support for policy aimed at achieving social equity. 

Our review of the relationship between intergroup contact and collective action for 

members of disadvantaged groups also offers insights into the psychological dynamics that 

have implications for social policy. For instance, because of the influence of self- and group-

interest, members of disadvantaged groups generally support policies to achieve social 

equity, such as affirmative action, more than do members of advantaged groups (DeBell, 

2017). Nevertheless, our results concerning collective action suggest that intergroup contact 

can have complex impacts on support for social policies to achieve equity. Whereas more 

positive contact predicts greater mobilization for collective action for members of 
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advantaged groups, the relationship between contact and collective action for members of 

disadvantaged groups were mixed: 55% of the time sedative effects occurred and 57% of the 

time mobilization effects were observed. Our analyses of moderators and mediators helped 

reconcile these seemingly divergent effects of contact. These insights can also be applied to 

understand how, when, and why the existence of diversity-promoting policies in 

organizations (including affirmative action) can affect the experiences and performances of 

members of disadvantaged groups in the organization and how inequities within an 

organization may be obscured or legitimatized (Dover et al., 2020). Moreover, research on 

the various influences that policies to promote social equity can have on members of 

disadvantaged groups whom the groups are intended to benefit (e.g., the experience of 

stereotype threat; Van Laar et al., 2008) can further inform work on contact and collective 

action. And, as discussed earlier, a more comprehensive understanding of the dynamics 

underlying the relationship between intergroup contact and collective action (e.g., making 

injustice more salient) can help guide the development of social policies design to improve 

social equity and the way these policies are described to make members of advantaged and 

disadvantaged groups allies for change to create a society that is fairer and more stable in 

ways that benefit all its members. 

Conclusions 

In conclusion, scholars still have a long way to go before understanding how groups can 

work together to achieve social equity. However, research fuels optimism regarding the 

potential of intergroup contact to allow and facilitate social equity via collective action. We 

therefore argue that, building on existing findings, a future ambitious and creative 

examination of this area is an important endeavor both theoretically and practically.  
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Table 1. Experimental studies evaluating the relation between contact and collective action. 
 

Study Participants and 
groups Outgroups Country  Type  

of contact Mediator(s) Moderator(s)  Dependent variable(s) Contact effect 

         

Bagci et al. 
(2019, Study 1)  

Disadvantaged: 
80 Kurd adults 

Advantaged: 
Turks Turkey Imagined 

contact 

Perceived discrimination 
(personal and group 

discrimination)A* 
 
Ingroup identificationC* 

 
Relative deprivation (no 

effect)A* 

 
Outgroup attitudes (no 

effect) B* 

/ 
Collective action 

intentions (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (direct and 
indirect effect)  

Becker & 
Wright (2021, 
Study 1)  

Advantaged: 89 
students from a 
German 
university 

Disadvantaged
: members of 

another 
German 

university 

Germany Direct contact / 

Outgroup 
member’s 

legitimization/ill
egimitization of 

intergroup 
inequality1* 

 
Interpersonal 
closeness1* 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Behavioral collective 
action (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (effect for 
delegitimization of 

intergroup inequality 
coupled with high 

interpersonal closeness, for 
collective action intentions 

only) 

Becker & 
Wright (2021, 
Study 2)  

Advantaged: 192 
students from a 
German 
university 

Disadvantaged
: members of 

another 
German 

university 

Germany Direct contact / 

Outgroup 
member’s 

legitimization/ill
egimitization of 

intergroup 
inequality1* 

 

Interpersonal 
closeness1* 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Behavioral collective 
action (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (effect for 
delegitimization of 

intergroup inequality 
coupled with high 

interpersonal closeness, for 
collective action intentions 

only) 

Becker et al. 
(2013, Study 1)  

Disadvantaged: 
267 sexual 
minority adults 

Advantaged: 
heterosexual 

people 

United 
States 

Direct contact 
(recalling a / 

Outgroup 
friend’s 

legitimization/ill

Public protest 
(normative collective 

action)  

Sedative (direct effect of 
legitimization of intergroup 



103 
 

personal 
acquaintance) 

egimitization of 
intergroup 
inequality1* 

 
Private protest 

(normative collective 
action) 

 
Violent protest (non-
normative collective 

action) 
 

inequality, for public protest 
only) 

Becker et al. 
(2013, Study 2)  

Disadvantaged: 
81 university 
students 

Advantaged: 
university 

students of a 
higher-status 

university 

Canada 
 Direct contact / 

Outgroup 
member’s 

ambiguity 
about/legitimiza
tion/illegimitizat

ion of 
intergroup 
inequality1* 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Behavioral collective 
action (normative 
collective action) 

Sedative (direct effect of 
ambiguity about and 

legitimization of intergroup 
inequality) 

Broockman & 
Kalla (2016)  

Advantaged: 501 
adults 

Disadvantaged
: transgender 

people 

United 
States 

Direct contact 
promoting 

perspective-
taking 

/ 
Political 

affiliation1* (no 
effect) 

Support for laws 
benefitting transgender 

people (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization 

De Carvalho-
Freitas & Stathi 
(2017, Study 2)  

Advantaged: 138 
Brazilian workers  

Disadvantaged
: individuals 

with disability 
Brazil Imagined 

contact 

Outgroup attitudes 
(beliefs in people’s with 

disability’ work 

performance level)B* 

Type of 
disability4* (no 

effect) 

Support for rights of 
people with disability 
within the workplace 
(normative collective 

action) 

Mobilization (direct and 
indirect effect) 

Droogendyk et 
al. (2016, Study 
1)  

Disadvantaged: 
138 international 
university 
students 

Advantaged: 
domestic 
university 
students 

Australia 

Direct contact 
(recalling a 

personal 
acquaintance) 

Ingroup identification 
(no effect) C* 

 
Perceived injustice A* 

Support or 
ambiguity of 
support for 

international 
students1* 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Mobilization (direct and 
indirect effect for supportive 

contact) 

Droogendyk et 
al. (2016, Study 
2)  

Disadvantaged: 
203 immigrants 

Advantaged: 
Canadians Canada Direct contact Perceived injustice A* 

Support-anger, 
support-guilt, or 

ambiguity of 
support for 

immigrants1* 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Mobilization (direct and 
indirect effect for supportive 

contact) 
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Fung et al. 
(2021)  

Advantaged: 535 
Asian adults 

Disadvantaged
: Individuals 
with mental 

illness 

United 
States Direct contact /  / 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
No effect 

Kotzur et al. 
(2019, Study 2)  

Advantaged: 74 
German 
university 
students 

Disadvantaged
: asylum 
seekers 

Germany Direct contact 

Outgroup warmth (no 
effect) B* 

 
Outgroup competence 

(no effect) B* 
 

Intergroup emotions 
(pity, envy, contempt, 

admiration) (effect only 
for contempt)B* 

/ 
Collective action 

intentions (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (indirect effect) 
 

No effect (nonsignificant 
direct effect) 

Lau et al. (2014)  Advantaged: 850 
Chinese adults 

Disadvantaged
: sexual 

minorities 
China 

Imagined 
contact 

(manipulated) 
 

Direct contact 
(measured) 

/ Direct contact1* 

Support for anti-
discrimination laws for 

sexual minorities 
(normative collective 

action) 

Mobilization (direct effect 
for direct and imagined 

contact; effect for imagined 
contact among those with no 

direct contact) 

Prati & 
Loughnan 
(2018, Study 2)  

Advantaged: 53 
British university 
students 

Disadvantaged
: Gypsies UK Imagined 

contact 

Dehumanization 
(uniquely human 

traits/human 
uniqueness)B* 

/ 

Support for Gypsy 
human rights 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (direct and 
indirect effect) 

Prati & 
Loughnan 
(2018, Study 3)  

Equal status: 70 
adults living in 
Italy 

Equal status: 
Japanese 
people 

Italy Imagined 
contact 

Dehumanization (human 
nature traits)B* / 

Support for Japanese 
human rights 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (direct and 
indirect effect) 

Shani & 
Bohenke (2017) 

Advantaged: 217 
Jew adolescents 
 
Disadvantaged: 
281 Palestinian 
adolescents 

Disadvantaged
: Palestinians 
 
Advantaged: 
Jews 

Israel 

Direct contact 
(focused on 

discussions over 
power 

inequality) 

Intergroup empathyB* 

 
Intergroup hatred (no 

effect) B* 
 

Hope for future 
relationsA* 

 

Group1* 

Support for equal rights 
(administered to Jews) 
or for social inclusion 
policies (administered 

to Palestinians) 
(normative collective 

action) 
  

Mobilization (direct effect 
for both groups, indirect 

effect except indirect effect 
via perceived equality for 

Palestinians and via 
intergroup empathy for 

Jews) 
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Intergroup threat 
(realistic and symbolic) 

(no effect)A* 
 

Perceived equality A* 

Sedative (indirect effect via 
perceived equality for 

Palestinians) 

Techakesari et 
al. (2017)  

Disadvantaged: 
96 gay men  
 
Disadvantaged: 
100 lesbians 

Advantaged: 
heterosexual 
people 

Australia 

Direct contact 
(recalling a 

personal 
acquaintance) 

 
LGBTIQQ identification 

C* 
 

Degree of 
contact 

supportive of 
LGBTIQQ 

rights1* 

 
Group1* 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Mobilization (direct effect 
for gay men stronger with 

strongly supportive contact, 
indirect effect for gay men) 

 
Sedative (direct effect for 

lesbians stronger with 
moderately supportive 

contact, indirect effect for 
lesbians) 

 
 

Ulug & Tropp 
(2021, Study 3)  

Advantaged: 258 
White adults 

Disadvantaged
: Blacks 

United 
States 

Negative 
vicarious 

contact (videos 
on racial 

discrimination) 

Perceived injustice A* / 

Collective action 
intentions for the Black 

Lives Matter 
movement (normative 

collective action) 
 

Mobilization (indirect effect) 
 

No effect (nonsignificant 
direct effect) 

Vazquez et al. 
(2020, Study 2a)  

Disadvantaged: 
305 Spanish 
female adults 

Advantaged: 
men Spain Direct contact 

Perceived personal 
discrimination A*  

 
Fusion with the feminist 
movement (politicized 

identity) C* 
 

Outgroup attitudes (no 
effect) B* 

 
Ingroup attitudes (no 

effect)C* 

Salience of 
personal 

discrimination 
as a woman1* 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Sedative (negative 
correlation with contact for 
quality but not quantity of 
contact, indirect effect for 

quality with low salience of 
personal discrimination) 

Vazquez et al. 
(2020, Study 
2b)  

Advantaged: 225 
Spanish male 
adults 

Disadvantaged
: women Spain Direct contact 

Perceived outgroup 
discrimination A*  

 

Salience of 
group 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 

Mobilization (positive 
correlation with contact, 

indirect effect for quality of 
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Fusion with the feminist 
movement (politicized 

identity) C* 
 

Outgroup attitudes (no 
effect)B* 

 
Ingroup attitudes (no 

effect)C*  

discrimination 
as women1* 

contact with low salience of 
outgroup discrimination) 

Vezzali et al. 
(2021, Study 2)  

Advantaged: 89 
Italian adolescents 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants Italy 

Negative 
vicarious 
contact 

Anger against injusticeA* 
Social 

dominance 
orientation1* 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 

Mobilization (indirect effect 
among individuals high in 
social dominance 
orientation) 
 

No effect (nonsignificant 
correlation with negative 

vicarious contact) 
 

Note. The study by Shani and Bohenke (2017) is a pre-post quasi experiment. In the column “Moderator(s)” we also included variables that were not formally tested with statistical moderation analyses 
(e.g., we included “Group” as a moderator also when studies simply ran separate analyses for groups, finding different results). The superscript for moderators indicates inclusion in the categories of: 
(1*) moderators associated with the intergroup situation, (2*) moderators associated with the outgroup, (3*) moderators associated with the ingroup, (4*) moderators concerning socio-demographics. In 
the column “Mediator(s)” the superscripts indicate inclusion in the categories of: (A*) mediators referred to the intergroup situation, (B*) mediators referred to the outgroup, (C*) mediators referred to 
the ingroup. In the column “Contact effect,” where we refer to effects for the outcome variable, we specify whether contact lead to mobilization (contact associated with higher collective action) or 
sedative effects (contact associated with lower collective action) and indicate which types of effects emerged, in case there are more effects available; if only mobilization or sedative effects are mentioned 
without further specifications, only a direct effect emerged (when a direct effect was not presented, we reported the correlation whenever available). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



107 
 

Table 2. Longitudinal studies evaluating the relation between contact and collective action. 
 

Study Waves Participants and 
groups Outgroups Country  Type  

of contact Mediator(s) Moderator(s)  Dependent variable(s) Contact effect 

          

Herek & 
Capitanio 
(1997, general 
sample)  

2 waves at 
a distance 
of 1 year 
 

Advantaged: 
382 adults 

Disadvantaged: 
Individuals with 

HIV/AIDS 

United 
States 

Direct 
contact / / 

Support for social 
policies against 
individuals with 

HIV/AIDS (normative 
collective action) 

No effect 

Herek & 
Capitanio 
(1997, 
oversample) 

2 waves at 
a distance 
of 1 year 

Disadvantaged: 
420 adults 

Disadvantaged: 
Individuals with 

HIV/AIDS 

United 
States 

Direct 
contact / / 

Support for social 
policies against 
individuals with 

HIV/AIDS (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization 

Hoskin et al. 
(2019)  

2 waves at 
a distance 
of 1 year 

Advantaged: 
265 Australian 
adults 

Disadvantaged: 
individuals from 

developing 
countries 

Australi
a 

Direct 
contact 

Ingroup 
identification 
(politicized 

identification)C* 

Social 
dominance 

orientation1* 

Self-reported collective 
action behavior 

(normative collective 
action) 

 
Behavioral collective 

action (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (indirect 
effect for low levels of 

social dominance 
orientation) 

 
No effect 

(nonsignificant 
correlation with 

contact) 

Lopez (2004)  

2 waves at 
a distance 
of 9 
months 

Advantaged: 
480 European-
American 
university 
students 
 
Disadvantaged: 
165 Asian-
American 
university 
students 
Disadvantaged: 
92 African-

Disadvantaged: 
Asian-Americans, 
for the other two 
groups; African-
Americans, for 
the other two 

groups 
 

Advantaged: 
European-

Americans, for 
the other two 

groups 

United 
States 

Direct 
contact / Group1* 

Support for educational 
policies aimed to achieve 

ethnic diversity and 
equity within universities 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (direct 
effect only for 

European-Americans’ 

contact with African-
Americans) 
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American 
university 
students 

Northcutt 
Bohmert & 
DeMaris (2015)  

4 waves at 
a distance 
of 
approximat
ely 1 year 

Advantaged: 
305 White 
university 
students 

Disadvantaged: 
ethic minority 

groups 

United 
States 

Direct 
contact 
(cross-
group 

friendships) 

/ / 
Support for affirmative 

action (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization 

Reimer et al. 
(2017, Study 2a)  

2 waves at 
a distance 
of 
approximat
ely 7 
months 

Disadvantaged: 
361 sexual 
minority 
university 
students 

Advantaged: 
heterosexual 

people 

UK and 
German

y 

Positive 
and 

negative 
direct 

contact 

Ingroup 
identification 
(solidary and 

centrality 
components) (no 

effect)C* 
 

Perceived group 
discrimination A* 

 
Perceived personal 
discrimination (no 

effect)A* 

 
Outgroup attitudes 

(no effect) B* 
 

Anger against 
injustice (no effect) 

A* 

/ 
Collective action 

intentions (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (negative 
contact: indirect effect)  

 
No effect (negative 

contact: nonsignificant 
direct effect; positive 

contact: nonsignificant 
direct and indirect 

effect) 

Reimer et al. 
(2017, Study 
2b)  

3 waves at 
a distance 
of 
approximat
ely 3 to 5 
months 

Advantaged: 
729 
heterosexual 
and cisgender 
university 
students 

Disadvantaged: 
LGBT people 

UK and 
German

y 

Positive 
and 

negative 
direct 

contact 

/ / 

Collective action 
intentions for gay people 

(normative collective 
action) 

 
Collective action 

intentions for 
transgenders (normative 

collective action) 

Mobilization (positive 
contact: effect only for 

gay people) 
 

No effect (negative 
contact) 
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Rompke et al. 
(2019, Study 2)  

2 waves at 
a distance 
of six 
months 

Advantaged: 
242 German 
university 
students 

Disadvantaged: 
foreigners 

German
y 

Direct 
contact 

Identification with 
humanity C* / 

Support for social 
policies benefitting 
refugees (normative 

collective action) 

Mobilization (direct 
and indirect effect) 

Saleem et al. 
(2016, Study 1)  

3 waves at 
a distance 
of 3 weeks 

Advantaged: 
219 non-Muslim 
university 
students (mostly 
Whites) 

Disadvantaged: 
Muslims 

United 
States 

Direct 
contact 

Negative intergroup 
emotions B* 

 
Outgroup 

stereotypes 
(aggressive) (no 

effect)B* 

Reliance on 
media1* (no 

effect) 

Support for civic 
restrictions for Muslims 

(normative collective 
action) 

 
Support for military 
action in Muslims’ 

countries (non-normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization 
(correlation with 
contact for both 

outcome variables, 
indirect effect (only for 

support for civic 
restrictions)) 

Tropp et al. 
(2012)  

4 waves at 
a distance 
of 1 year, 
with waves 
2 and 3 
combined 

Disadvantaged: 
417 Asian 
university 
students 
 
Disadvantaged: 
82 Latino 
university 
students 
 
Disadvantaged: 
72 Black 
university 
students 

Advantaged: 
Whites 

United 
States 

Direct 
contact 
(cross-
group 

friendships) 

Perceived 
discrimination 

(personal and group 
discrimination)A* 

Group1* 
Collective action 

intentions (normative 
collective action) 

Sedative (correlation 
with contact for 

Latinos and Blacks, 
indirect effect for 

Blacks) 
 

No effect 
(nonsignificant 

correlation with contact 
for Asians, 

nonsignificant indirect 
effect for Asians and 

Latinos) 

 
Note. In the column “Moderator(s)” we also included variables that were not formally tested with statistical moderation analyses (e.g., we included “Group” as a moderator also when studies simply ran 
separate analyses for groups, finding different results). The superscript for moderators indicates inclusion in the categories of: (1*) moderators associated with the intergroup situation, (2*) moderators 
associated with the outgroup, (3*) moderators associated with the ingroup, (4*) moderators concerning socio-demographics. In the column “Mediator(s)” the superscripts indicate inclusion in the 

categories of: (A*) mediators referred to the intergroup situation, (B*) mediators referred to the outgroup, (C*) mediators referred to the ingroup. In the column “Contact effect,” where we refer to 

effects for the outcome variable, we specify whether contact lead to mobilization (contact associated with higher collective action) or sedative effects (contact associated with lower collective action) 
and indicate which types of effects emerged, in case there are more effects available; if only mobilization or sedative effects are mentioned without further specifications, only a direct effect emerged 
(when a direct effect was not presented, we reported the correlation whenever available). 
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Table 3. Correlational studies evaluating the relation between contact and collective action. 
 

Study Participants and 
groups Outgroups Country  Type  

of contact Mediator(s) Moderator(s)  Dependent variable(s) Contact effect 

         

Albzour et al. 
(2019)  

Disadvantaged: 
159 Palestinian 
adults  
 

Advantaged: 
Israelis West Bank Direct contact 

Support for 
normalization of the 

relation with the 
advantaged group 

(normative collective 
action and outgroup 

attitudes)B* 

/ 

Motivation and 
willingness to engage 

in revolutionary 
resistance (non-

normative collective 
action) 

 

Sedative (correlation with 
contact and indirect effect) 

Bagci & 
Turnuklu (2019)  

Disadvantaged: 
151 Kurd 
university 
students 

 
Advantaged: 
Turks 

 

Turkey 
Positive and 

negative direct 
contact 

Perceived discrimination 
(personal and group 
discrimination) (no 

effect)A* 

 
Ingroup identificationC* 

 
Relative deprivationA*  

/ 
Collective action 

intentions (normative 
collective action) 

Sedative (positive direct 
contact: indirect effect) 

 
No effect (nonsignificant 

correlation for both positive 
and negative direct contact, 

nonsignificant indirect effect 
for negative contact) 

Bagci et al. 
(2018)  

Disadvantaged: 
269 physically 
adults with 
disability 

Advantaged: 
individuals 
without 
disability 

Turkey 
Direct contact 
(cross-group 
friendships) 

Collective self-esteemC* 
 

Perceived advantaged 
group’s attitudes (meta-
perceptions) (no effect) 

B* 
 

/ 
Collective action 

intentions (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact and indirect 

effect) 

Barth & Parry 
(2009)  

Advantaged 
(possibly 
including some 
members of the 
disadvantaged 
group): 760 adults 

Disadvantaged
: gay people 

United 
States Direct contact / / 

Support for a range of 
policies benefitting the 

rights of gay people 
(normative collective 

action) 

Mobilization 

Barth et al. 
(2009)  

Advantaged 
(possibly 
including some 

Disadvantaged
: gay people 

United 
States Direct contact / / 

Support for a 
referendum against the 

rights of gay people 
Mobilization 
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members of the 
disadvantaged 
group): 760 adults 

(normative collective 
action) 

Berg (2009)  Advantaged: 708 
White adults 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants 

United 
States Direct contact / / 

Support for social 
policies favoring 

immigrants (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization 

Brambilla et al. 
(2013)  

Advantaged: 146 
Italian adults 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants Italy Direct contact 

Outgroup morality B* 
 

Sociability (no effect) B* 
 

Competence (no effect)B* 

/ 
Collective action 

intentions (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact and indirect 

effect) 

Brannon (2018, 
Study 1)  

Advantaged: 998 
White university 
students  
 
Disadvantaged: 
959 Asian 
university 
students 
 
 

Disadvantaged
: ethnic 
minority 
groups 

United 
States 

Direct contact 
(including a 
measure of 
cross-group 
friendships) 

/ / 

Support for university 
commitment to racial 
and ethnic diversity 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (only cross-
group friendships) 

Brannon (2018, 
Study 2)  

Advantaged: 1075 
White university 
students  
 
Disadvantaged: 
249 Asian 
university 
students 
 

Disadvantaged
: ethnic 
minority 
groups 

United 
States 

Direct contact 
(including a 
measure of 
cross-group 
friendships) 

/ / 

Support for affirmative 
action (normative 
collective action) 

 
Support for university 
commitment to racial 
and ethnic diversity 
(multicultural vs. 

colorblind approach) 
(normative collective 

action) 

No effect 

Brown et al. 
(2003)  

Advantaged: 375 
White university 
students  
 

Disadvantaged
: Black 
people, ethnic 
minority 
groups 

United 
States Direct contact / / 

Support for social 
policies benefitting 

Black people 
(normative collective 

action) 

No effect (for support for 
social policies benefitting 

Black people) 
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Support for university 

policies benefitting 
ethnic minority groups 
(normative collective 

action) 

Mobilization (for support for 
university policies 

benefitting ethnic minority 
groups) 

 

Cakal et al. 
(2021, Study 1)  

Advantaged: 336 
Turkish Cypriot 
adults 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants Cyprus 

Direct contact 
(cross-group 
friendships) 

Intergroup anxiety (no 
effect)B* 

 
Intergroup trust B* 

 
Perspective-taking B* 

/ 

Support for 
immigrants’ 

engagement in 
collective action 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact, indirect effect) 

 

Cakal et al. 
(2021, Study 2)  

Advantaged: 197 
Romanian 
university 
students 

Disadvantaged
: Hungarian 
immigrants 

Romania 
Direct contact 
(cross-group 
friendships) 

Intergroup anxiety B* 
 

Intergroup trust B* 
 

Perspective-taking B* 

/ 

Support for 
Hungarians’ 

engagement in 
collective action 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact, indirect effect) 

 

Cakal et al. 
(2021, Study 3)  

Advantaged: 240 
Israeli Jew 
university 
students 

Disadvantaged
: Israeli 
Palestinians 

Israel 
Direct contact 
(cross-group 
friendships) 

Intergroup anxiety B* 
 

Intergroup trust B* 
 

Perspective-taking B* 

/ 

Support for Israeli 
Palestinians’ 

engagement in 
collective action 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact, indirect effect) 

 

Cakal et al. 
(2016, Study 2)  

Disadvantaged: 
209 Kurdish 
adults 

Advantaged: 
Turks Turkey 

Direct contact 
(cross-group 
friendships) 

Intergroup threat  
(realistic and symbolic)A* / 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 

Sedative (correlation with 
contact, indirect effect) 

Cakal et al. 
(2011, Study 1)  

Disadvantaged: 
488 Black South 
African university 
students 

Advantaged: 
White South 
Africans 

South Africa Direct contact 

Ingroup relative 
deprivationA* 

 
Ingroup efficacy (no 

effect)C* 

/ 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Support for social 
policies benefitting 

South Africans 
(normative collective 

action) 

Sedative (for both outcome 
variables: correlation with 

contact, indirect effect) 
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Cakal et al. 
(2011, Study 2)  

Advantaged: 244 
White South 
African university 
students 

Disadvantaged
: Black South 
Africans 

South Africa Direct contact 

Ingroup relative 
deprivation (no effect) A* 

 
Ingroup efficacy (no 

effect)C* 

/ 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
Support for social 

policies benefitting 
South Africans 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact) 

Calcagno (2016)  
Advantaged: 85 
heterosexual 
adults 

Disadvantaged
: gay people 

United 
States 

Direct contact 
(cross-group 
friendships) 

/ Gender4* (no 
effect) 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Collective action 
intentions to fight 

bullying toward gay 
people (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (for both 
outcome variables) 

Carter et al. 
(2019)  

Advantaged: 
1,021 White 
university 
students 
 
Disadvantaged: 
110 ethnic 
minority 
university 
students 

Disadvantaged
: ethnic 
minorities 
 
Advantaged: 
Whites 

United 
States 

Direct contact 
(cross-group 
friendships) 

Perceived injusticeA* Group1* 

Engagement in 
activism to foster 

university 
inclusiveness 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (for Whites: 
direct and indirect effect) 

 
Sedative (for ethnic 

minority: direct and indirect 
effect) 

Celebi et al. 
(2016)  

Advantaged: 337 
Turkish university 
students 
  
Disadvantaged: 
288 Kurdish 
university 
students 

Disadvantaged
: Kurds  
 
Advantaged: 
Turks 

Turkey 
Direct contact 
(cross-group 
friendships) 

/ Group1* 

Support for Kurdish 
language rights 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (for Turks: 
direct effect) 

 
No effect (for Kurds: 

nonsignificant direct effect) 

Cernat (2019)  
Disadvantaged: 
604 Hungarian 
adults 

Advantaged: 
Romanians 
 

Romania 
Direct contact 

(with the 
advantaged 

/ Group1* 
Support for non-

specific social policies 
for Hungarians 

Sedative (contact with 
majority was associated with 

lower support for pro-
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Disadvantaged: 
602 Roma adults 

Disadvantaged
: Roma (for 
Hungarians), 
Hungarians 
(for Roma) 

group, and 
with the other 
disadvantaged 

group 
(interminority 

contact) 

(normative collective 
action) 

 
Support for specific 
social policies for 

Hungarians (normative 
collective action) 

 
Support for non-

specific social policies 
for Roma (normative 

collective action) 
 

Support for specific 
social policies for 
Roma (normative 
collective action) 

disadvantaged policies, 
especially specific policies) 

 
No effect, Sedative 

(interminority contact was 
not associated with support 

for pro-ingroup policies, 
except Roma’s contact with 

Hungarians which was 
associated with lower 
specific pro-ingroup 

policies) 
 

Mobilization, Sedative 
(interminority contact was 

associated with greater 
support for non-specific 

outgroup policies, but lower 
support for specific outgroup 
policies among Hungarians; 

it was associated with 
greater support for both 

types of outgroup policies 
among Roma) 

Cocco et al. 
(2022)  

Advantaged: 391 
Italian adults 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants Italy 

Positive and 
negative direct 

contact 

One-group perceptions A* 
 

Outgroup morality B* 
/ 

Collective action 
intentions (measures of 

normative and non-
normative collective 

action) 
 

Collective action 
support (measures of 
normative and non-
normative collective 

action) 

Mobilization (positive 
contact: direct effect on 

normative collective action 
intentions and support, and 
on non-normative collective 

action support; indirect 
effect on normative 

collective action intentions 
and support) 

Mobilization (negative 
contact: direct effect on non-
normative collective action 

intentions and support) 
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Sedative (negative contact: 
direct and indirect effect on 
normative collective action 

intentions and support) 
No effect (positive contact: 
nonsignificant direct effect 
on non-normative collective 

action intentions; 
nonsignificant indirect effect 
on non-normative collective 

action intentions and 
support) 

No effect (negative contact: 
nonsignificant indirect effect 
on non-normative collective 

action intentions and 
support) 

Debrosse et al. 
(2016)  

Advantaged: 458 
White South 
African adults  
 
Disadvantaged: 
2,496 Black South 
African adults 

Disadvantaged
: newcomers South Africa Direct contact / 

Group1* 

 
Realistic threat1* 

(effect for 
Blacks) 

 
Numeric threat1* 

(effect for 
Whites) 

 
Newcomer 

category (race)4* 

Support for the rights 
of different categories 

of newcomers 
(temporary workers, 

refugees, illegal 
immigrants) (normative 

collective action) 

Mobilization (Blacks: direct 
effect, mobilization for some 
newcomer groups with low 

realistic threat) 
 

No effect, Mobilization 
(Whites: nonsignificant 

direct effect, mobilization 
for some newcomer groups 
with low numeric threat) 

Di Bernardo, 
Vezzali, Birtel, 
et al. (2021) 

Advantaged: 163 
Italian adults 
 
Disadvantaged: 
129 immigrant 
adults 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants 
 
Advantaged: 
Italians 

Italy Direct contact Outgroup stereotypes B* Group1* 

Support for social 
policies benefitting the 

immigrant group 
(normative collective 

action) 
 

Mobilization (advantaged: 
positive correlation with 
contact, indirect effect; 
disadvantaged: indirect 

effect) 
 

No effect (disadvantaged: 
nonsignificant correlation 

with contact) 
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Di Bernardo, 
Vezzali, Stathi, 
et al. (2021)  

Advantaged: 392 
Italian adolescents  
 
Disadvantaged: 
165 immigrant 
adolescents 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants 
 
Advantaged: 
Italians 

Italy Direct contact 

Status illegitimacy A* 
 

Status stability (no 
effect) A* 

 
Permeability of group 

boundaries (no effect) A* 

Group1* 

 
Group salience1* 

(for Italians) 

 
Focus on 

differences vs. 
similarities1* (no 

effect) 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Mobilization (Italians: 
positive correlation with 
contact, indirect effect, 

effects of contact quality 
significant for high group 

salience) 
 

Mobilization (immigrants: 
positive correlation with 

contact, indirect effect for 
contact quantity) 

Dixon et al. 
(2017)  

Disadvantaged: 
149 Muslim 
university 
students 

Disadvantaged
: 
disadvantaged 
people in 
general 

India 

Direct contact 
with 

disadvantaged 
groups 

(interminority 
contact) 

 
Direct with the 

advantaged 
Hindus group 

Group efficacy C* 
 

Shared grievances A* 

Direct contact 
with the 

advantaged 
Hindus group1* 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Mobilization (contact with 
disadvantaged groups: 

positive correlation with 
contact, indirect effect, 

indirect effect for low direct 
contact with the advantaged 

Hindus group) 
 

No effect (contact with the 
advantaged group: 

nonsignificant correlation 
with collective action, 
nonsignificant indirect 

effect) 

Dixon et al. 
(2015)  

Disadvantaged: 
185 Indian South 
African adults 

Disadvantaged
: individuals 
from informal 
settlements 

South Africa 
Direct contact 
(interminority 

contact) 

Perceived group 
discriminationA* 

 
Intergroup empathy (no 

effect) B* 

/ 

Support for social 
policies benefitting 

residents of informal 
settlements (normative 

collective action) 
 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact for both 

outcome variables, indirect 
effect only for collective 

action intentions) 

Dixon et al. 
(2007)  

Advantaged: 361 
White South 
African adults  

Disadvantaged
: Black South 
Africans 

South Africa Direct contact / Group1* 

 

Support for social 
policies benefitting 

Black South Africans 

Mobilization (White South 
Africans) 
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Disadvantaged: 
1,556 Black South 
African adults 

 
Advantaged: 
White South 
Africans  

Blacks’ socio-
economic 

status4* (no 
effect) 

(normative collective 
action) 

Sedative (Black South 
Africans) 

 
 
 

Dixon, 
Durrheim, et al. 
(2010)  

Advantaged: 794 
White South 
African adults 

Disadvantaged
: 
disadvantaged 
racial groups 

South Africa Direct contact 

Intergroup threat 
(realistic and symbolic)A* 

 
Outgroup attitudes (only 

for support for 
preferential policies)B* 

 
Perceived injusticeA* 

/ 

Opposition to 
compensatory social 
policies benefitting 
disadvantaged racial 
groups (normative 
collective action) 

 
Opposition to 

preferential social 
policies benefitting 
disadvantaged racial 
groups (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact, indirect effect, 
effects for contact quality) 

Dixon et al. 
(2020)  

Equal status: 242 
Catholic adults  
 
Equal status: 246 
Protestant adults 

Equal status: 
Protestants, 
for Catholics; 
Catholics, for 
Protestants 

Northern 
Ireland 

Positive and 
negative direct 

contact 

Realistic threat A* 
 

Symbolic threat (no 
effect)A* 

Group1* (no 
effect) 

Support for 
Government’s decision 

to remove peace walls 
(normative collective 

action) 

Mobilization (positive 
contact: correlation with 
contact, indirect effect) 

 
Sedative (negative contact: 

correlation with contact, 
indirect effect) 

Du Toit & 
Quayle (2011)  

Advantaged: 64 
South African 
adults mostly 
White with good 
socio-economic 
status 

Disadvantaged
: 
disadvantaged 
racial groups  

South Africa 

Direct and 
extended 

contact with 
multiracial 

families 

/ / 

Resistance to social 
policies benefitting 
disadvantaged racial 
groups (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (direct contact) 
 

No effect (extended contact) 

Earle et al. 
(2021)  

Advantaged: 
71,991 adults (for 
analyses on 
lesbian/gay rights 
support); 70,056 
adults (for 
analyses on 

Disadvantaged
: LGBT 
people 

77 Countries 
including all 
Continents 

Direct contact / 

 Institutional 
support 

(Gay/lesbian 
rights at the 

Country level)1* 
(no effect) 

 

Support for lesbian/gay 
people rights 

(normative collective 
action) 

 
Support for transgender 

people rights 

Mobilization (effect of 
contact stronger when 

institutional support is low) 
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transgender rights 
support) 

Transgender 
rights at the 

Country level 
(institutional 

support)1* 

(normative collective 
action) 

 
 
 

Ellison et a. 
(2011)  

Advantaged and 
disadvantaged: 
approximately 
1,100 White and 
Black adults 
 

Disadvantaged
: Latinos  

United 
States Direct contact / / 

Support for social 
policies benefitting 

immigrants from Latin 
America (normative 

collective action) 

Mobilization 

Fasoli et al. 
(2016)  

Advantaged: 125 
heterosexual 
people 

Disadvantaged
: LGBT 
people 

Italy Direct contact / / 

Support for social 
policies benefitting gay 

people (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization 

Fingerhut 
(2011)  

Advantaged: 202 
heterosexual 
people 

Disadvantaged
: LGBT 
people 

United 
States 

Direct contact 
(cross-group 
friendships) 

/ / 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Mobilization 

Firat & Ataca 
(2022)  

Advantaged: 210 
Turkish Muslim 
adults  

Disadvantaged
: Syrians Turkey Direct contact Perceived cultural 

distanceA* 
Political 

orientation1* 

Support for refugee 
rights (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact, indirect effect, 
indirect effect for left-wing 

participants) 

Flores et al. 
(2015)  

Advantaged: 
1,006 adults 

Disadvantaged
: LGB 
individuals, 
transgenders 

United 
States Direct contact 

Support for LGB rights 
(normative collective 

action) A* 
/ 

Support for LGB rights 
(normative collective 

action) 
 

Support for transgender 
rights (normative 
collective action) 

 

Mobilization (direct effect of 
LGB contact; nonsignificant 
direct effect of transgender 
contact; direct effect LGB 

contact on support for 
transgender rights-secondary 

transfer effect; indirect 
effect of LGB contact) 

Gerbert et al. 
(1991)  

Advantaged: 
approximately 
2,000 adults 

Disadvantaged
: people with 
AIDS 

United 
States Direct contact / / 

Support for social 
policies denying people 
with AIDS their rights 

to work (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization 
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Gorska et al. 
(2017)  

Advantaged: 
27,409 
heterosexual 
people 

Disadvantaged
: LGB people 

28 European 
countries Direct contact / / 

Support for LGB rights 
(normative collective 

action) 

Mobilization (direct effect 
both at the individual and at 

the societal level) 

Graf & Sczesny 
(2019)  

Advantaged: 471 
Swiss university 
students 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants Switzerland 

Positive and 
negative direct 

contact 
Outgroup attitudes B* Political 

orientation1* 

Intended financial 
support to a Swiss 

NGO helping migrants 
(normative collective 

action) 

Mobilization (positive direct 
contact: correlation with 
contact, stronger indirect 

effect for right-wing 
individuals) 

 
Sedative (negative direct 
contact: correlation with 
contact, stronger indirect 
effect for right-wing than 

center individuals, no effect 
for left-wingers) 

Hassler et al. 
(2020)  

Advantaged: 
3,216 ethnic 
majority group 
adults 
 
Advantaged: 
4,898 cis-
heterosexual 
adults 
 
Disadvantaged: 
1,000 ethnic 
minority adults 
 
Disadvantaged: 
3,883 LGBTIQ+ 

Disadvantaged
: ethnic 
minorities 
  
Disadvantaged
: LGBTIQ+ 
people  
 
Advantaged: 
ethnic 
majorities 
 
Advantaged: 
cis-
heterosexual 
people 

69 Countries 
including all 
Continents 

Positive and 
negative direct 
and extended 

contact 

/ Group1* 

High-cost and low-cost 
collective action 

intentions for the two 
disadvantaged groups 
(normative collective 

action) 
 

Support for social 
policies empowering 

the two disadvantaged 
groups (normative 
collective action) 

 
Intentions to work in 

solidarity with the two 
disadvantaged groups 
(normative collective 

action) 

Mobilization (advantaged 
group: positive contact) 

 
Sedative (advantaged group: 

negative contact) 
 

Mobilization (disadvantaged 
group: negative contact; 
positive contact for the 
measure of intentions to 

work in solidarity) 
 

Sedative (disadvantaged 
group: positive contact) 

 

Hassler, Ullrich, 
et al. (2021, 
Study 1)  

Disadvantaged: 
689 ethnic 
minority adults 

Advantaged: 
ethnic 
majorities 

Chile, 
Germany, 
Kosovo, 

Direct contact 
(five different 
operationalizat
ions including 

/ 
Supportive 
contact1* 

 

Support for social 
change (five different 
operationalizations) 

Sedative (direct effect, 
stronger effect for high 
perceived illegitimacy) 
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UK, United 
States 

measures of 
positive 

contact, cross-
group 

friendships) 

Perceived 
illegitimacy1* 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (direct effect, 
stronger effect for high 

supportive contact) 

Hassler, Ullrich, 
et al. (2021, 
Study 2)  

Disadvantaged: 
3,883 LGBTIQ+ 

Advantaged: 
cis-
heterosexual 
people 

18 Countries 

Direct contact 
(five different 
operationalizat
ions including 
measures of 

positive 
contact, cross-

group 
friendships) 

/ 

Supportive 
contact1* 

 
Perceived 

illegitimacy1* 

Support for social 
change (five different 
operationalizations) 

(normative collective 
action) 

Sedative (direct effect, 
stronger effect for high 
perceived illegitimacy) 

 
Mobilization (direct effect, 

stronger effect for high 
supportive contact, stronger 

effect for high perceived 
illegitimacy) 

Hassler, Ullrich, 
et al. (2021, 
Study 3)  

Advantaged: 
2,937 ethnic 
majority group 
adults 

Disadvantaged
: ethnic or 
religious 
minorities 

Belgium, 
Brazil, 
Chile, 

Germany, 
Israel, 

Kosovo, 
Poland, 
Serbia 

Direct contact 
(five different 
operationalizat
ions including 
measures of 

positive 
contact, cross-

group 
friendships) 

/ 

Supportive 
contact1* 

 
Perceived 

illegitimacy1* 

Support for social 
change (five different 
operationalizations) 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (direct effect, 
stronger effect with high 
perceived illegitimacy) 

 
Sedative (stronger effect 

with high supportive 
contact) 

Hassler, Ullrich, 
et al. (2021, 
Study 4)  

Advantaged: 
4,203 cis-
heterosexual 
adults 

Disadvantaged
: LGBTIQ+ 
people  

19 Countries 

Direct contact 
(five different 
operationalizat
ions including 
measures of 

positive 
contact, cross-

group 
friendships) 

/ 

Supportive 
contact1* 

 
Perceived 

illegitimacy1* 

Support for social 
change (five different 
operationalizations) 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (direct effect, 
stronger effect with high 

supportive contact, stronger 
effect with high perceived 

illegitimacy) 
 

Sedative (stronger effect 
with high supportive contact, 

stronger effect with high 
perceived illegitimacy) 

Hayes & Dowds 
(2006)  

Advantaged: 781 
majority citizens 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants 

Northern 
Ireland Direct contact / / 

Support for social 
policies benefitting 

immigrants (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization 



121 
 

Hayward et al. 
(2018)  

Disadvantaged: 
195 Black adults 
 
Disadvantaged: 
170 Latino adults 

Advantaged: 
Whites 

United 
States 

Positive and 
negative direct 

contact 

Perceived group 
discriminationA* 

 
Intergroup angerB* 

 
 

Group1* 

Self-reported collective 
action behavior 

(normative collective 
action) 

 
Collective action 

intentions (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (direct effect of 
negative contact on both 

outcome variables for both 
groups; direct effect of 

positive contact on 
collective action intentions 

for Blacks; indirect effect of 
negative contact via 

perceived discrimination 
(not for collective action 
behavior for Latinos) and 
anger (not for collective 

action intentions for Latinos) 
for both groups) 

 
Sedative (indirect effect of 
positive contact via anger 

(except for Latinos for 
collective action intentions) 

and via perceived 
discrimination (for collective 
action intentions for Latinos) 

Hong & Peoples 
(2020, student 
sample)  

Advantaged: 214 
White university 
students 

Disadvantaged
: Blacks 

United 
States Direct contact / / 

Behavioral collective 
action – Participation 

in the Black Lives 
Matter movement 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization 

Hong & Peoples 
(2020, general 
sample)  

Advantaged: 108 
White adults 

Disadvantaged
: Blacks 

United 
States Direct contact / / 

Behavioral collective 
action – Participation 

in the Black Lives 
Matter movement 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization 

Horne et al. 
(2017)  

Advantaged: 139 
heterosexual 
university 
students 

Disadvantaged
: LGB people Russia Direct contact / / 

Support for LGB civil 
rights (normative 
collective action) 

No effect 
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Huić et al. 

(2016)  

Advantaged: 997 
heterosexual 
people 

Disadvantaged
: gay people Croatia 

Direct and 
extended 
contact 

/ / 
Collective action 

intentions (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization 

Jackman & 
Crane (1986)  

Advantaged: 
1,648 White 
adults 

Disadvantaged
: Blacks 

United 
States Direct contact / / 

Support for social 
policies benefitting 
Blacks (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization 

Kamberi et al. 
(2017)  

Advantaged: 211 
Macedonian 
adolescents 
 
Disadvantaged: 
214 Albanian 
adolescents 
 
Disadvantaged: 
202 Turkish 
adolescents 
 
Disadvantaged: 
187 Roma 
adolescents 

Disadvantaged
: Roma people 

Republic of 
North 

Macedonia 

Direct contact 
(with Roma, 

for non-Roma 
participants; 

with 
Macedonians, 

for Roma 
participants) 

Perceived injustice (only 
for Turkish and Albanian 

people)A* 
 

Negative outgroup 
stereotypes (except for 

Roma)B* 
 

Positive intergroup 
emotions (except for 

Roma)B* 

Group1* 

Support for social 
policies benefitting 

Roma people 
(normative collective 

action) 

Mobilization (direct and 
indirect effect for all non-

Roma groups) 
 

No effect (Roma people, 
nonsignificant direct and 

indirect effect) 

Kauff et al. 
(2016, Study 1a)  

Advantaged: 
39,907 ethnic 
majority 
individuals 
 
Disadvantaged: 
1,660 ethnic 
minority 
individuals 

Disadvantaged
: ethnic 
minorities 

21 Countries 
and Israel 

Majority’s 

positive direct 
contact 

/ / 

Support for anti-
discrimination laws 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (ethnic 
majority: direct effect both 
at the individual and at the 

societal level; ethnic 
minority: direct effect at 

societal level of majority’s 

positive contact) 

Kauff et al. 
(2016, Study 
1b)  

Advantaged: 731 
ethnic majority 
individuals 
 
Disadvantaged: 
269 ethnic 

Disadvantaged
: ethnic 
minorities 

Switzerland 
Majority’s 

positive direct 
contact 

/ / 
Support for immigrant 

rights (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (ethnic 
majority: direct effect both 
at the individual and at the 

societal level; ethnic 
minority: direct effect at 

societal level of majority’s 

positive contact) 
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minority 
individuals 

King et al. 
(2009)  

Advantaged: 856 
Chinese people 

Disadvantaged
: transgender 
people 

China Direct contact / / 

Support for equal 
opportunities for 

transgenders 
(normative collective 

action) 
 

Support for transgender 
civil rights (normative 

collective action) 
 

Support for anti-
discrimination laws for 

transgenders 
(normative collective 

action) 

Mobilization 

Kokkonen & 
Karlsson (2017)  

Advantaged: 
initial sample of 
9,725 elected 
political 
representatives 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants, 
women, blu-
collar workers, 
youths, 
pensioners  

Sweden 
Direct contact 
(cross-group 
friendships) 

/ / 

Self-reported support 
for or advancement of 
political proposals to 

support the 
disadvantaged groups 
(normative collective 

action) 

Mobilization (in favor of all 
groups except for women, 

for whom no effect 
emerged) 

Lewis (2011)  Advantaged: 
38,910 adults 

Disadvantaged
: LGB people 

United 
States Direct contact / 

Political 
orientation1* 

 
Education4* 

 
Gender4* (no 

effect) 

 
Race4* (no 

effect) 

 
Religion type4* 

Support for LGB rights 
(normative collective 

action)  

Mobilization (direct effect; 
effect stronger for liberals, 
low educated, evangelical 

vs. Protestants) 

Lowinger et al. 
(2018) 

Advantaged: 291 
non-Asian 

Disadvantaged
: Asians 

United 
States Direct contact Social normsA* / Support for affirmative 

action policies at 
Mobilization (correlation 

with contact, indirect effect) 
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university 
students 

Attitudes toward 
affirmative action (no 

effect)A* 

Outgroup attitudes (no 
effect)B* 

Intergroup competition 

(no effect)A* 
 

university benefitting 
Asians (normative 
collective action)  

 

McKeown & 
Taylor (2017)  

Equal status: 85 
Catholic 
university 
students 
 
Equal status: 67 
Protestant 
university 
students 

Equal status: 
Protestants, 
Catholics 

Northern 
Ireland Direct contact 

Realistic threat (no 
effect)A* 

 
Symbolic threatA* 

Group1* 

Engagement in 
initiatives to support 

own group (normative 
collective action)  

 
Support for own 
group’s violent 

collective action (non-
normative collective 

action) 

No effect (engagement in 
initiatives to support own 

group: nonsignificant direct 
effect) 

 
Sedative (support for violent 
action: direct effect, effect 

weaker for Protestants, 
indirect effect only for 

Protestants) 
 

Mobilization (engagement in 
initiatives to support own 
group: indirect effect via 
symbolic threat only for 

Protestants) 

McLaren (2003)  Advantaged: 
8,124 adults 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants 

17 European 
Countries 

Direct contact 
(cross-group 
friendships) 

/ / 

Support for social 
policies benefitting 

immigrants (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization 

Meleady et al. 
(2017)  

Advantaged: 417 
British adults 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants UK 

Positive and 
negative direct 

contact 
Outgroup attitudes B* / 

Voting intentions for 
the Brexit referendum 
(normative collective 

action) 

Mobilization (positive 
contact: direct and indirect 

effect) 
 

Sedative (negative contact: 
direct and indirect effect) 

Meleady & 
Vermue (2019, 
Study 1)  

Advantaged: 202 
White British 
university 
students and from 

Disadvantaged
: Black people UK 

Positive and 
negative direct 

contact 

Social dominance 
orientationA* / 

Support for the Black 
Lives Matter 

movement and 
collective action 

Mobilization (positive 
contact: direct and indirect 

effect) 
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the general 
population 

intentions (normative 
collective action) 

Sedative (negative contact: 
indirect effect) 

 
No effect (negative contact: 
nonsignificant direct effect) 

Meleady & 
Vermue (2019, 
Study 2)  

Advantaged: 275 
British university 
students and from 
the general 
population 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants UK 

Positive and 
negative direct 

contact 

Social dominance 
orientation A* / 

Support for protests 
aimed to sustain 

immigrants’ rights as a 

consequence of Brexit 
and collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 

Mobilization (positive 
contact: direct and indirect 

effect) 
 

Sedative (negative contact: 
direct and indirect effect) 

Mirete et al. 
(2020)  

Advantaged: 245 
university 
students 

 
Disadvantaged
: Individuals 
with 
intellectual 
disability 

Spain Direct contact / / 

Support for the rights 
of individuals with 

intellectual disability 
(normative collective 

action) 

No effect 

Neumann & 
Moy (2018)  

Advantaged: 
37,623 European 
respondents 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants 

20 European 
Countries 

Direct contact 
(including a 
measure of 
cross-group 
friendships) 

/ 

Intergroup 
context 

homogeneity (of 
neighbourhood)1

* 

Support for social 
policies benefitting 

immigrants (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (especially for 
contact quality and cross-

group friendships) 
 

Sedative (direct effect of 
contact quantity, and for 

contact quantity in 
homogeneous 

neighbourhood) 

Pearson-
Merkowitz et al. 
(2016)  

Advantaged: 923 
non-Latino adults 

Disadvantaged
: Latinos 

United 
States Direct contact / Political 

orientation1* 

Support for allowing 
citizenship to illegal 

immigrants (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (direct effect, 
effect stronger for 

Democrats) 

Pereira et al. 
(2017)  

Disadvantaged: 
320 Roma people 

Advantaged: 
Bulgarians Bulgaria 

Contact 
(single scale 
including 
direct and 
extended 
contact) 

Ethnic identification C* National 
identification3* 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 

Mobilization (direct effect) 
 

Sedative (indirect effect 
among low national 

identifiers) 
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Pettigrew 
(1997)  

Advantaged: 
3,806 ethnic 
majority adults 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants 

4 European 
Countries 

Direct contact 
(including a 
measure of 
cross-group 
friendships) 

/ / 

Support for social 
policies benefitting 

immigrants (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (direct effect, 
stronger for cross-group 

friendships) 

Piumatti & 
Salvati (2020)  

Advantaged: 
5,544 Italian 
adults 

Disadvantaged
: gay people Italy Direct contact / / 

Support for gay people 
rights (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization 

Politi et al. 
(2020)  

Disadvantaged: 
154 Kosovo 
Albanian adults 

Advantaged: 
Swiss people Switzerland 

Direct contact 
(cross-group 
friendships) 

Ethnic identification C* 
 

National 
identification3* 

 

Support for ethnic 
activism (normative 

collective action) 

Sedative (indirect contact 
effect significant only for 

low national identification) 
 

No effect (nonsignificant 
direct effect) 

Reimer et al. 
(2017, Study 1a)  

Disadvantaged: 
233 sexual 
minority 
university 
students 

Advantaged: 
heterosexual 
people 

UK 
Positive and 
negative direct 
contact 

Ingroup identification C* 
 

Perceived group 
discrimination A* 

 
Perceived personal 
discrimination A* 

 
Outgroup attitudes (no 

effect) B* 

/ 
Collective action 

intentions (normative 
collective action) 

No effect (positive contact: 
nonsignificant direct and 

indirect effect) 
 

Mobilization (negative 
contact: direct and indirect 

effect) 

Reimer et al. 
(2017, Study 
1b)  

Advantaged: 241 
heterosexual 
university 
students 

Disadvantaged
: LGBT 
people 

UK 
Positive and 
negative direct 
contact 

Ingroup identification 
(no effect) C* 

 
Movement identification 
(politicized identity) C* 

 
Perceived group 

discrimination (no 
effect)A* 

 
Outgroup attitudes B* 

/ 
Collective action 

intentions (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (positive 
contact: direct and indirect 

effect) 
 

Sedative (negative contact: 
direct and indirect effect) 

Reimer et al. 
(2022)  

Advantaged: 104 
General Caste 

Disadvantaged
: Scheduled 
Caste and 

India 
Positive and 
negative direct 
contact 

/ Group1* (no 
effect) 

Support for social 
policies benefitting the 

different groups in 
No effect 
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university 
students 
 
Intermediate 
status: 143 Other 
Backward Class 
university 
students 
 
Disadvantaged: 
54 Scheduled 
Caste and 
Scheduled Tribe 
university 
students 

Scheduled 
Tribe 
individuals 
 
Intermediate 
status: Other 
Backward 
Class 
individuals 
 
Advantaged: 
General Caste 
individuals, 
Muslims 

(including a 
measure of 
cross-group 
friendships) 

higher education 
(normative collective 

action) 

Rupar & Graf 
(2019)  

Equal status: 278 
Croat university 
participants 
 
Equal Status: 267 
Bosniak 
university 
participants 

Equal status: 
Bosniaks, 
Croats 

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

Positive and 
negative direct 
contact 
 
Positive and 
negative 
extended 
contact before, 
during and 
after war 

Realistic threat (for 
negative direct contact) 

A* 
 

Symbolic threat (for 
positive direct and 
extended contact, 

negative direct contact) 

A* 
 

Group1* (no 
effect) 

Support for reparation 
acts (apology, financial 
compensation) in favor 

of the outgroup 
(normative collective 

action) 

Mobilization (positive direct 
contact: positive correlation 
with contact, indirect effect; 

negative direct contact: 
positive correlation with 

contact; positive extended 
contact: positive correlation 
with contact, indirect effect; 
negative extended contact: 
positive correlation with 

contact) 
 

Sedative (negative direct 
contact: indirect effect) 

Saab et al. 
(2017)  

Disadvantaged: 
Syrian refugees 

Advantaged: 
Lebanese 
people 

Lebanon Direct contact / / 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Support for violent 
collective action (non-
normative collective 

action) 

Sedative (for both forms of 
collective action) 
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Saguy et al. 
(2009, Study 2)  

Disadvantaged: 
175 Israeli Arab 
university 
students 

Advantaged: 
Jewish people Israel Direct contact 

Outgroup attitudes (no 
effect)B* 

 
Status illegitimacy A* 

 
Perceived outgroup 

fairness (meta-
perceptions) (no effect) 

B* 

/ 
Support for social 
change (normative 
collective action) 

Sedative (indirect effect) 
 

No effect (nonsignificant 
correlation with contact) 

Saleem et al. 
(2016, Study 2)  

Advantaged: 351 
adults (mostly 
Whites) 

Disadvantaged
: Muslims 

United 
States Direct contact 

Negative intergroup 
emotions B* 

 
Outgroup stereotypes 

(aggressive) B* 

Reliance on 
media1*  

Support for civic 
restrictions for 

Muslims (normative 
collective action) 

 
Support for military 
action in Muslims’ 

countries (non-
normative collective 

action) 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact (only for 

support for military action), 
indirect effect for both 
outcome variables via 

negative emotions for high 
reliance on media and via 

outgroup stereotypes for low 
reliance on media) 

Sarrasin et al. 
(2012)  

Advantaged: 
1,711 Swiss 
adults 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants Switzerland 

Direct contact 
(cross-group 
friendships) 

Intergroup threat 
(realistic and symbolic) 

A* 
/ 

Opposition to anti-
racism laws (normative 

collective action) 

No effect (nonsignificant 
direct effect) 

 
Mobilization (indirect effect) 

Schultz & 
Taylor (2018)  

Equal status: 218 
Catholic adults 
 
Equal status: 160 
Protestant adults 

Equal status: 
Protestants, 
Catholics 

Northern 
Ireland Direct contact 

Perspective-takingB* 

 
Outgroup attitudes B* 

/ 

Support for Syrian 
resettlement (normative 

collective action) 
(secondary transfer 

effect) 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact, indirect effect) 

Selvanathan et 
al. (2018, Study 
1)  

Advantaged: 273 
White adults 

Disadvantaged
: Black people 

United 
States Direct contact 

Intergroup empathy B* 
 

Anger against injustice A* 
/ 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Support for Black 
Lives Matter 

(normative collective 
action) 

No effect (nonsignificant 
direct effect for both 
outcome variables) 

 
Mobilization (indirect effect 
for both outcome variables) 
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Selvanathan et 
al. (2018, Study 
2)  

Advantaged: 240 
White adults 

Disadvantaged
: Black people 

United 
States Direct contact 

Intergroup empathy B* 
 

Anger against injustice A* 
/ 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Support for Black 
Lives Matter 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (direct effect, 
only for collective action 

intentions; indirect effect for 
both outcome variables) 

Selvanathan et 
al. (2018, Study 
3)  

Advantaged: 308 
White adults 

Disadvantaged
: Black people 

United 
States Direct contact 

Intergroup empathy B* 
 

Anger against injustice A* 
/ 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Support for Black 
Lives Matter 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (direct effect, 
only for collective action 

intentions; indirect effect for 
both outcome variables) 

Sengupta & 
Sibley (2013)  

Disadvantaged: 
1,008 Maori 
adults 

Advantaged: 
NZ Europeans Australia 

Direct contact 
(cross-group 
friendships) 

Support for equality as 
meritocracy A* / 

Support for the 
ownership of foreshore 
and seabed by Maori 
(normative collective 

action) 

Sedative (indirect effect) 
 

No effect (nonsignificant 
correlation with contact) 

Skipworth et al. 
(2010)  

Advantaged: 
1,090 adults 

Disadvantaged
: gay people 

United 
States Direct contact / 

Religion type4* 

 
Race4* 

 
Political 

orientation 1* 
(no effect) 

 
Gender4* (no 

effect) 

Support for social 
policies benefitting gay 

people (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (direct effect, 
significant among Whites, 

stronger in the general 
population vs. White 
Southern evangelical) 

 
Sedative (for Black 

evangelical) 

Tausch et al. 
(2015)  

Disadvantaged: 
112 Latino 
university 
students 

Advantaged: 
Whites 

United 
States 

Direct contact 
(cross-group 
friendships) 

Outgroup attitudes B* 
 

Ingroup identification C* 
 

Perceived ingroup 
disadvantage (no effect) 

A* 

/ 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Sedative (correlation with 
contact, indirect effect) 
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Anger against injustice A* 

 
Permeability of group 

boundaries (no effect) A* 
 

Intentions for individual 
mobility (no effect) A* 

 

Tee & Hegarthy 
(2006)  

Advantaged: 151 
university 
students 

Disadvantaged
: sexual 
minorities 

UK Direct contact / / 

Opposition to civil 
rights of transexuals 
(normative collective 

action) 

Sedative 

Tropp & Ulug 
(2019, Study 1)  

Advantaged: 296 
non-Hispanic 
White adult 
women 

Disadvantaged
: Blacks 

United 
States Direct contact / Political 

orientation1* 

Intentions to support 
the Black Lives Matter 
movement (normative 

collective action) 
 

Actual self-reported 
support of the Black 

Lives Matter 
movement (normative 

collective action) 
 

Mobilization (direct effect 
for both outcome measures, 
effect for more liberal and 

moderate participants) 

Tropp & Ulug 
(2019, Study 2)  

Disadvantaged: 
305 non-Hispanic 
White adult 
women who 
attended the 2017 
Women’s March 

Disadvantaged
: Blacks 

United 
States Direct contact / 

Political 
orientation 1* 

(no effect) 

Intentions to support 
protests for racial 

justice and equality 
(normative collective 

action) 
 

Actual self-reported 
support of protests for 

racial justice and 
equality (normative 
collective action) 

 
Actual self-reported 

support of protests for 

Mobilization (direct effect 
only for intentions to support 
protests for racial justice and 

equality) 
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gender justice and 
equality (normative 
collective action) 

(secondary transfer 
effect) 

 

Tropp et al. 
(2021, Study 1)  

Advantaged: 259 
White adults 

Disadvantaged
: Blacks 

United 
States Direct contact 

Communication about 
power group differences 

A* 
/ 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact, indirect effect) 

Tropp et al. 
(2021, Study 2)  

Advantaged: 267 
Turkish from the 
general 
population 

Disadvantaged
: Kurds Turkey Direct contact 

Communication about 
power group differences 

A* 
 

Communication about 
cultural group 

differences (no effect) A* 

/ 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact, indirect effect) 

Turoy-Smith et 
al. (2013)  

Advantaged: 114 
Australian adults 
 

Disadvantaged
: refugees, 
Indigenous 
Australians 

Australia Direct contact 
Intergroup anxiety B* 

 
Outgroup attitudes B* 

/ 

Support for legislation 
benefitting refugees or 
Indigenous Australians 
(normative collective 

action) 
 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Mobilization (correlation of 
contact, only for support for 

legislation for both target 
groups, and only for contact 

quality but not quantity, 
indirect effect for both 

outcome variables for both 
target groups only for 
contact quality but not 

quantity) 
 
 

Ulug & Cohrs 
(2017)  

78 Advantaged: 
Turks from the 
general 
population 
 
Advantaged: 307 
Turks’ protesting 

subgroup from the 
general 

Disadvantaged
: Kurds 
 
Advantaged: 
Turks 

Turkey Direct contact 

Terrorism narrative (for 
the Turkish politicized 
subgroup and Kurds) A* 

 
Economic narrative (for 
the Turkish politicized 
subgroup and Kurds) A* 

 

Group1* 

Support for social 
policies benefitting 
Kurds (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact for the two 

Turkish samples, indirect 
effect for the Turkish 
politicized subgroup) 

 
Sedative (indirect effect for 

Kurds) 
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population (Turks 
with politicized 
identity) 
 
Disadvantaged: 
105 Kurds from 
the general 
population 

Democracy and Islam 
narrative (no effect) A* 

 
Democracy and rights 
narrative (for Kurds) A* 

 
Independence narrative 

(for the Turkish 
politicized subgroup and 

Kurds) A* 

No effect (nonsignificant 
correlation with contact for 

Kurds, nonsignificant 
indirect effect for the 

Turkish sample) 

Ulug & Tropp 
(2021, Study 1)  

Advantaged: 581 
White adults 

Disadvantaged
: Blacks 

United 
States 

Negative 
vicarious 
contact 
(witnessing 
racial 
discrimination
) 

Perceived injustice A* / 

Collective action 
intentions for the Black 

Lives Matter 
movement (normative 

collective action) 
 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact, indirect effect) 

Ulug & Tropp 
(2021, Study 2)  

Advantaged: 99 
White activists 

Disadvantaged
: Blacks 

United 
States 

Negative 
vicarious 
contact 
(witnessing 
racial 
discrimination
) 

Perceived injustice A* / 

Collective action 
intentions for the Black 

Lives Matter 
movement (normative 

collective action) 
 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact, indirect effect) 

Ünver et al. 
(2021)  

Advantaged: 300 
Turkish university 
students 
 
Disadvantaged: 
127 Kurd 
university 
students 

Disadvantaged
: Kurds 
 
Advantaged: 
Turks 

Turkey 
Positive and 
negative direct 
contact 

Outgroup attitudes 
toward primary outgroup 

B* 

 

Outgroup attitudes 
toward Syrian refugees 
(secondary outgroup) B* 

 
 

 
Group1* (no 

effect) 
Intergroup 

threat toward 
Syrian refugees 

(secondary 
outgroup) 

(realistic and 
symbolic)1* 

Support for the rights 
of Syrian refugees 
(secondary transfer 
effect) (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization (positive 
contact: correlation with 
contact, indirect effect, 

effect stronger when group 
threat is low) 

 
No effect (negative contact: 
nonsignificant correlation) 

 
Sedative (negative contact: 

indirect effect, effect 
stronger when group threat 

is low) 
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Vazquez et al. 
(2020, Study 1a)  
 

Disadvantaged: 
635 Spanish 
female university 
students 

Advantaged: 
men Spain Direct contact 

Perceived ingroup 
discrimination (no effect) 

A* 

 
Perceived outgroup 
discrimination (no 

effect)A* 

 
Perceived personal 
discrimination A* 

 
Fusion with the feminist 
movement (politicized 

identity) C* 
 

Outgroup attitudes (no 
effect) B* 

 
Ingroup attitudes (no 

effect) C* 

/ 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Sedative (negative 
correlation with contact for 
quality but not quantity of 
contact, indirect effect for 
quality but not quantity of 
contact) 

Vazquez et al. 
(2020, Study 
1b)  

Advantaged: 384 
Spanish male 
university 
students 

Disadvantaged
: women Spain Direct contact 

Perceived ingroup 
discrimination (no effect) 

A* 

 
Perceived outgroup 
discrimination A*  

 
Perceived personal 
discrimination (no 

effect)A* 
Fusion with the feminist 
movement (politicized 

identity)C* 
Outgroup attitudes (no 

effect)B* 
Ingroup attitudes (no 

effect)C* 

/ 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact, indirect effect 
for contact quality) 
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Vezzali, 
Andrighetto, 
Capozza, et al. 
(2017)  

Advantaged: 195 
Italian university 
students 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants Italy 

Direct contact 
(cross-group 
friendships) 

/ 

Content of 
contact (focus 
on differences 

vs. 
commonalities)1

* 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 
 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact, effect stronger 
when contact is focused 
more on differences than 
commonalities) 

Vezzali, 
Andrighetto, Di 
Bernardo, et al. 
(2017)  

Advantaged: 113 
Italian earthquake 
survivors 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants Italy Negative 

direct contact 

Support for social 
policies benefitting 

immigrant earthquake 
survivors (normative 
collective action) A* 

/ 

Support for social 
policies benefitting 

immigrant earthquake 
survivors (normative 

collective action) 
 

Support for social 
policies immigrants 

(normative collective 
action) 

Sedative (correlation with 
contact, indirect effect) 

Vezzali & 
Giovannini 
(2011)  

Advantaged: 78 
Italian enterprise 
owners 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants Italy Direct contact Outgroup stereotypes B* / 

Support for social 
policies immigrants 

(normative collective 
action) 

Mobilization (correlation 
with contact, indirect effect) 

Vezzali et al. 
(2021, Study 1)  

Advantaged: 211 
White adults 

Disadvantaged
: Blacks (US 
subsample), 
refugees (UK 
subsample) 

UK and 
United 
States 

Negative 
vicarious 
contact 

Anger against injustice A* 
Social 

dominance 
orientation1* 

Collective action 
intentions (normative 

collective action) 

Mobilization (indirect effect 
among individuals low in 
social dominance 
orientation) 
 
No effect (nonsignificant 
correlation with vicarious 
contact) 

Visintin et al. 
(2017)  

Advantaged: 516 
ethnic Bulgarian 
adults 
 
Disadvantaged: 
274 Bulgarian 
Turkish adults 
(high-status ethnic 
minority) 

Disadvantaged
: Roma people Bulgaria 

Positive and 
negative direct 
contact 

Outgroup attitudes B* 
 

Positive intergroup 
emotions B* 

 
Negative intergroup 

emotions B* 
 
 
 

Group1* (no 
effect) 

Support for social 
policies benefitting 

Roma people 
(normative collective 

action) 

Mobilization (positive 
contact: direct and indirect 
effect for both groups) 
 
Sedative (negative contact: 
direct and indirect effect for  
both groups) 
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Wilson-Daily et 
al. (2018)  

Advantaged: 
1,219 Spanish 
adolescents 
 
Disadvantaged: 
379 immigrant 
adolescents 

Disadvantaged
: immigrants 
 
Advantaged: 
Spanish 
people 

Spain Direct contact / 

Outgroup 
exposure1* (no 

effect) 

 
Group1* (no 

effect) 

 
Regional 

identification3* 
(no effect) 

 
National 

identification3* 
(no effect) 

 
Socio-economic 

status4* (no 
effect) 

Support for immigrant 
rights (normative 
collective action) 

Mobilization 

Yustisia et al. 
(2020)  

Equal status: 66 
Islamic terrorist 
detainees 

Equal status: 
individuals 
from other 
religious 
groups 

Indonesia Direct contact 

Perceived injustice A* 

Ingroup efficacy C* 

Intergroup threat 
(realistic and symbolic) 

A* 
Identification with the 

jihadist group 
(politicized identity) C* 

 

/ 

Support for Islamist 
terrorism (non-

normative collective 
action) 

Sedative (correlation with 
contact, indirect effect) 

 
Note. In the column “Moderator(s)” we also included variables that were not formally tested with statistical moderation analyses (e.g., we included “Group” as a moderator also when studies simply 

ran separate analyses for groups, finding different results). The superscript for moderators indicates inclusion in the categories of: (1*) moderators associated with the intergroup situation, (2*) 
moderators associated with the outgroup, (3*) moderators associated with the ingroup, (4*) moderators concerning socio-demographics. In the column “Mediator(s)” the superscripts indicate inclusion 

in the categories of: (A*) mediators referred to the intergroup situation, (B*) mediators referred to the outgroup, (C*) mediators referred to the ingroup. In the column “Contact effect,” where we refer 

to effects for the outcome variable, we specify whether contact lead to mobilization (contact associated with higher collective action) or sedative effects (contact associated with lower collective action) 
and indicate which types of effects emerged, in case there are more effects available; if only mobilization or sedative effects are mentioned without further specifications, only a direct effect emerged 
(when a direct effect was not presented, we reported the correlation whenever available). 
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Table 4. Summary of tests of moderation for advantaged and disadvantaged groups. 

Moderators associated with the intergroup situation (121 tests) 
1 

Number of  
mobilization effects 

Number of 
sedative effects 

Number of  
mixed effects 

(mobilization and 
sedative) 

 

Number of 
null effects 

Group Status (67 tests) 26 13 8 20 

Advantaged (19 tests) 14 - - 5 

Disadvantaged (32 tests) 6 9 8 9 

Advantaged (7 tests, with negative contact) - 4 - 3 

Disadvantaged (9 tests, with negative contact) 6 - - 3 

Content of contact (20 tests) 11 5 1 3 

Advantaged (11 tests) 6 2 1 2 

Disadvantaged (9 tests) 5 3 - 1 

Perceptions of group hierarchy (12 tests) 9 - - 3 

Advantaged (8 tests) 6 - - 2 

Disadvantaged (1 test) - - - 1 

Advantaged (3 tests, with negative contact) 3 - - - 

Intergroup threat (8 tests) 4 2 - 2 

Advantaged (3 tests) 2 - - 1 

Disadvantaged (3 tests) 2 - - 1 

Advantaged (1 test, with negative contact) - 1 - - 

Disadvantaged (1 test, with negative contact) - 1 - - 

Perceived inequality (6 tests) 2 2 2 - 

Advantaged (3 tests) 2 - 1 - 
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Disadvantaged (3 tests) - 2 1 - 

Previous contact (4 tests) 2 - - 2 

Advantaged (2 tests) 1 - - 1 

Disadvantaged (2 tests) 1 - - 1 

Group salience (2 tests) 1 - - 1 

Advantaged (1 test) 1 - - - 

Disadvantaged (1 test) - - - 1 

Institutional support (2 tests) 1 - - 1 

Advantaged (2 tests) 1 - - 1 

Disadvantaged (0 tests) - - - - 

Moderators associated with the outgroup (-) 
2 

Number of 
mobilization effects 

Number of 
sedative effects 

Number of  
mixed effects  

 

Number of 
null effects 

- - - - - 

Moderators associated with the ingroup (6 tests) 
3 

Number of 
mobilization effects 

Number of 
sedative effects 

Number of  
mixed effects  

 

Number of 
null effects 

Group identification (6 tests) - 2 - 4 

Advantaged (2 tests) - - - 2 

Disadvantaged (4 tests) - 2 - 2 

 
Note. In the table we report the number of tests of moderation for the studies included in the review. Specifically, for each study we report whether the moderator(s) for a specific sample has 
allowed mobilization effects of contact, sedative effects, mixed effects (that is, both mobilization and sedative effects), null (nonsignificant) effects. Therefore, since some studies included more 
than one sample and/or more than one moderator, the number of tests is greater than the number of studies: the number of tests is equal to the number of samples included in a study, for each 
contact measure (that is, a study with two samples and one contact measure will have two tests for each moderator; a study with two samples and two contact measures will have four tests for each 
moderator). The Table does not provide indications on the direction of the effect of the moderator (that is, whether the mobilization, sedative, or mixed effect emerged for high or low values of the 
moderator). 



138 
 

Table 5. Summary of tests of mediation for advantaged and disadvantaged groups. 

Mediators associated with the intergroup situation (105 tests) 
A 

Number of  
mobilization effects 

 

Number of 
sedative effects 

Number of  
mixed effects 

(mobilization and 
sedative)  

Number of 
null effects 

Perceived inequality (88 tests) 37 16 - 35 

Advantaged (33 tests) 18 - - 15 

Disadvantaged (39 tests) 9 15 - 15 

Advantaged (7 tests, with negative contact) 5 1 - 1 

Disadvantaged (9 tests, with negative contact) 5 - - 4 

Perceptions of group hierarchy (12 tests) 3 3 - 6 

Advantaged (5 tests) 3 - - 2 

Disadvantaged (4 tests) - - - 4 

Advantaged (3 tests, with negative contact) - 3 - - 

Intergroup threat (5 tests) 2 1 - 2 

Advantaged (3 tests) 2 - - 1 

Disadvantaged (2 tests) - 1 - 1 

Mediators associated with the outgroup (90 tests) 
B 

Number of 
mobilization effects 

Number of 
sedative effects 

Number of 
mixed effects 

 

Number of 
null effects 

Intergroup emotions (37 tests) 25 6 - 6 

Advantaged (21 tests) 18 - - 3 

Disadvantaged (10 tests) 5 2 - 3 

Advantaged (2 tests, with negative contact) - 2 - - 

Disadvantaged (4 tests, with negative contact) 2 2 - - 



139 
 

Outgroup attitudes (35 tests) 13 11 - 11 

Advantaged (13 tests) 10 - - 3 

Disadvantaged (11 tests) 3 2 - 6 

Advantaged (6 tests, with negative contact) - 6 - - 

Disadvantaged (5 tests, with negative contact) - 3 - 2 

Outgroup stereotypes and morality perceptions (16 tests) 9 1 - 6 

Advantaged (11 tests) 6 - - 5 

Disadvantaged (4 tests) 3 - - 1 

Advantaged (1 tests, with negative contact) - 1 - - 

Meta-perceptions (2 tests) - - - 2 

Advantaged (0 tests) - - - - 

Disadvantaged (2 tests) - - - 2 

Mediators associated with the ingroup (32 tests) 
C  
 

Number of 
mobilization effects 

Number of 
sedative effects 

Number of 
mixed effects 

 

Number of 
null effects 

Group identification (24 tests) 9 8 - 7 

Advantaged (6 tests) 5 - - 1 

Disadvantaged (13 tests) 3 7 - 3 

Advantaged (2 tests, with negative contact) - 1 - 1 

Disadvantaged (3 tests, with negative contact) 1 - - 2 

Ingroup attitudes (4 tests) - - - 4 

Advantaged (2 tests) - - - 2 

Disadvantaged (2 tests) - - - 2 
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Group efficacy (4 tests) 1 - - 3 

Advantaged (1 test) - - - 1 

Disadvantaged (3 tests) 
 

1 
 

- - 2 

 
Note. In the table we report the number of tests of mediation for the studies included in the review. Specifically, for each study we report whether the mediator(s) for a specific sample has allowed 
mobilization effects of contact, sedative effects, mixed effects (that is, both mobilization and sedative effects), null (nonsignificant) effects. Therefore, since some studies included more than one 
sample and/or more than one mediator, the number of tests is greater than the number of studies: the number of tests is equal to the number of samples included in a study, for each contact measure 
(that is, a study with two samples and one contact measure will have two tests for each mediator; a study with two samples and two contact measures will have four tests for each mediator). The 
Table does not provide indications on the direction of the effect of the mediator (that is, whether the mobilization, sedative, or mixed effect emerged because of a relative increase or decrease of 
the mediator). 
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Chapter 3 

Setting the stage: Studies overview 

 

Promoting solidarity-based collective action, which entails actions aimed at benefiting 

disadvantaged groups, represents a crucial goal in the pursuit of a fairer and more inclusive 

society. The narrative review presented in this project provides relevant information about 

the relationship between intergroup contact and collective action, emphasizing the powerful 

impact of intergroup contact on collective action engagement. However, defining when it 

energizes or inhibits collective action represents a challenging task for social psychologists. 

As suggested by the effects observed among advantaged and disadvantaged group members, 

group status appears to play a key role. Among advantaged group members, intergroup 

contact emerges as strongly associated with greater intentions to undertake collective action. 

Among disadvantaged group members mixed results, showing both mobilizing and sedative 

effects, suggest that bringing groups together may sometimes be problematic. These findings 

support the importance to further explore intergroup contact as a means for the emergence 

of social equality goals and pave the way for future research outlining multiple ways of 

approaching intergroup contact and collective action. In this regard, in order to advance our 

understanding of social change processes and introduce additional elements that can shed 

further light on the relationship between contact and collective action, the empirical studies 

I will present as part of this project will concentrate on the analysis of intergroup contact and 

other key factors that may potentially promote solidarity-based collective action. In 

particular, drawing from the literature on both intergroup contact and collective action, 

inclusive identity and morality qualify as significant factors deserving further investigation. 

The decision to emphasize intergroup contact, social identification, and morality stems from 

the goal of reconciling different bodies of literature that are pertinent to advancing social 

equality. These distinct factors have the potential to improve intergroup relations and 

establish a foundation for intergroup alliances. Intergroup contact stands out as one of the 
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most influential strategies for advancing social equality on a global scale (Allport, 1954; 

Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Social identification lies at the core of intergroup dynamics, as it 

is through social identification that intergroup relations take form and are shaped (Tajfel & 

Turner, 1979). Social identification serves as the fundamental driving force behind the 

intentions for societal change that are emphasized in the extensive body of literature on 

collective action (e.g., Subašić et al., 2008; Thomas et al., 2009, 2012;  van Zomeren et al.,  

2008, 2012, 2018). In particular, this research project aims to explore the role of social 

identification with inclusive identities (superordinate identities within which both 

advantaged and disadvantaged groups are included, Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000), which 

represent another potent means of encouraging positive intergroup relations (Capozza et al., 

2010, 2013; Gaertner et al., 1994). Inclusive identities, providing a suitable context for the 

evolution of intergroup relations, may potentially set the stage for the promotion of social 

equality goals among group members (Subašić et al., 2008), offering a promising direction 

for intergroup alliance. Finally, morality, which consists of a core driver of both intergroup 

judgments (Brambilla & Leach, 2014; Pacilli et al., 2016) and collective action (van 

Zomeren et al., 2012, 2018), also implied in contact effects (Vezzali et al., 2020), emerges 

as a potential linking factor between prejudice reduction strategies (i.e., intergroup contact 

and common ingroup identity) and collective action that is still largely unexplored in relation 

to prejudice reduction and is worthy of further investigation. 

Study 1 

The first study included in this work, involving members of an advantaged group (N 

= 391), examines the relationship of positive and negative intergroup contact with both 

normative and non-normative collective action intentions and support. Specifically, this 

study investigates the relationship between Italians and foreigners, considering a sample of 

Italian adults. In exploring such relationship, common ingroup identity and outgroup 

morality are tested as potential sequential mediators. This study provides preliminary 
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evidence of the role played by contact, common ingroup identity, and morality, in promoting 

collective action. Considering the controversies questioning the role of common ingroup 

identity in promoting collective action (e.g., Hassler et al., 2021), to successfully understand 

its role in social change processes, it is relevant to investigate this relationship more closely. 

With this goal in mind, the upcoming chapter will delve deeper into the connection between 

common identity and collective action, specifically exploring its content in relation to 

various types of common identities. 

Study 2 and Study 3 

The following examinations consist of two correlational studies conducted in different 

national contexts, with both advantaged and disadvantaged groups (Study 1, United 

Kingdom: British population N = 169, Eastern European immigrants N = 158; Study 2, Italy: 

Italians N = 255, immigrants N = 190). The main goal of these studies is to take a step 

forward by exploring the content of common ingroup identity, operationalized as the relative 

perceived prototypicality of subgroup identities in relation to multiple inclusive identities of 

reference, as a potential mediator of the relationship of positive and negative intergroup 

contact with normative collective action. These studies confirm the positive role played by 

common ingroup identity in promoting collective action, as well as the importance of 

considering its content. In the subsequent study, the goal is to replicate the effects of common 

group identity in a different context with a non-WEIRD (Western, Educated, Industrialized, 

Rich, and Democratic) sample. Moreover, in testing the association between common 

identity and collective action, morality will be investigated as a potential mediator (against 

competitive mediators from the collective action literature) that can drive common identity 

effects on collective action. 

Study 4 

The fifth chapter presents a correlational study conducted in the Nigerian tribal context, 

focusing on the Yoruba tribe (N = 200), one of the most prominent tribes in Nigeria. The 



144 
 

study aims to examine the role of social identification with the national identity of Nigerians 

(a common identity) in promoting collective action in favor of both an advantaged (the Igbo 

tribe) and a disadvantaged group (the Edo tribe). This study tests moral convictions, 

outgroup attitudes, and outgroup feelings as potential mediators. This research builds upon 

previous findings, highlighting the importance of common ingroup identity and morality in 

promoting collective action intentions and it raises interest about the role of morality in 

linking prejudice reduction strategies with collective action intentions. Continuing along this 

line, the final study delves deeper into morality by concurrently examining various types of 

moral perceptions that have been deemed relevant in previous literature (Sabucedo et al., 

2018, van Zomeren et al., 2018). 

Study 5 

The fifth study presents a research that explores the role of different types of moral 

perceptions in promoting collective action for social change. This study focuses on male 

youth football players from a professional Italian football club (N = 111) and investigates 

the connection between their identification with a sports social group and their willingness 

to engage in collective action on the behalf of disadvantaged individuals. It examines moral 

convictions, moral violation, and moral obligation as potential mediators. This study 

highlights the significant role of social identification in driving collective action intentions 

and extend this perspective to a social identity which has not been explored in the context of 

collective action, specifically, the category of sports people. Additionally, the study 

underscores the importance of morality in explaining the link between social identities and 

collective action, particularly highlighting the central role of moral obligation. 

This research project concludes with a synthesis of the results of these studies and an 

in-depth exploration of the potential theoretical insights, practical applications and 

promising future research directions that have emerged from this work. Throughout this 

process, special attention is paid to the central role played by the three core elements of this 
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research: intergroup contact, inclusive social identities, and morality. By linking the findings 

of these studies to established theoretical frameworks, this research project aims to bridge 

the gaps between different bodies of literature suggesting that both intergroup contact 

(Allport, 1954) and inclusive identities (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000) can serve as central 

drivers of solidarity-based collective action. Moreover, it emphasizes their close connection 

with morality as a leading motivational driver for action (van Zomeren et al., 2012, 2018). 

Moreover, these findings open new perspectives and potential applications with real-world 

implications that can inspire future research efforts in promoting a more equitable and 

inclusive society. 
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Investigating the associations of positive and negative intergroup contact with 

normative and non-normative collective action among advantaged group members: 

The mediating role of common ingroup identity and outgroup morality1 

 

There is consensus among social psychologists that intergroup contact represents an 

effective strategy for the reduction of prejudice (Hodson & Hewstone, 2013; Pettigrew & 

Tropp, 2006). However, various researchers have questioned the relevance of contact in 

promoting social equality, raising doubts about whether it can promote collective action that 

benefits the disadvantaged group (Dixon et al., 2005; Wright & Lubensky, 2009). Given that 

advantaged groups are generally defined by greater numerosity and power compared with 

disadvantaged groups, understanding when they will ally with the disadvantaged group in 

the pursuit of social equality is of primary relevance.  

In the present study, we focus on the perspective of the advantaged group by 

addressing important limitations of previous research. First, research on contact and 

collective action has neglected the investigation of ‘harsher’ forms of collective action, 

namely non-normative collective action, which we define as violent and destructive actions, 

often violating the law and prevalent social norms (see also Becker & Tausch, 2015). In 

contrast, normative collective action refers to behaviors that are generally seen as socially 

acceptable, such as taking part in marches or distributing leaflets, aimed at improving the 

status of a group. In the present article, we refer to normative or non-normative collective 

action that involves actions aimed at promoting the interests of the disadvantaged group. 

Second, despite growing research investigating the consequences of negative contact, to date 

only few studies have considered the association between negative contact and collective 

 
1 I present the article version accepted for publication. Published in open access format on Testing, 

Psychometrics, Methodology in Applied Psychology, within the Special Issue “Understanding the 
psychological processes driving collective action to achieve social equality.” 
Article reference: Cocco, V. M., Di Bernardo, G. A., Stathi, S., & Vezzali, L. (2022). Investigating the 
associations of positive and negative intergroup contact with normative and nonnormative collective action 
among advantaged group members: The mediating role of common ingroup identity and outgroup morality. 
TPM - Testing, Psychometrics, Methodology in Applied Psychology, 29, 141-157. 
https://doi.org/10.4473/TPM29.1.10  

https://doi.org/10.4473/TPM29.1.10
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action. Third, despite the key role of common ingroup identity on the improvement of 

intergroup relations (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000), contact scholars have overlooked the 

investigation of one-group perceptions in relation to collective action. Fourth, research has 

shown that morality plays a role in shaping intergroup perceptions (Brambilla & Leach, 

2014) and in mediating several contact effects (Vezzali et al., 2020); there has been no 

investigation however of outgroup morality perceptions as the underlying process explaining 

the relationship between contact and collective action. 

To address the above limitations of previous research, we conducted a correlational 

study with a sample of Italian adults, and with immigrants as the outgroup. First, we included 

measures of both positive and negative contact to explore whether and how they associate 

with collective action. Second, we included measures of both normative and non-normative 

collective action to provide a more nuanced examination of contact outcomes. We further 

distinguished, for the first time in intergroup contact research, individuals’ intentions to 

engage in collective actions from a more generic support for such actions. Finally, we 

explored common ingroup identity and morality perceptions as potential mediators of the 

contact effects. 

Intergroup contact and collective action 

Wright and Lubensky (2009) argued that intergroup contact is largely at odds with promoting 

collective action. While collective action is fueled by conflict between advantaged and 

disadvantaged groups, contact has generally been intended as a strategy that reduces conflict 

and promotes harmony between groups. So based on the principle-implementation gap, 

individuals may approve of social equality (possibly as a result of contact with the outgroup), 

but they may reject concrete actions that aim to promote it (Dixon et al., 2017). Consistently, 

some studies revealed that in the case of advantaged group members the effects of contact 

on collective action can be weaker than corresponding effects on prejudice (Jackman & 

Crane, 1986). However, although effects may sometimes be relatively weak, a growing 
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number of studies reveals that contact is positively associated with collective action among 

advantaged group members (Reimer et al., 2017, Studies 1b and 2b; Selvanathan et al., 2018; 

Tropp et al., 2021; Vezzali & Giovannini, 2011). For instance, Di Bernardo et al. (2021) 

showed that Italian high-school students’ contact with immigrants was positively associated 

with greater intentions to take part in actions that promote immigrants’ right. This 

association was mediated by greater perceptions that the advantaged position of Italians is 

illegitimate. 

Research on the detrimental effects of negative contact is rapidly growing (Schafer 

et al., 2021). Surprisingly, the role of negative contact has been overlooked in research on 

contact and collective action. It is important to highlight the scarce research investigating 

the effects of negative contact on collective action among advantaged group members. 

Hassler et al. (2020), considering advantaged group members based on ethnicity and sexual 

orientation, found cross-sectionally that negative contact had a sedative effect, being 

associated with lower intentions to engage in a series of high- and low-cost collective action 

behaviors as well as lower support for social policies benefitting the disadvantaged groups. 

Sedative effects on collective action were also found in cross-sectional studies by Meleady 

et al. (2017), Meleady and Vermue (2019, Studies 1 and 2), Reimer et al. (2017, Study 1b), 

Vezzali et al. (2017), Visintin et al. (2017). In contrast, Reimer et al. (2017, Study 2b) did 

not find significant longitudinal associations between negative contact and collective action. 

These evidence however, are scarce compared with the overwhelming majority of studies 

investigating the associations between positive or non-valenced contact and collective 

action, calling for further research. In general, findings are rather consistent, showing that 

negative contact has demobilizing effects on the advantaged group’s intentions to engage in 

actions supporting the disadvantaged group. 

The literature reviewed above focused on normative forms of collective action. A 

further important issue that requires attention is the almost total lack of evidence for the 
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potential association between contact and non-normative collective action. We were able to 

locate only two studies tangentially examining the association of contact and non-normative 

collective action from the perspective of advantaged group members. Saleem et al. (2016) 

conducted two studies in the United States using adults (mostly Whites) as participants and 

Muslims as the outgroup. In the first, longitudinal study, contact was associated with lower 

support for civic restrictions for Muslim Americans, and lower support for military action in 

Muslim countries; an indirect effect via lower negative intergroup emotions was significant 

only for the measure of support for civic restrictions. In the second, correlational study, 

contact was negatively associated only with support for military action in Muslim countries; 

indirect effects on lower support for both actions via lower negative intergroup emotions and 

negative outgroup stereotypes emerged for both variables. Note however that, while support 

for civic restrictions can be considered as a form of normative collective action, support for 

military action is not necessarily a form of non-normative collective action as it is framed 

within the context of a public policy. Furthermore, it is debatable whether opposing military 

action against an outgroup is a measure of supporting said outgroup’s rights. 

Common ingroup identity and morality perceptions 

There is ample evidence that common ingroup identity stemming from contact is associated 

with more positive outgroup evaluations (Capozza et al., 2010, 2013; Gaertner et al., 1994). 

However, there are indications that one-group perceptions may inhibit the advantaged 

group’s engagement in collective action. Examining the perspective of advantaged group 

members (Whites), Banfield and Dovidio (2013) found that subtle (but not blatant) 

discrimination against Black people was not recognized when a common identity was salient 

(Americans); in addition, only a dual identity (racial/ethnic groups within the American 

identity) fostered willingness to protest against discrimination of Blacks. In this case, it is 

likely that focusing on the American identity obscured differences and the recognition of 

intergroup inequality between groups at lower levels of categorization, preventing the 
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mobilization for defending the interests of the disadvantaged group. Other studies did not 

find evidence for an association between inclusive identities and collective action (Reimer 

et al., 2020). 

However, there also is preliminary evidence that a common identity can promote 

advantaged group members’ engagement against intergroup inequality. Bikmen and Sunar 

(2013) showed that Turks (advantaged group) were more likely to engage in discussing 

power differences in imagined conversations with a disadvantaged group (Kurds) with which 

they shared a common identity (Muslims), but not with a disadvantaged group (Armenians) 

with which they did not share such common identity. Therefore, common identity can 

promote the engagement for disadvantaged groups included in this identity. Importantly, 

common identity should allow to recognize differences between groups included in it 

(Dovidio et al., 2007). 

Surprisingly, despite the potential relevance of common identity in collective action 

processes, we have not found studies investigating contact and common identity in the 

context of collective action. Similarly, despite the recent surge of studies investigating 

negative contact, evidence for the association between negative contact and common identity 

is lacking (for an exception, see Reimer et al., 2020). Thus, exploring the potential role of 

common identity can provide further evidence into the key processes that explain the 

contact-collective action path.  

As a further mediator we considered morality perceptions. Contact research has 

generally neglected the role of morality. This is most surprising given that morality 

perceptions have been shown to be important in determining intergroup perceptions 

(Brambilla & Leach, 2014; Pacilli et al., 2016). The few studies conducted however, 

consistently showed that contact interacts with morality considerations (Jasinskaja-Lahti et 

al., 2020), or is indirectly associated with reduced prejudice via greater perceptions that the 

outgroup is moral (Brambilla et al., 2013; Vezzali, Brambilla et al., 2017; Vezzali et al., 
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2020). Models that highlight instigators of collective action, such as the social identity model 

of collective action (SIMCA; Van Zomeren et al., 2008, 2012; see also Becker & Tausch, 

2015) have also conceptualized morality as a key factor driving intentions to engage in 

collective action. That is, if moral stances are violated, individuals can engage in reparative 

actions. However, despite the theorizing and research on the role of morality in collective 

action research, we are aware of only one contact study taking into account the role of 

morality perceptions in collective action processes. Brambilla et al. (2013) found that 

Italians’ (advantaged group) contact with immigrants (disadvantaged group) was indirectly 

associated with collective action intentions via increased perceptions that immigrants are 

moral. We thus seek to extend knowledge in this area by exploring the role of outgroup 

morality as a mediator of the path between both negative and positive contact and collective 

action intentions and support.  

In the present study, we test both common identity and outgroup morality as 

mediators of contact on collective action. Importantly, we hypothesize sequential mediation, 

with common identity preceding outgroup morality. Being part of the same group can be 

considered a precondition for attributing moral characteristics to the outgroup and give them 

sufficient importance to drive outgroup perceptions (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). Indeed, 

individuals typically attribute morality to ingroup members as a form of self-enhancement 

(Ellemers, 2017), use morality to derive the ingroup self-concept (Leach et al., 2007), and 

use it as the basis for ingroup evaluations (Brambilla et al., 2021). Therefore, including 

outgroup members in a (superordinate) ingroup is importance in order to attribute them 

moral qualities and use them to evaluate (former) outgroup members. Other studies have 

found that perceptions of being part of the same group, as a consequence of contact, precedes 

intergroup outcomes, such as intergroup emotions (Capozza et al., 2013). 

The present research 
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We conducted one correlational study to investigate the association of positive and negative 

contact with normative and non-normative collective action among advantaged group 

members. Participants were Italians and the outgroup was immigrants. We also tested 

common identity and outgroup morality perceptions as potential mediators. 

Teixeira et al. (2019) showed that advantaged group members are likely to perceive 

that non-normative collective action damages the advantaged group’s social image, which 

supersedes the potential benefits it might have for improving the position of the 

disadvantaged group. In other words, the motivation to protect ingroups image is stronger 

compared with the motivation to help the disadvantage outgroup. Based on this finding and 

in line with previous literature, positive contact should be associated with greater and 

negative contact with lower normative collective action. In contrast, positive contact should 

be related to lower non-normative collective action: participants with positive contact may 

fear that non-normative collective action is scarcely effective, damages ingroup image, and 

disrupts positive intergroup relations. Negative contact should be associated with lower 

normative collective action; but we predict a nonsignificant association with non-normative 

collective action: even if negative contact had a sedative effect, this should not extend to the 

point of favoring actions that may disrupt the advantaged group’s image, or that may favor 

the interests of the disadvantaged group (albeit in a non-normative way). 

As we argued above, a common identity that obscure group differences can prevent 

collective action. In contrast, when a common identity allows recognition of group 

differences, it can promote collective action. For this reason, we included a common ingroup 

identity measure that simply referred to the extent to which participants believed that Italians 

and immigrants were included in a common group, rather than specifying an assimilative 

identity such as “Italians.” With respect to outgroup morality perceptions, we used an 

established measure that has been used to assess outgroup morality as a mediator of contact 

effects (Brambilla et al., 2013). 
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As anticipated in the previous section, common identity and outgroup morality 

should sequentially mediate contact effect. In line with the larger contact literature, and 

extrapolating from literature on negative contact, we expect a positive association between 

positive contact and common identity, and an association of opposite valence for negative 

contact. In turn, the fact of being part of the same group (at a superordinate level) should be 

associated with greater attribution of positive moral qualities to outgroup (now ingroup) 

members. Finally, greater perceptions of outgroup morality should be positively associated 

with actions aimed at supporting the outgroup, namely with normative collective action. 

Non-normative collective action can be defined in terms of its contrast with prevalent social 

norms. Hence, to the extent that the outgroup is perceived as moral, it should be less likely 

to engage in immoral action. Based on this rationale, we anticipate a negative association 

between morality and non-normative collective action. 

In addition to including measures of intentions to engage in normative and non-

normative collective action, we also included measures of support of normative and non-

normative collective action. We believe that the distinction between intentions and support 

is especially relevant to non-normative collective action. In fact, individuals may be 

unwilling to engage in anti-social and illegal behaviors (or they may be reluctant to admit it 

due to social desirability). However, they may be willing to declare that they agree (or 

disagree) to some extent with others engaging in such actions. Therefore, although we do 

not anticipate differential effects of contact on normative collective action, we contemplate 

the possibility of stronger and more consistent associations of contact with support for non-

normative collective action rather than intentions to engage in it. 

We therefore hypothesize the following: 

H1a: positive contact should be positively associated with normative collective 

action; conversely, negative contact should be negatively associated with normative 

collective action. 
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H1b: positive contact should be negatively associated with non-normative collective 

action; the association should be nonsignificant for negative contact. 

H2a: positive contact should be indirectly associated with greater normative 

collective action intentions and support, via higher common identity and, in turn, outgroup 

morality perceptions; in contrast, lower common identity and in turn lower outgroup 

morality should explain the indirect effects of negative contact on lower normative collective 

action intentions and support. 

H2b: positive contact should be indirectly associated with lower non-normative 

collective action intentions and support, via higher common identity and, in turn, outgroup 

morality perceptions, which should be negatively associated with the two non-normative 

collective action measures; negative contact should be indirectly associated with higher non-

normative collective action intentions and support, via lower common identity and, in turn, 

outgroup morality perceptions, which should be negatively associated with the two non-

normative collective action measures.  

An a-priori power analysis, indicated about 400 participants as an adequate sample 

to test a structural equation model with eight latent variables and 16 observed indicators with 

a power of .80 for detecting a small to medium effect size (see, e.g., Westland, 2010). 

Method 

Participants and procedure 

A total of 412 participants took part in the study. In line with the focus of the study, after 

preliminary inspection of the sample, we discharged 21 respondents who declared having at 

least one foreign parent. The final dataset included 391 Italian participants (231 females, 159 

males, 1 other), ranging from 18 to 79 years of age (Mage = 35.42, SD = 13.99). Concerning 

education, the majority declared having a high-school degree or lower (65.5%), 18.7% 

indicated a Bachelor’s degree, while 15.9% held a Master’s degree. 70.8% of participants 
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were employed, 22% were students or working students, and 7.2% indicated “other” 

occupation status. 

An online questionnaire was shared by trained university students via e-mail, messaging 

applications, or social networks. After completing the survey, participants were debriefed 

and thanked for their participation. 

Measures 

Unless otherwise reported, measures were administered using a 5-step scale ranging from 1 

= “not at all” to 5 = “very much”. 

Positive and negative contact. Contact with immigrants has been assessed using 10 

items from Hayward et al. (2018). For each item, participants were asked to what extent they 

experienced positive or negative experiences: five items concerned positive experiences 

(positive/pleasant/good/friendly/enjoyable), the other five items reflected negative 

experiences (negative/unpleasant/bad/unfriendly/unenjoyable). The response scale ranges 

from 1 (none) to 5 (very much). Responses were averaged in two composite scores of 

positive and negative contact (alphas = .93 and .91, respectively). 

Common identity. Two items, adapted from Capozza et al. (2013), measured the 

perception that Italians and immigrants are members of a superordinate group (“To what 

extent do you see Italians and immigrants as members of a common group?”; “To what 

extent do you identify with the group of people that includes Italians and immigrants?”). The 

two items were merged in a single index of common identity (r = .72, p < .001). 

Outgroup morality. Perceptions of morality attributed to the outgroup were assessed 

using four traits (Brambilla et al., 2011). Specifically, participants had to rate how much they 

evaluated immigrants as “honest,” “trusting,” “sincere,” and “moral.” The four items were 

averaged in a composite score of outgroup morality (alpha = .92). 

Normative collective action intentions. Four items, adapted from general literature 

on collective action (e.g., Reimer et al., 2017), assessed participants’ willingness to take part 
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in normative actions for promoting immigrants’ rights (e.g., “Would you participate to a 

demonstration against the unequal treatment of immigrants?”). Items were combined in a 

reliable index of normative collective action intentions (alpha = .88). 

Normative collective action support. Participants responded to three items adapted 

from Renger et al. (2020) measuring endorsement for normative collective action (e.g., “In 

general, I have sympathy for immigrants sometimes resorting to demonstration against the 

unequal treatment to enforce equal treatment”). We computed a reliable index of normative 

collective action support by averaging the items (alpha = .91). 

Non-normative collective action intentions. Three items, adapted from Becker et al. 

(2013), measured respondents’ intentions in participating in non-normative actions aiming 

at improving the rights of immigrants (e.g., “Would you damage public property to protest 

against laws that disadvantage immigrants?”). Items were averaged in a composite score of 

non-normative collective action intentions (alpha = .91). 

Non-normative collective action support. We used three items adapted from Renger 

et al. (2020) assessing support for non-normative collective action (e.g., “I can understand 

when immigrants fight for equal treatment without regard to losses”). An index of non-

normative collective action support was calculated by averaging the items (alpha = .74). 

A CFA with latent variables was conducted to ensure that collective action intentions and 

support measures were empirically distinct. The CFA showed an excellent adaptation to the 

data, χ2(14) = 19.26, p = .15, RMSEA = .03, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 0.99, SRMR = .02. It emerged 

that the two factors were distinct, since the 95% CI intervals did not include 1. Therefore, 

the correlations were different from the perfect association, supporting the distinction 

between the constructs investigated. 

 

Results 

Introductory analyses 
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Means, standard deviations, and correlations between constructs are reported in Table 1. As 

can be seen, positive contact was more frequent than negative contact, t(390) = 9.89, p < 

.001. Non-normative collective action support was higher than non-normative collective 

action intentions, t(390) = 12.15, p < .001; similarly, normative collective action support was 

also higher than normative collective action intentions, t(390) = 15.87, p < .001. 

Positive contact correlated positively with common identity and outgroup morality; 

correlations were negative for negative contact. The two expected mediators in turn were 

positively associated with normative collective action intentions and support. In contrast, 

nonsignificant correlations emerged between the two mediators and non-normative 

collective action intentions and support, except from a positive correlation between outgroup 

morality and non-normative collective action support. Normative collective action intentions 

and support were strongly correlated; a strong albeit apparently weaker correlation also 

emerged between non-normative collective action intentions and support. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations between variables (N = 391). 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

 

 

 

 

Variable Mean SD  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Positive contact 3.19 0.93 
 

-        

2. Negative contact 2.48 0.86 
 

-.29*** -       

3. Common identity 3.17 1.01 
 

.58*** -.31*** -      

4. Outgroup morality 3.07 0.75 
 

.59*** -.42*** .54*** -     

5. Normative collective action 

support 3.53 1.08 
 

.54*** -.36*** .59*** .59*** -    

6. Normative collective action 

intentions 2.93 1.13 
 

.55*** -.35*** .57*** .55*** .77*** -   

7. Non-normative collective 

action support 1.78 0.83 
 

.13** .07 .09 .14** .12* .24*** -  

8. Non-normative collective 

action intentions 1.36 0.73 
 

.01 .18*** .02 .03 -.07 .11* .62*** - 
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Main analyses 

Associations of positive and negative contact with collective action 

The hypothesized relationships were investigated with a structural equation model with 

latent variables with the Mplus Software (version 8.3; Muthen & Muthen, 2017). Positive 

and negative contact were the independent variables; the four collective action measures 

were the dependent variables. For each latent variable, two parcels were created following 

the “item-to-construct balance” approach (Little et al., 2002). Model adaptation to the data 

was assessed using the indexes suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999): a nonsignificant chi-

square, RMSEA smaller than .06, CFI and TLI higher than .95, and SRMR less than .08, 

indicate a good fit.  

Fit indexes turned out to be excellent, χ2(39) = 43.65, p = .28, RMSEA = .02, CFI = 

1.00, TLI = 1.00, SRMR = .02. Results are presented in Figure 1. As can be seen, fully 

supporting H1a, positive contact was positively associated with both normative collective 

action intentions and support, while these associations were negative in the case of negative 

contact. 

We did not find support for H1b. First, positive contact was positively associated 

with non-normative collective action support; the association with non-normative collective 

action intentions was nonsignificant. Second, positive associations emerged between 

negative contact and both forms of non-normative collective action investigated. 

To further explore these associations, differences between coefficients were tested 

employing the method suggested by Cummings (2009). Coefficients are significantly 

different if the respective 95% confidence intervals overlap by less than 50%. We first 

focused on normative collective action. First, we found that positive contact was associated 

with similar strength with normative collective intentions and support; similar findings 

emerged for negative contact. Second, we compared positive and negative contact with 

respect to their associations with the different forms of collective action. Results revealed 
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that positive contact had stronger associations than negative contact with both normative 

intentions and support. 

Figure 1. Structural equation model of the direct effects of contact on the outcome variables (N = 391). Only 
significant standardized coefficients are reported. *p < .05. ***p < .001. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Then, we explored the strength of associations with respect to measures of non-normative 

collective action. No differences between positive and negative contact emerged when 

considering non-normative collective action support; however, negative contact had a 

stronger relation than positive contact with non-normative collective action intentions (the 

relation between positive contact and non-normative collective action intentions was 

nonsignificant). Second, replicating findings obtained for normative collective action, the 

association of positive contact with non-normative collective action and support were of 

similar magnitude; similar results emerged for negative contact. 

For all the latter significant differences, p < .05. 

Underlying processes 
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The hypothesized relationships were investigated with a further structural equation model 

with latent variables employing Mplus Software (version 8.3; Muthen & Muthen, 2017). In 

addition to using parcels created when testing the model presented in Figure 1, we also 

created two parcels following the “item-to-construct balance” approach (Little et al., 2002); 

the two items composing the measure of common identity were used as observed indicators 

for the latent variable of common identity. 

Figure 2. Structural equation model of the effects of contact on the outcome variables via common ingroup 
perceptions and outgroup morality (N = 391). Only significant standardized coefficients are reported. *p < .05. 
***p < .001. 
 

 

Positive and negative contact represented the independent variables; common identity was 

the first-level mediator; outgroup morality was included as second-level mediator; the four 

forms of collective action measures were the dependent variables. Direct effects from the 

independent variables and the first-level mediator to the criterion variables, along with the 

paths from contact measures to second level mediator, were estimated. Same-level factors 

correlations were added to the model. 
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The model showed an excellent adaptation to the data, χ2(76) = 88.17, p = .16, 

RMSEA = .02, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00, SRMR = .02. As can be seen in Figure 2 (see also 

Table 2 for residual direct effects and correlations between same-level variables), positive 

contact was positively associated with common identity, while this association was negative 

for negative contact. In turn, common identity was positively associated with outgroup 

morality perceptions. Finally, outgroup morality was positively associated with normative 

collective action intentions and support. An unexpected positive association also emerged 

between outgroup morality and non-normative collective action support. 

Bootstrapping analyses are reported in Table 3. H2a was fully supported by the 

results. As predicted, positive contact was indirectly associated, via hypothesized mediators, 

with greater normative collective action intentions and support, while negative indirect 

effects emerged for negative contact. In contrast, we did not find support for H2b. Contrary 

to predictions, in fact, none of the indirect effects was significant. 
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Table 2. Significant direct effects and correlations between same level variables in the hypothesized model (N = 391) 
Variable 1  Variable 2 Beta 

Positive contact → Outgroup morality .38*** 

Positive contact → Normative collective action support .15* 

Positive contact → Normative collective action intentions .17** 

Negative contact → Outgroup morality -.24*** 

Negative contact → Normative collective action support -.11* 

Negative contact → Normative collective action intentions -.10† 

Negative contact → Non-normative collective action support .23** 

Negative contact → Non-normative collective action intentions .28*** 

Common identity → Normative collective action support .40*** 

Common identity → Normative collective action intentions .38*** 

Variable 1  Variable 2 r 

Positive contact ↔ Negative contact -.32*** 

Normative collective action support ↔ Normative collective action intentions .73*** 

Non-normative collective action support ↔ Non-normative collective action intentions .74*** 

Normative collective action intentions ↔ Non-normative collective action intentions .17*** 

Normative collective action support ↔ Non-normative collective action intentions -10* 

Non-normative collective action support ↔ Normative collective action intentions .22*** 

Note. †p < .06. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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Table 3. Indirect effects in the hypothesized model (N = 391). 

Note: Mean bootstrap estimates are based on 5,000 bootstrap samples. Boldface indicates a significant indirect effect. 
 

 

Predictor First level mediator Second level mediator Dependent variable Mean bootstrap estimate Percentile confidence 

interval (95%) 

Positive contact Common identity Outgroup morality Normative collective action support 0.043 [0.016, 0.069] 

Positive contact Common identity Outgroup morality Normative collective action intentions 0.38 [0.011, 0.066] 

Positive contact Common identity Outgroup morality Non-normative collective action support 0.038 [-0.001, 0.077] 

Positive contact Common identity Outgroup morality Non-normative collective action intentions 0.025 [-0.010, 0.061] 

Negative contact Common identity Outgroup morality Normative collective action support -0.012 [-0.023, -0.001] 

Negative contact Common identity Outgroup morality Normative collective action intentions -0.11 [-0.021, -0.001] 

Negative contact Common identity Outgroup morality Non-normative collective action support -0.011 [-0.024, 0.002] 

Negative contact Common identity Outgroup morality Non-normative collective action intentions -0.007 [-0.018, 0.003] 
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Discussion 

We conducted one correlational study investigating the association of positive and negative 

contact with collective action in a sample of advantaged group members. Specifically, we 

considered the relationship between Italians and immigrants from the perspective of Italians. 

We further investigated common identity and outgroup morality as potential mediators. 

Importantly, departing from most previous research, we considered both normative and non-

normative forms of collective action, while differentiating between intentions to engage in 

such actions and mere support for them. Results of a CFA showed that the intentions and 

support are independent, albeit correlated constructs. We believe this distinction is 

important, especially in light of social desirability concerns that may occur to individuals 

when rating intentions to engage in non-normative collective action. 

There is growing research investigating positive and negative contact, with mixed 

findings about which of the two forms has stronger effects on prejudice (Árnadóttir et al., 

2018; Barlow et al., 2012; Huang et al., 2020; Zingora et al., 2020). Research on negative 

contact and collective action is surprisingly scarce, although it is generally consistent in 

revealing sedative effects of negative contact among advantaged group members (Hassler et 

al., 2020; Reimer et al., 2017, Study 1b). The present study builds on this literature, 

replicating the mobilizing effect of positive contact and the sedative effect of negative 

contact. But it also extends the literature, providing the first comparison between the effects 

of positive and negative contact. We found that positive contact is associated with higher 

normative collective action intentions and support to a greater extent compared to the 

negative associations that emerged for negative contact.  

Results are however less clear when taking non-normative collective action into 

account. In contrast with our predictions, positive contact was positively associated with 

non-normative collective action support, whereas its association with non-normative 

collective action intentions was nonsignificant. It is possible that participants perceived non-
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normative collective action as an effective way to favor the disadvantaged group’s rights. At 

the same time, given that the association only emerged for support for non-normative 

collective action, they may have reasoned that actions where the advantaged group is not 

directly involved would not damage the advantaged ingroup’s image (Teixeira et al., 2019). 

This finding also provides confidence in our distinction between intentions and support, 

which we argued would be especially relevant for non-normative collective action, and calls 

for further studies investigating when and why positive contact will be associated positively 

or negatively with it. 

Results for non-normative collective action are however more contentious in the case 

of negative contact. Negative contact was in fact positively associated with non-normative 

collective action intentions, therefore with the most counter-normative support for 

immigrants’ rights (but note that, when investigating relative magnitude, negative contact 

was similarly associated with non-normative collective action intentions and support; similar 

results emerged for positive contact). Reversing for the result regarding normative collective 

action, this association (but not that on support) was comparatively stronger for negative 

than for positive contact. This is a finding that requires further investigation, Possibly, 

negative contact highlighted relevant social inequalities that, despite negative personal 

experience with the outgroup, needed to be addressed with strong actions. Alternatively, 

perhaps participants reasoned that their negative contact experiences were driven by the 

lower status of the disadvantaged group, and that disruptive action would be more effective 

in addressing its disadvantage. Despite these speculations, a more reliable response can be 

provided by future studies that investigate the content of contact: understanding what 

individuals discuss and therefore what may be perceived as negative contact may allow a 

more in-depth understanding of what they judge to be their course of action, and why. 

It should be noted that the effects that emerged for normative collective action were in line 

with predictions and rather strong, as indicated by the high proportion of variance explained. 
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Instead, the findings on non-normative collective action were in contrast with predictions 

and weak, with a negligible proportion of variance explained. Future research should focus 

more on non-normative collective action and understand the factors leading advantaged 

group members to support or oppose such forms of collective actions. In so doing, research 

may capitalize on the role of intergroup emotions, which we did not consider in this study. 

For example, in their model, Becker and Tausch (2015) pointed on the importance to 

consider intergroup emotions as predictors of non-normative collective action, and to 

distinguish their effect. For instance, while anger may be more relevant to normative 

collective action, contempt can be a predictor of non-normative collective action (Becker & 

Tausch, 2015).  

We argue that some critical outcomes of our study relate to the hypothesized 

mediators. Our findings suggest that common ingroup identity can have mobilizing effects 

among advantaged group members (limited to normative collective action). Therefore, a 

common identity that does not imply assimilation of the disadvantaged group into the 

advantaged group at the expense of group differences, but that instead allows the emergence 

of these differences, can allow recognition of intergroup inequalities and actions to enhance 

equality. A limitation of our study is that we investigated the degree to which participants 

referred to Italians and immigrants as a single group, without specifying what this single 

group is. Therefore, we did not provide direct evidence that all participants referred to a 

common identity where subgroup differences (in line with a dual identity conceptualization; 

Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000) were salient. Future studies can investigate different types of 

common identities in the context of collective action, focusing more precisely on their 

content and how this allows the emergence of subgroup differences. 

The above argument is consistent with the premises of the political solidarity model 

of social change (Subašić et al., 2008), which recognizes the importance of a shared 

categorization including the advantaged and the disadvantaged group, where group 
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differences are not obscured, but are instead recognized because of the higher-order unity. 

Similarly, Wright and Lubensky (2009) argued that a shared categorization can allow to 

identify the oppressor, such as an authority (cf. Subašić et al., 2008), and provide the basis 

for cross-group solidarity. 

A further relevant finding concerns the mediating role of perceived outgroup 

morality. In addition to adding to scarce previous research investigating the interplay 

between contact and morality (Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2020), and of outgroup morality as 

mediator of contact effects (Brambilla et al., 2013), this study extends research by showing 

that outgroup morality can have a role in explaining contact effects on normative (but not 

non-normative) collective action. This finding is not surprising, in light of theorization on 

the role of moral convictions in collective action research (Van Zomeren et al., 2012). 

However, research on contact and collective action has surprisingly neglected the 

investigation of moral convictions. This study represents a first step toward demonstrating 

the relevance of this factor when considering intergroup contact. Future research may build 

on these findings to provide a broader understanding of the role that moral convictions play, 

together with contact, in the promotion of collective action. 

In this study we did not investigate moderators of contact effects. However, 

considering that contact effects on collective action may be weak (Jackman & Crane, 1986), 

it is important to define the conditions that favor the engagement in collective action. Various 

authors theorized the importance of taking into account the content of contact and the 

awareness of group differences (MacInnis & Hodson, 2019; Vezzali & Stathi, 2021, Chapter 

7). Vezzali et al. (2017) demonstrated that advantaged group members’ contact with the 

disadvantaged group was more strongly associated with collective action intentions when 

contact was more focused on group differences than on commonalities. Similarly, Di 

Bernardo et al. (2021) found that the indirect effects of quality of contact on advantaged 

group members’ willingness to engage in collective actions were significant only when 
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group differences during contact were salient. Future studies should include the investigation 

of further potential moderators, which strengthen or inhibit the effects of contact on 

collective action. 

As the main limitation of this research, we note that the data obtained are 

correlational. This is especially problematic since we proposed a complex causal chain, 

where common identity and outgroup morality act as sequential mediators. Despite that our 

choice was grounded on major theoretical models, future studies should use experimental 

and/or longitudinal approaches to provide validity for this causal order. Furthermore, we 

only considered the perspective of the advantaged group, and it would be important to 

explore a reciprocal path that tests the disadvantaged group’s stance. Also, although 

measures of collective action support did not explicitly refer to direct engagement of 

participants, they did not explicitly exclude it either. Therefore, some participants may have 

interpreted them in terms of intentions, causing some overlap with the collective action 

intentions measure. This may explain at least in part some of the associations that emerged 

(e.g., for non-normative collective action). 

In conclusion, positive and negative contact are important drivers of collective action 

in the case of the advantaged group’s willingness to support, or actively engage in, actions 

that enhance the rights of the disadvantaged group. This is partly due to the association of 

contact with common ingroup and outgroup morality, that sequentially predict collective 

action. These factors should be further investigated by scholars who are interested in 

understanding how to promote the fight against social inequality. 
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Chapter 4 

A multi-study exploration of the content of common identities to explain the route 

from intergroup contact to collective action 

 

The cross-sectional study presented in the previous chapter provides preliminary evidence 

on the association between intergroup contact, common identity, morality, and collective 

among advantaged group members. Although these results highlight the meaningful role 

played by these factors in explaining the pathway to collective action, there is a need for 

further research exploring, step-by-step, how these processes occur and take shape. In doing 

so, a first step could be represented by the isolation of the paths between intergroup contact, 

common identity, and collective action with the aim of investigating the role of different 

types of common ingroup identities, highlighting their content and functioning, in 

association with contact and collective action. A second step could consist of the 

examination of the paths, between common identity, morality and collective action by 

exploring different dimensions of morality that provide a broader understanding of the 

implications of morality in affecting social change processes. Therefore, with the aim to 

further exploring the role played by prejudice reduction strategies in promoting social 

change, in the present set of two studies we examine the association between positive and 

negative intergroup contact, common ingroup identity, and collective action, by taking a step 

forward. In fact, in exploring such associations we attempt to shed light on the content of 

inclusive identities which, in the context of the present studies, has been operationalized as 

the relative perception of groups prototypicality with respect to a variety of superordinate 

identities, including both advantaged and disadvantaged groups. From our point of view, 

disentangling these underlying processes should help us explain the route from intergroup 

contact to collective action providing greater knowledge on how inclusive identities work in 

promoting social change. To achieve this goal, we performed two cross-sectional studies 
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across different national contexts; in the UK (Study 1) and in Italy (Study 2), by considering 

the perspective of both advantaged and disadvantaged groups.  

Intergroup contact, prototypicality and collective action 

As pointed out in the previous chapters, an extensive line of research has shown the 

influential role played by intergroup contact in promoting positive relationships between 

groups (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). The beneficial effects of intergroup 

contact on prejudice reduction largely depend on its ability in dampening intergroup 

differences by promoting perceptions of similarity between groups which encourages and 

stimulates harmonious intergroup relations (Tajfel et al., 1979). This influence on intergroup 

perceptions, which favours similarities at the expense of differences, can promote a 

conceptual changeover in groups’ cognitive representation implying a switch from “us” 

versus “them” toward a more inclusive “we,” which fuels the emergence of a common 

ingroup identity (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). This new perception benefits intergroup 

relations by extending the positive implications associated with the common inclusive 

identity, usually reserved only for the ingroup, to former outgroup members (Gaertner et al., 

1996). Then, this shared perspective of common belonging can represent a powerful catalyst 

for promoting social equality goals (Wenzel, 2000) by engaging in collective action 

strategies (Bikmen & Sunar, 2013; Cakal et al., 2016; Rompke et al., 2019). However, 

research on the association between contact, common ingroup identity, and collective action 

is still in its infancy and results are conflicting, providing evidence for both sedative and 

mobilizing effects. 

A preliminary step that needs to be taken to further explore the role played by 

common ingroup identity in explaining the path from contact to collective action is 

represented by the investigation of its underlying processes by bringing out its potential 

content (Becker & Wagner, 2009; Mikolajczak et al., 2022; Stathi et al., 2019; Van Zomeren 

et al., 2018). Building on the main assumptions provided by self-categorization theory (SCT, 
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Turner et al., 1987), which highlights the primary mechanisms of social categorisation, 

individuals’ definition of themselves or others as group members relies on the ratio between 

relative perceived intragroup similarities and intergroup differences among them. The more 

perceived similarity among some individuals will be greater than the perceived dissimilarity 

among them (with respect to other salient groups of individuals used as elements of reference 

in a given social context), the greater the likelihood that they will be categorized as belonging 

to the same group rather than to different groups. In turn, the more an individual will be 

similar to ingroup members (low intracategorical differences) and, at the same time, different 

from outgroup members (high intercategorical differences), the more he/she will be 

prototypical of that group. This process, defined as “metacontrast principle” (SCT, Turner 

et al., 1987), informs us about the crucial role played by the perception of prototypicality in 

determining social categorisation processes and, in our view, may represent the beating heart 

of common ingroup identities. In fact, social comparison can only occur within a frame of 

reference that in the case of intergroup relations is represented by more inclusive identities 

that include both subgroups (Wenzel et al., 2007). In line with the ingroup projection model 

(IPM; Mummendey & Wenze, 1999), which considers prototypicality as the relative 

perceived similarity of ingroup and outgroup with respect to a salient superordinate category, 

intergroup evaluations are strongly contingent on this relative perceived similarity between 

groups with respect to a more inclusive identity that emerges as salient in a given social 

context (Waldzus et al., 2003; Waldzus et al., 2004; Wenzel et al., 2007). Therefore, the 

gradient of prototypicality between ingroup and outgroup members does not exist outside 

common ingroup identities; it is only by keeping both of these factors in the spotlight that it 

is possible to examine how, and under what conditions, intergroup recognition and 

understanding can develop. The exploration of such relative differential perceptions, 

between advantaged and disadvantaged group members, may provide relevant information 

about groups’ intentions to undertake collective action for their own benefit (in the case of 
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the disadvantaged group) or alongside the disadvantaged group (in the case of the 

advantaged group). For example, it can inform us about the extent to which advantaged 

group members (e.g., an ethnic majority) recognise and attribute value to the disadvantaged 

group membership (e.g., an ethnic minority) within a meaningful superordinate identity (e.g., 

human beings), pointing out important disclosures about their potential willingness to take 

part in reparative action alongside the disadvantaged group. Thus, the reason behind this 

assumption, which considers relative perceived prototypicality as the content of common 

ingroup identity, relies on its revealing function in explaining how subgroups’ identities are 

conceived within more inclusive identities. This new awareness may provide key insights 

about whether and when common belonging perceptions can energise collective action 

participation.  

Individuals, as suggested by social identity theory (SIT; Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel & 

Turner, 1979), with the aspiration of being invested by a positive self-concept, are inclined 

to positively distinguish their ingroup from outgroups by means of social comparison. This 

favouritism for one’s own group affects individuals’ cognitive perceptions, producing an 

image of the ingroup as more prototypical than the outgroups. Therefore, individuals seem 

to be affected by an egocentric perspective showing a tendency to project the ingroup’s 

features to the inclusive identity that leads to perceiving their ingroup as more prototypical 

than the outgroup. This process, known as “ingroup projection,” implies that the greater the 

perceived prototypicality of the ingroup, the higher the perception that the outgroup diverges 

from the prototype of the more inclusive identity concurring in producing detrimental effects 

on outgroup evaluations (Mummendey & Wenzel, 1999). In this context, intergroup contact, 

by fostering positive intergroup relations and diminishing differences in favour of 

commonalities (Gaertner et al., 2016), is expected to mitigate the ingroup’s egocentric 

perspective. In turn, this condition of common belonging shared by ingroup and outgroup 

members should potentially symbolize a fertile ground within which mutual comprehension 
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might evolve stimulating the emergence of social change goals aimed at favouring the new 

inclusive “we” (Subašić et al., 2008). 

Hypotheses 

For both advantaged and disadvantaged groups, we assume that positive contact will be 

associated with greater relative perceived prototypicality of the disadvantaged with respect 

to the advantaged group. By contrast, negative contact will be associated with lower relative 

perceived prototypicality of the disadvantaged with respect to the advantaged group. In turn, 

for both groups, greater relative perceived prototypicality of the disadvantaged with respect 

to the advantaged group should be associated with mobilising effects on collective action 

participation (i.e. intentions, as we assessed it). Reversely, lower relative perceived 

prototypicality of the disadvantaged with respect to the advantaged group should be 

associated with sedative effects on collective action. 

Advantaged group 

For the advantaged group, this hypothesis is consistent with the idea that positive contact 

should actively alter the egocentric perspective of the advantaged group by decreasing the  

bias associated with the evaluation of the disadvantaged group, allowing its recognition 

within the superordinate identity. Following the same process, negative contact should also 

alter the egocentric perspective of the advantaged group but instead of being reduced, this 

egocentric perspective should be reinforced by fuelling the bias associated with the 

evaluation of the disadvantaged group, resulting in the denial of recognition within the 

superordinate identity. Finally, the recognition or denial within the superordinate identity 

should, positively or negatively (rsspectively), be associated with the intention to take part 

in collective action on the behalf of the disadvantaged group (Subašić et al., 2008). These 

assumptions are also in line with the construct of deprovincialization (Bagci et al., 2021; 

Boin et al., 2020; Pettigrew, 1998; Verkuyten et al., 2022), according to which positive 

contact should evoke a less ingroup-centric worldview, encouraging a common perception 
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of belonging and openness to other cultures and groups. Therefore, intergroup contact, 

depending on its valence (positive or negative), is supposed to act as a facilitator/inhibitor 

of mutual recognition and intergroup understanding. In other words, when contact is positive 

it should reduce the egocentric perspective of the advantaged group in defining the prototype 

of the superordinate identity as similar to itself. This change in prototype definition should 

automatically imply an alteration of the criteria for evaluating disadvantaged group 

prototypicality which becomes less restrictive (Platt, 2014). 

Disadvantaged group 

While providing hypotheses for the advantaged group is easier, for disadvantaged groups it 

is more critical. In fact, literature on the association between contact and collective action 

has shown mixed and relatively weak effects, making the formulation of hypotheses for them 

more uncertain (Dixon et al., 2017; Dixon et al., 2005; Wright & Lubensky, 2009; cf. 

Chapter 3 of the present thesis). A premise to make predictions on disadvantaged groups 

relies on a preliminary consideration of the effects of historical structural disadvantages in 

society which, by privileging advantaged groups, confers them the power to define the 

prototype of superordinate identities. This established privilege suggests to disadvantaged 

groups that the only way to be part of these groups is to conform to the prototype definition 

provided by the advantaged group, implying assimilative processes. Therefore, 

disadvantaged groups should be inclined to perceive themselves as systematically less 

prototypical of inclusive identities than advantaged groups. In our view, positive contact 

between the advantaged and the disadvantaged group should suggest a form of endorsement 

toward the disadvantaged group that should encourage the latter to feel entitled to 

recognition and value (Dovidio et al., 2016) gradually enhancing ingroup prototypicality 

perception with respect to the advantaged group. In other words, positive contact should 

promote disadvantaged group members’ perception that the definition of the prototype can 

be negotiable, providing them the space needed to project ingroup features onto the 
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prototype of the superordinate identity. In turn, this increase in ingroup prototypicality 

perception should highlight their value and foster their intention to undertake collective 

action to redress the social imbalance between groups in society. By contrast, the effects of 

negative intergroup contact should be the reverse of those of positive contact. Indeed, 

negative contact should reinforce the prototype definition provided by the advantaged group, 

discouraging the disadvantaged group from projecting their features onto the superordinate 

identity. This denied recognition, which reflects a lack of power, should demotivate the 

disadvantaged group from taking part in collective action strategies to challenge the status 

quo. However, as previously anticipated, providing assumptions for disadvantaged groups 

is more contentious. Indeed, following criticism about the paradoxical effects exerted by 

intergroup contact on disadvantaged group members’ collective action participation (Dixon 

et al., 2017; Reimer & Sengupta, 2023), we can advance an alternative hypothesis. 

According to these critics, contact, by favouring similarities at the expense of differences 

between groups, can divert attention from inequalities, producing a sedative effect on 

collective action participation. Therefore, it is also possible that when members of the 

disadvantaged group perceive that they are prototypical of the inclusive identity, as a result 

of positive contact with the advantaged group, this improved social status (apparently 

approved by the advantaged group) may divert attention from injustice, producing sedative 

effects on their intention to challenge the status quo. 

The present studies 

We realised two cross-sectional studies in the UK (Study 1) and in Italy (Study 2) with the 

aim of providing new insights into the relationship between intergroup contact, common 

identity, and collective action. To achieve this aim, we explored the association between 

positive and negative contact with collective action intentions by testing the mediating role 

of relative perceived prototypicality between advantaged and disadvantaged group members. 

In doing so, with explorative purposes, we tested a variety of alternative common identities 
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characterized by different levels of inclusiveness, from more proximal levels (superordinate 

identities based on context) to more distal levels (superordinate identities based on value and 

humanity), which may allow us to detect potential differences among them in eliciting 

collective action intentions. The intergroup relation considered in the present studies was 

based on ethnicity and was constituted of ethnic majorities (Britons in Study 1 and Italians 

in Study 2) and ethnic minorities (Immigrants in both Study 1 and Study 2). 

Study 1 

Method 

Participants and procedure 

Study 1 was conducted in the United Kingdom and participants were enrolled online via the 

Prolific Academic online participant panel, with 195 Britons and 187 immigrants taking part 

in the study. To acquire robust data, those who took less than 300 seconds to complete the 

questionnaire (26 British, 32 immigrants) were removed from the final sample. Finally, 1 

participant from the advantaged group and 1 participant from the disadvantaged group were 

excluded because of missing data on the variables considered. The final sample was 

composed of 168 Britons (Mage = 32.11, age-range 18 to 73 years) SD = 11.50; 47 males, 

116 females, 5 other) and 154 immigrants (Mage = 21.44, age-range 18 to 42 years), SD = 

3.96; 99 males, 54 females, 1 other).  

Measures 

All measures were assessed with Likert scales (1 = not at all to 5 = very much) 

Positive and negative contact. Positive and negative contact were measured with six 

items adapted from Hayward et al. (2018). Participants were asked to rate to what extent 

their contact with the outgroup was positive, friendly, and pleasant; or negative, hostile and 

unpleasant. Responses were combined in two indexes providing a general measure of 

positive and negative contact (alphas = .95 and .87, respectively, for the advantaged sample, 

and alphas = .85 and .80, respectively for the disadvantaged sample). 
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Relative perceived prototypicality. Relative perceived prototypicality of the 

disadvantaged group with respect to the advantaged group was measured with two single 

items and was operationalized by asking participants to what extent they perceived Britons 

(the advantaged group) as similar to each of the inclusive identities considered (people living 

in the UK, people sharing the same values of humanity, human beings). At the same time, 

participants were asked to rate to what extent they perceived immigrants (the disadvantaged 

group) as similar to each of these inclusive identities. To obtain a measure of relative 

perceived prototypicality, the index of disadvantaged group similarity was divided by the 

index of advantaged group similarity for each of the common identities considered providing 

three scores ranging from 0.20 to 5 (higher scores reflected greater relative perceived 

prototypicality of the disadvantaged compared with the advantaged group). This 

operationalization of relative perceived prototypicality is the result of a combination of the 

main assumptions provided by the SCT (Turner et al., 1987), which suggests that group 

prototypicality can only originate within a comparative context, and the IPM (Mummendey 

& Wenzel, 1999) according to which subgroups’ prototypicality reflects the relative 

similarity of ingroup and outgroup to a more inclusive category. This combination allows us 

to simultaneously detect the attributional and the comparative process of perceived similarity 

and dissimilarity between ingroup and outgroup members, providing a measure of perceived 

relative prototypicality. 

Collective action. Participants’ intention to take part in collective action strategies 

aimed at improving the current condition faced by the disadvantaged group in the United 

Kingdom was measured with four items (adapted from Van Zomeren et al., 2011): “Would 

you participate in a demonstration against the unequal treatment of immigrants?”; “Would 

you donate money?”; “Would you sign a petition?”; “Would you vote for a political 

candidate supporting immigrants’ rights?”. Responses were combined into a single index 
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providing a general measure of collective action intentions (alphas = .82 and .74, for 

advantaged and disadvantaged group members, respectively).  

Results 

Main analyses 

Means, correlations, and standard deviations are presented, for both samples, in Table 1. To 

verify the potential mediator role of relative perceived prototypicality in explaining the path 

from intergroup contact and collective action, we ran three mediation models using 

PROCESS macro for SPSS (Model 4; Hayes, 2016), one for each of the measures of 

prototypicality examined (people living in the UK, human beings, people sharing the same 

values of humanity). For each model, positive and negative contact were the independent 

variables, relative perceived prototypicality was the mediator, and collective action was the 

dependent variable. To assess indirect effects, we used bootstrapping procedures based on 

5,000 resamples.   
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Table 1. Means, correlations, and standard deviations (Study 1). 

Note. P. P. = Perceived prototypicality. The response scale for the measures of relative perceived prototypicality ranges from 0.20 to 1; all the other measures range from 1 to 5. *p ≤ 

.05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001. 

Britons | N = 168 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Positive Contact -      

2. Negative Contact -.12 -     

3. P.P. of people living in the UK .30*** -.03 -    

4. P.P. as human beings .15 .05 .26*** -   

5. P.P. of people sharing the same values of humanity .25*** -.16* .24** .37*** -  

6. Collective Action  .36*** -.08 .26*** .24** .28*** - 

M 3.62 1.60 .95 1.05 1.04 3.25 

SD 1.03 .63 .23 .21 .27 .97 

Immigrants | N = 154 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Positive Contact -      

2. Negative Contact .01 -     

3. P.P. of people living in the UK -.07 -.07 -    

4. P.P. as human beings .03 -.13 -.08 -   

5. P.P. of people sharing the same values of humanity -.01 .12 -.21** .28*** -  

6. Collective Action  .13 .03 -.12 .11 .08 - 

M 3.55 1.96 1.23 1.01 1.01 3.30 

SD .76 .63 .58 .20 .25 .83 
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Britons (advantaged group) 

Linear regressions testing the associations of positive and negative contact and hypothesized 

mediators with collective action can be found in Table 2a. Positive contact emerged as 

positively associated with relative perceived prototypicality with respect to the three 

common identities considered. By contrast, no associations with the relative perceived 

prototypicality of the three common identities considered emerged for negative contact. All 

three variables of relative perceived prototypicality were positively associated with 

collective action. Positive significant indirect effects between positive contact and collective 

action were found via the relative perceived prototypicality of the inclusive identity of 

“people living in the UK” (point estimate = .05, CI [.0086, .1134]) and of “people sharing 

the same values of humanity” (point estimate = .04, CI [.0106, .1001]).  

Immigrants (disadvantaged group) 

No direct or indirect associations emerged for the disadvantaged group (Table 2b). 

Additional Analyses 

We performed an additional mediation model by including the three measures of 

prototypicality simultaneously, with the aim of investigating the relative strength of the 

different levels of inclusiveness that characterized the common identities considered. 

Britons (advantaged group) 

When including all the hypothesized mediators simultaneously (Table 2a last column), the 

association between positive contact and collective action was mediated only by relative 

perceived prototypicality of the common identity of “people sharing the same values of 

humanity” (point estimate = .03, CI [.0022, .0825]). 

Immigrants (disadvantaged group) 

As can be seen in the last column of Table 2b, no significant associations emerged for the 

disadvantaged group.  
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Table 2a. Linear regressions testing the associations of positive and negative contact and hypothesized mediators with collective action (N = 168) - (Study 1).  

Note. P. P. = Perceived prototypicality. Unstandardized regression coefficients are presented (standard errors in parentheses). *p ≤ .05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001. 

 

 

 

Independent variable Britons 

 

P. P.   

of people living in the 
UK 

P. P.   

as human 

beings 

P. P. 

of people 

sharing the 

same values of 

humanity 

Collective action 

 

Collective action 

 

Collective action 

 

Collective action 

 

Positive Contact .07***(.02) .03*(.02) .06**(.02) .28***(.07) .30***(.07) .29***(.07) .25***(.07) 

Negative Contact .00(.03) .02(.03) -.06(.03) -.06(.11) -.08(.11) -.02(.11) -.05(.11) 

P. P.  of people living in the UK - - - .70*(.32) - - .48(.32) 

P. P.  as human beings - - - - .89**(.33) - .57(.36) 

P. P. of people sharing the same 

values of humanity 
- - - - - .71**(.27) .47(.28) 

F 8.32*** 2.15 7.37*** 9.99*** 10.90*** 10.81*** 7.79*** 

R2 .09 .03 .08 .15 .17 .17 .19 
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Table 2b. Linear regressions testing the associations of intergroup contact (positive and negative) and relative perceived prototypicality (with respect to three different superordinate 
identities) with collective action (N = 154) - (Study 1). 

Note. P. P. = Perceived prototypicality. Unstandardized regression coefficients are presented (standard errors in parentheses). *p ≤ .05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001 

 

 

Independent variable Immigrants 

 

P. P.   

of people living 
in the UK 

P. P. 

as human 

beings 

P. P. 

of people 

sharing the 

same values of 

humanity 

Collective 

action 

 

Collective 

action 

 

Collective 

action 

 

Collective action 

 

Positive Contact -.05(.06) .01(.02) -.00(.03) .14(.09) .14(.09) .14(.09) .13(.09) 

Negative Contact -.06(.07) -.04(.03) .05(.03) .02(.11) .05(.11) .02(.11) .03(.11) 

P. P.  of people living in the UK - - - -.16(.12) - - -.14(.12) 

P. P.  as human beings - - - - .48(.34) - .40(.36) 

P. P. of people sharing the same 

values of humanity 
- - - - - .28(.27) .12(.29) 

F .75 1.32 1.06 1.57 1.60 1.28 1.31 

R2 .01 .02 .01 .03 .03 .03 .04 
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Study 2 

With the aim of replicating the effects that emerged in Study 1, we performed a second cross-

sectional study in Italy with a larger sample. In so doing, we explored the association 

between positive and negative contact with collective action by testing the mediating role of 

relative perceived prototypicality with respect to a variety of common identities which 

reflect, as in Study 1, different levels of inclusiveness. In this case, we considered four 

inclusive identities: people living in Italy, people living in Europe, people sharing the same 

values of humanity and human beings. 

Method 

Participants and procedure 

Participants were 255 (Mage = 34.91, age-range 18 to 76 years, SD = 14.17; 90 males, 165 

females) and 190 immigrants (Mage = 28.25, age-range 18 to 64 years, SD = 10.73; 90 males, 

99 females, 1 other). Participants were enrolled in the study through online communication 

channels (e.g., e-mail, social media, and messaging applications). 

Measures 

All measures were assessed with Likert scales (1 = not at all to 5 = very much) 

Positive and negative contact. Positive and negative contact were measured with the 

same six items adapted from Hayward et al. (2018) used in Study 1. Responses were 

combined in two indexes providing measures of positive and negative contact (alphas = .92 

and .91, respectively, for the advantaged sample, and alphas = .88 and .86, respectively for 

the disadvantaged sample). 

Relative perceived prototypicality. Relative perceived prototypicality of the 

disadvantaged group with respect to the advantaged group was measured and calculated with 

the same type of items and process used in Study 1. In the case of Study 2, with explorative 

purposes, we included four different common identities with different levels of inclusiveness 

(people living in Italy, people living in Europe, people sharing the same values of humanity, 
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human beings). As in Study 1, the index of disadvantaged group similarity was divided by 

the index of advantaged group similarity for each of the common identities considered, 

providing three scores of relative perceived prototypicality ranging from 0.20 to 5 (higher 

scores reflected greater relative perceived prototypicality of the disadvantaged compared 

with the advantaged group). 

Collective action. Participants’ collective action intentions intention aimed at 

improving the current condition faced by the disadvantaged group in Italy was measured 

with the same four items used in Study 1 (adapted from Van Zomeren et al., 2011). 

Responses were combined into a single index providing a general measure of collective 

action intentions (alphas = .88 and .82 for advantaged and disadvantaged group members, 

respectively). 

Results 

Main analyses 

Means, standard deviations, and correlations are presented for both samples in Table 3. As 

in Study 1, to verify the potential mediator role of relative perceived prototypicality in 

explaining the path from contact to collective action, we ran four mediation models using 

PROCESS macro for SPSS (Model 4; Hayes, 2016), one for each of the measures of 

prototypicality examined (people living in Italy, people living in Europe, people sharing the 

same values of humanity, human beings). For each model, positive and negative contact 

were the independent variables, relative perceived prototypicality was the mediator, and 

collective action was the dependent variable. To assess indirect effects, we used 

bootstrapping procedures based on 5,000 resamples.   
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Table 3. Means, correlations, and standard deviations (Study 2). 

Note. P. P. = Perceived prototypicality. The response scale for the measures of relative perceived prototypicality ranges from 0.20 to 1; all the other measures range from 1 to 5. *p ≤ 

.05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001. 

Italians | N = 255 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Positive Contact -       

2. Negative Contact -.45*** -      

3. P. P. of people living in Italy .19** -.07 -     

4. P. P. of people living in Europe .22*** -.15* .17** -    

5. P. P. as human beings .02 -.03 .15* .12 -   

6. P. P. of people living sharing the same values of Humanity .18** -.26*** .16** .27*** .32*** -  

7. Collective action  .44*** -.35*** .25*** .31*** .11 .32*** - 

M 3.29 2.37 .85 1.02 1.04 1.02 3.07 

SD .87 .83 .27 .35 .24 .31 1.15 

Immigrants | N = 190 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Positive Contact -       

2. Negative Contact -.29*** -      

3. P. P. of people living in Italy -.03 -.04 -     

4. P. P. of people living in Europe -.14* .11 -.01 -    

5. P. P. as human beings .12 -.09 -.01 .05 -   

6. P. P. of people living sharing the same values of humanity -.08 .10 -.07 .16* .06 -  

7. Collective action  .05 .07 -.17* -.01 -.02 .18** - 

M 4.21 2.01 1.00 1.10 1.03 1.05 3.62 

SD .66 .76 .48 .53 .41 .38 1.03 
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Italians (advantaged group) 

Linear regressions testing the associations of positive and negative contact and hypothesized 

mediators with collective action can be found in Table 4a. Positive contact emerged as 

positively associated with relative perceived prototypicality with respect to the common 

identities of people living in Italy and in Europe. For negative contact, a significant negative 

association emerged with respect to the common identity of people sharing the same values 

of humanity. All variables of relative perceived prototypicality (except for the common 

identity of human beings) were positively associated with collective action. Positive 

significant indirect effects were found between positive contact and collective action via the 

relative perceived prototypicality of the inclusive identity of people living in Italy (point 

estimate = .05, CI [.0119, .0988]) and of people living in Europe (point estimate = .06, CI 

[.0102, .1264]). For negative contact, an indirect effect of opposite valence emerged via 

relative perceived prototypicality of the inclusive identity of people sharing the same values 

of humanity (point estimate = -.07, CI [-.1398, -.0189]). 

Immigrants (disadvantaged group) 

In the case of the disadvantaged group, no significant associations were found between 

positive and negative contact and relative perceived prototypicality. However, we found 

significant associations between relative perceived prototypicality and collective action. 

Specifically, we found a positive significant association with respect to the common identity 

of people sharing the same values of humanity and a negative association with respect to the 

common identities of people living in Italy. Results can be found in Table 4b. 

Additional analysis 

As in Study 1, with the aim of investigating the relative strength of the different common 

identities considered, we performed an additional mediation model by including all four 

variables of prototypicality simultaneously.  

Italians (advantaged group) 
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Positive contact emerged as positively associated with collective action via relative 

perceived prototypicality of the inclusive identity of people living in Italy (point estimate 

= .03, CI [.0072, .0800]) and of people living in Europe (point estimate = .04, CI 

[.0051, .1052]). As emerged in our main analyses, negative contact was negatively associated 

with collective action via relative perceived prototypicality of the inclusive identity of people 

sharing the same values of humanity (point estimate = -.05, CI [-.1215, -.0089]). Results are 

detailed in Table 4a (last column). 

Immigrants (disadvantaged group) 

No significant associations emerged for the disadvantaged group. Results are detailed in 

Table 4b (last column). 
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Table 4a. Linear regressions testing the associations of intergroup contact (positive and negative) and relative perceived prototypicality (with respect to four different superordinate 
identities) with collective action (N = 255) - (Study 2). 

Note. P. P. = Perceived prototypicality. Unstandardized regression coefficients are presented (standard errors in parentheses). *p ≤ .05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001. 
 

 

Independent variable Italians 

 

P. P. 

of people 
living in Italy 

P. P. 

of people 
living in 
Europe 

P. P. 

as human 

beings 

P. P. 

of people 
living sharing 

the same 
values of 
humanity 

Collective 

action 
Collective 

action 

 

Collective 

action 

 

Collective 

action 

  

Collective 

action 

 

Positive Contact .06**(.02) .08**(.03) .00(.02) .03(.02) .41***(.08) .40***(08) .46***(.08) .44***(.08) .37***(.08) 

Negative Contact .01(.02) -.03(.03) -.01(.02) -.08***(.02) -.28***(.08) -.25**(.08) -.27**(.09) -.21*(.09) -.21**(.08) 

P. P. of people living in 
Italy 

- - - - .71***(.23) - - - .53*(.23) 

P. P. of people living in 
Europe 

- - - - - .72***(.18) - - .54**(.19) 

P. P. as human beings - - - - - - .46(.26) - .05(.27) 

P. P. of people living 
sharing the same values of 
humanity 

- - - - - - - .83***(.21) .60**(.22) 

F 4.93** 6.95*** .15 9.70*** 27.79*** 6.95*** 25.06*** 30.32*** 18.48*** 

R2 .04 .05 .00 .07 .25 .27 .23 .27 .31 
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Table 4b. Linear regressions testing the associations of intergroup contact (positive and negative) and relative perceived prototypicality (with respect to four different superordinate 
identities) with collective action (N = 190) - (Study 2).  

Note. P. P. = Perceived prototypicality. Unstandardized regression coefficients are presented (standard errors in parentheses). *p ≤ .05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001.

Independent variable Immigrants 

 
P. P. 

“Italy” 

P. P. 

“Europe” 

P. P. 

“Human 

beings” 

P. P. 

“Humanity 

Values” 

Collective 

action 

 

Collective 

action 

 

Collective 

action 

 

Collective 

action 

  

Collective 

action 

 

Positive Contact -.03(.06) -.10(.06) .06(.05) -.03(.04) .11(.12) .12(12) .06(.05) .14(.12) .13(.12) 

Negative Contact -.04(.05) .05(.05) -.03(.05) .04(.04) .11(.10) .12(.10) -.03(.04) .10(.10) .09(.10) 

P. P. of people living in 
Italy 

- - - - -.34*(.16) - - - -.32*(.16) 

P. P. of people living in 
Europe 

- - - - - -.03(.14) - - -.07(.14) 

P. P. as human beings - - - - - - -.05(.19) - -.08(.18) 

P. P. of people living 
sharing the same values of 
humanity 

- - - - - - - .48**(.19) .47*(.20) 

F .38 2.40 1.61 1.29 2.26 .64 .65 2.68* 2.14* 

R2 .00 .03 .02 .01 .04 .01 .01 .04 .07 
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 Discussion 

The multi-study exploration presented in this chapter aimed to provide preliminary evidence 

of the role played by the content of common identities, operationalized as the relative 

perception of groups’ prototypicality with respect to a variety of superordinate identities, in 

explaining the path from positive and negative contact to collective action. To achieve this 

aim, we performed two cross-sectional studies in different national contexts, in the United 

Kingdom, and in Italy, shedding light on the relationship between ethnic majorities (Britons 

and Italians) and ethnic minorities (immigrants). Our hypotheses, for both advantaged and 

disadvantaged groups, were based on the assumption that intergroup contact, depending on 

its valence (positive or negative), would relate to the attribution of relative perceived 

prototypicality (with respect to a variety of superordinate identities) between advantaged and 

disadvantaged groups, favouring mobilizing or sedative effects on collective action. As can 

be seen from the results provided by Study 1 and Study 2, our predictions are generally 

supported among advantaged groups. In fact, among advantaged group members, we found 

energizing effects on collective action for positive contact (in both Study 1 and Study 2) and 

sedative effects for negative contact (in Study 2). These associations were mediated by the 

differential attributions of relative perceived prototypicality with respect to both more 

proximal and more distal levels of inclusiveness of the common identities considered 

(significant indirect effects emerged for all common identities considered except for the 

common identity of human beings). Therefore, as postulated, contact emerged as a facilitator 

(when it was positive) or as an inhibitor (when it was negative) of the degree of 

prototypicality of disadvantaged group members as perceived by advantaged group 

members. In turn, perceived group members’ prototypicality was significantly associated 

with collective action intentions. These results integrate previous empirical evidence on the 

association between contact and collective action providing further knowledge on potential 

underlying processes able to explain their association. Specifically, in exploring this 
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association, the present studies shed light on the mediating role of common ingroup identities 

bringing out their content that, in our view, is represented by the level of relative perceived 

prototypicality between advantaged and disadvantaged group members. Our approach to the 

content of common identities is the result of the integration between SCT (Turner et al., 

1987) and IPM (Mummendey & Wenzel, 1999) perspectives and consists of taking into 

consideration both the attributional and comparative processes of social categorization. This 

double perspective on prototypicality provides key elements in understanding the basis for 

the adoption of common group identities, revealing its function in explaining how 

subgroups’ identities are conceived within more inclusive identities. Another key element 

emerging from these studies is the preliminary evidence they provide on the potential 

differences between superordinate identities in affecting collective action intentions. Indeed, 

in examining common ingroup identity, a common practice among researchers is not to pay 

attention to the distinction among the variety of salient social identities existing in a given 

social context but rather focus on one of them or on a general sense of common belonging. 

For this reason, we opted for the inclusion of different types of superordinate identities that 

could allow us to detect potential differences in eliciting collective action intentions. As can 

be seen from the results that emerged within and between Study 1 and Study 2, the 

superordinate identities examined revealed different patterns of associations that suggest the 

relevance of this distinction. These findings have shown that both proximal and distal levels 

of inclusiveness work as mediators but also that they can do it in different ways. Indeed, 

despite we did not find a significant difference between more proximal levels of 

identification (superordinate identities based on context) between Study 1 and Study 2, we 

found meaningful differences between more distal levels of identification (superordinate 

identities based on values and humanity) between the two studies. For example, the common 

identity based on humanity was positively associated with both positive contact and 

collective action in Study 1 but not in Study 2. Moreover, in Study 1, the common identity 
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based on values emerged as positively associated with both positive contact and collective 

action revealing its mediating role in explaining the path from positive contact to collective 

action. By contrast, in Study 2, we found that the common identity based on values worked 

as a mediating variable in explaining the negative association between negative contact and 

collective action. These results suggest that different identities can play a different role in 

intergroup relations and that positive and negative contact may exert their mobilizing or 

sedative effects on collective action through different routes. As regards the disadvantaged 

groups, no significant effects emerged for the role played by relative perceived 

prototypicality in explaining the path from intergroup contact to collective action. However, 

in Study 2 we found two interesting associations between the perception of prototypicality 

with respect to the common identity of people living in Italy and people sharing the same 

values of humanity. While the common identity of people living in Italy was positively 

associated with collective action, the common identity of people sharing the same values of 

humanity emerged as negatively associated with collective action. These results are in line 

with both our main and alternative hypotheses for disadvantaged groups. In fact, the positive 

association between the common identity of people sharing the same values of humanity and 

collective action may reflect our main hypothesis that a greater perception of prototypicality 

among members of the disadvantaged group may highlight their value by making them feel 

worthy of recognition and promote a greater intention to participate in collective action 

strategies aimed at challenging the status quo. At the same time, the negative association 

between the common identity of people living in Italy and collective action may reflect the 

paradoxical effect that may be caused by an increased perception of similarities between 

groups which, by reducing the distance between advantaged and disadvantaged groups, may 

divert attention from injustice, producing sedative effects on collective action intentions. 

In conclusion, these findings are in line with the broader literature on intergroup 

contact and collective action which shows mobilizing effects for positive contact and 
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sedative effects for negative contact among advantaged group members. These results also 

add relevant key understanding factors to the current literature by providing a preliminary 

examination of the content of common ingroup identities which reveals how relative 

perceived prototypicality may represent a meaningful factor in explaining how subgroups’ 

identities are conceived within more inclusive identities. In doing so, these results suggest 

that applying a distinction between superordinate identities matters and that different 

identities may represent alternative routes between positive and negative contact in exerting 

their effect on collective action. However, our assumptions are based on correlational data 

which do not allow us to make causal inferences on the association between intergroup 

contact, relative perceived prototypicality, and collective action. Therefore, future studies 

should replicate this exploratory examination by adopting experimental methods and, 

possibly, including a wider range of common ingroup identities and forms of collective 

action to provide a more comprehensive understanding of these processes. 
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Chapter 5 

The pivotal role of moral convictions in driving common ingroup identity effects on 

collective action: An exploratory study in the Nigerian tribal context1 

 

The multi-study exploration discussed in the fourth chapter provides meaningful information 

about the relationship between intergroup contact, common identity, and collective action, 

showing how positive and negative contact can exert different effects on collective active 

action among advantaged group members. It also shows how differential attributions of 

relative perceived prototypicality, with respect to a variety of inclusive identities of 

reference, emerge as relevant in explaining the path from contact to collective action. With 

the aim of further investigating meaningful social identities and exploring the role played by 

morality in collective action processes, the study that I am going to present in this chapter 

will consist of an examination of the path from common identity to collective action. In 

doing so, moral convictions, which represent a powerful motivational guide to action, 

strongly associated with both social identification and collective action (Van Zomeren et al., 

2012, 2018), will be tested as a potential mediating factor. Outgroup feelings and attitudes, 

representing factors strongly implied by both common identity and collective action, will be 

tested as further parallel mediators (Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990).  

The context of reference is the Nigerian tribal context, an under-investigating setting 

characterized by multiple coexisting tribes dealing with a variety of meaningful conflicting 

social identities. Given the results obtained in the previous studies (see Chapter 4), which 

have evidenced the meaningful role played by context-based identities in promoting 

collective action across different national contexts, and reasoning about a potential common 

 
1 A complementary version of this chapter has been published in Group Processes and Intergroup Relations, 

within the Special Issue: Moral and ethical conduct (and their absence) in groups, politics, and society. This 
chapter represents a re-elaboration of the article, since it has not been published in open access. 
Article reference: Cocco, V. M., Vezzali, L., Kola-Daisi, T. I., & Çakal, H. (2023). The role of common ingroup 
identity in promoting social change among tribes in Nigeria. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302231162038  

https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302231162038
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identity able to accommodate all the tribal, ethnic, and religious identities existing in this 

kind of context, we opted for the Nigerian national identity. Participants who took part in the 

study were adults from the Yoruba tribe (one of the tribes that hold most of the power in 

Nigerian society) and we investigated the role of social identification with the Nigerian 

identity in fuelling solidarity-based collective action toward other Nigerian tribes included 

within this superordinate identity. In examining social change processes (Dixon et al., 2020), 

with the aim of avoiding a binary perspective, we explored solidarity-based collective action, 

not only within the dyadic relationship constituted of a majority and a minority group but 

also toward a further majority group, providing greater knowledge about collective action 

dynamics toward a variety of social groups characterized by different social statuses. 

Moreover, relying our exploration on a non-WEIRD (Western, educated, industrialized, rich, 

and democratic; Henrich et al., 2010; Cemalcilar et al., 2021) sample offers an opportunity 

to confirm and, at the same time, further develop current research on this topic providing a 

broader standpoint on social change processes in these under-investigated contexts.  

Social identity processes and common ingroup identity benefits 

As postulated by social identity theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), social identification 

processes imply a transformative process in individuals’ perceptions, affecting both the way 

they think about themselves and the way they think about others. Group membership plays 

an important role in defining individuals’ self-concept and strongly affects self-esteem. For 

this reason, individuals aim to obtain and maintain a positive evaluation of the groups of 

which they are members. When social identification with a group occurs, a stereotypical 

definition of the group and, consequently, of its members become salient (Hogg & Terry, 

2000) generating a series of prototypical attributes that characterize it and, at the same time, 

distinguish it from other groups. Group membership involves a perception of similarities 

between members and a sense of interchangeability between them that makes individuals 

more inclined to positively evaluate those who are included in the group, becoming more 
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sensitive to their needs (Buttelmann & Bohm, 2014). Individuals’ perception to share a 

common group with others represents the basis for the emergence of a common ingroup 

identity (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000, 2012) which, as a result of the transformative process 

it implies, can have great potential in attenuating intergroup bias and promoting positive 

relationships. Inclusive identities can serve as superordinate categories of reference that 

include different groups within the same boundaries. The main assumption provided by the 

common ingroup identity model (CIIM; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000, 2012) is that when a 

common ingroup identity is salient, a result that can be obtained as a consequence of positive 

contact between groups (Capozza et al., 2013), who is included in that group (regardless of 

the pre-existing group memberships they may have) should be perceived as an ingroup 

member. This recategorization of outgroup members as ingroup members brings many 

beneficial effects in terms of intergroup relations. Under this different conceptualization of 

reciprocal group positions, intergroup understanding and mutual help (even in conflicting 

contexts) should become possible. In fact, a perception of common belonging should allow 

a generalization of ingroup favouritism (normally limited to the ingroup) to former outgroup 

members, promoting a positive perception and evaluation of them. This one-group 

perception, as will be discussed below, can represent a key factor in triggering social change 

intentions. 

One-group perceptions and solidarity-based collective action 

Social identification dynamics emerge as strongly implicated in social change processes 

representing a key element in promoting group willingness to undertake collective action 

(e.g., Van Zomeren et al., 2008, 2012, 2018). When group members perceive their situation 

as illegitimate, unstable and they do not see a way out to join another group with a better 

social status (or they do not want to consider a way out), it is more likely that they will 

engage in collective action strategies aimed at challenging the status quo (Tajfel & Turner, 

1979). Who we are (our identity) is strongly connected with what we strive for (our beliefs 
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and moral convictions that motivate our behaviour), providing relevant information about 

our willingness to engage in social protests (Van Zomeren et al., 2018). Collective action 

literature has given large attention to social identification (Becker & Tausch, 2015; Subašić 

et al., 2008; Thomas et al., 2012; Van Zomeren et al., 2008, 2012, 2018), and therefore to 

the subjective experience of affiliation with a group, showing its potential role in promoting 

collective action. Extensive attention has been paid to subordinate identities (e.g., 

identification with a minority group) and politicized identities (identification with a social 

movement, e.g., “Black Lives Matter”), which seems to have a stronger impact on collective 

action than non-politicized identities (Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Stürmer & Simon, 

2004). Despite the potentially significant role that common ingroup identities (identities that 

include both advantaged and disadvantaged groups within the same categorization) may 

exert in promoting intergroup alliance (because of the cognitive transformation they imply 

that leads to perceiving outgroup members as ingroup members; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000, 

2012), research on their association with collective action is scarce and mixed. However, 

there are reasons to believe that identification with a meaningful superordinate identity, 

within which both groups perceive themselves as affiliated, may represent an effective 

strategy for fostering collective action intentions (Bikmen & Sunar, 2013; Cakal et al., 2018; 

Cocco et al., 2022; Rompke et al., 2019). Bikmen and Sunar (2013) found that, in a context 

of an imaginary conversation between an advantaged group (Turks) and two disadvantaged 

groups (Kurds and Armenians), advantaged group members were more willing to discuss 

status/power differences with the disadvantaged group with whom they shared a common 

religious identity (Kurds) rather than with the other disadvantaged group with whom they 

did not share any common identity (Armenians). Cakal et al. (2018), found that the 

identification with a common identity (national identity) was positively associated with 

collective action intentions among both advantaged and disadvantaged groups across several 

national contexts. There is also evidence that, under certain circumstances, a more inclusive 
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identity within which both subgroups and superordinate identities are salient (groups 

categorization defined as “dual identity,” Banfield & Dovidio, 2013; Ukfes et al., 2016) is 

more likely to promote greater collective action compared when only the superordinate level 

is salient. Therefore, the inclusive nature of common ingroup identities can sometimes 

obscure differences between identities of subgroups and thus inhibit awareness of intergroup 

disparities. The assumption that inclusive identities can serve as a powerful vehicle for 

encouraging intergroup alliance is something that also pertains to collective action models. 

According to the political solidarity model of social change (PSMSC; Subašić et al., 2008), 

political solidarity between advantaged and disadvantaged groups can be achieved as a result 

of a shared identity between them, which provides the appropriate context for the emergence 

of intergroup understanding and thus fosters the intention to challenge the status quo from a 

unified front. Along these lines, the study presented in this chapter will focus on the link 

between an inclusive common identity (the Nigerian identity), which potentially 

incorporates, without obscuring, subgroup identities (tribal identities living in Nigeria), and 

collective action. In doing so, moral convictions, outgroup feelings, and outgroup attitudes 

will be tested as potential mediators to explain such relationship. 

Mediating processes: moral convictions, outgroup feelings and attitudes 

According to the social identity model of collective action (SIMCA; van Zomeren et al., 

2012, 2018), moral convictions can represent a powerful trigger of social change. Indeed, 

moral convictions, which can be defined as absolute and inviolable beliefs on moral issues 

(van Zomeren et al., 2011), can serve as motivational guides to action able to foster 

individuals’ intentions to protect them via collective action. Therefore, when people perceive 

that their beliefs on moralized issues are undermined, they reasonably feel the need to 

intervene in their defense (Skitka & Bauman, 2008; Skitka et al., 2005). For example, van 

Zomeren et al. (2011) explored the role of moral convictions between Muslim and non-

Muslim Dutch people and found that moral convictions against inequality were positively 
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associated with greater intentions of collective action in favour of Muslim Dutch. Further 

evidence has shown the powerful link between moral convictions, meaningful social 

identities, and both collective action intentions and actual behaviour (van Zomeren et al., 

2012). De Cristofaro et al. (2021), in a variety of national and cultural contexts, found that 

women with strong moral convictions against gender inequality revealed greater 

identification with the ingroup and, in turn, greater intention to engage in collective action 

strategies aimed at redressing their disadvantaged situation, regardless of system 

justification beliefs. Therefore, moral convictions emerge as strongly associated with both 

social identities and collective action. In fact, despite research on the association between 

moral convictions and collective action is relatively underdeveloped, it supports the 

assumption that moral convictions may constitute a core factor in explaining collective 

action processes (Skitka & Bauman, 2008; Skitka et al., 2005; Zaal et al., 2011). From our 

point of view, strong moral convictions about the relevance of fair conditions in Nigeria 

(equal opportunities for all Nigerians) may represent a relevant underlying process able to 

explain the link between common ingroup identity and the willingness to take part in 

collective actions aimed at redressing the disadvantaged condition faced by groups included 

in this identity. In other words, this inclusive identity (within which both advantaged and 

disadvantaged groups are included) should promote moral convictions of fairness about the 

treatment of each subgroup included in this identity and serve as a motivational guide to 

action that stimulates participation in collective action. 

With the aim of testing such association, we reasoned that the inclusion of further 

variables strongly implied with both common identity and collective action should allow us 

greater confidence in interpreting the role played by moral convictions. In fact, in the present 

study, both outgroup attitudes and outgroup feelings will be tested as parallel mediators. On 

the one hand, research on intergroup contact has shown that inclusive identities can 

encourage positive attitudes and feelings toward outgroup members (Gaertner et al., 1994). 
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Capozza et al. (2013), among advantaged group members, found that common identity 

emerged as positively associated with empathy and negatively associated with anxiety, and 

in turn, with an increased humanization of the outgroups (disadvantaged group members). 

On the other hand, outgroup attitudes and feelings emerged as antecedents of collective 

action (Becker & Tausch, 2015; Thomas et al., 2012) and as a mediator between factors that 

foster harmonious relations (e.g., intergroup contact) and collective action. For example, 

Ünver et al. (2022), among advantaged group members, have shown the meaningful role that 

positive attitudes toward a primary outgroup can have in explaining the association between 

contact and support of a further minority group (see also Graf & Sczesny, 2019). In 

conclusion, moral convictions, outgroup attitudes, and outgroup feelings emerge as relevant 

factors, both in contact and collective action research, and may help explain the relationship 

between common identity and collective action. We assume that the identification with the 

Nigerian identity should be positively associated with greater collective action intentions 

toward both groups (a majority and a minority group) via greater moral convictions and more 

positive attitudes and feeling toward the outgroups. 

The present study 

The present study aims to examine the link between common ingroup identity and collective 

action by testing moral convictions, outgroup attitudes and outgroup feelings as parallel 

mediators to explain the relationship between common identity and collective action. The 

study has been conducted in Nigeria, specifically in Lagos, a city in southwestern Nigeria, 

with a non-WEIRD sample represented by the tribe of Yoruba. The Yoruba tribe is one of 

the most prominent tribes in Nigeria, that hold most of the power in Nigerian society. Our 

intention was to examine the association between identification with the national identity of 

Nigerians and the willingness to undertake collective action in favour of two outgroups. This 

can help understand the potential role played by such inclusive identity in fostering 

moralized beliefs, positive attitudes, and feelings toward outgroup members, as a potential 
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way to achieve social equality among groups. The outgroups considered were the Igbo tribe 

(a further advantaged group) and the Edo tribe (a disadvantaged group), which are tribal 

groups concentrated in southwest Nigeria. The Nigerian context is an under-investigating 

setting characterized by multiple coexisting tribes dealing with a variety of meaningful 

conflicting social identities (in terms of political parties, religions, ethnic and tribal groups). 

In southwestern Nigeria, compared to northern areas, the religious component is less 

prominent, so we based our research on a different dimension by focusing our attention on 

tribal groups. To investigate the role of common ingroup identity, we chose to rely our 

investigation on the Nigerian identity because it has the potential to embed all Nigerian 

subgroups’ identities, favouring the salience of one-group perceptions. In fact, by 

considering Yoruba, Edo and Igbo tribes, we are focusing on an ethnic/tribal dimension that 

can be incorporated within the social identity of Nigerians. The consideration of more than 

one outgroup, which differ from each other (not only in terms of group membership but also 

in terms of the social status they hold in Nigerian society), represents an opportunity to avoid 

a binary logic within which only dyadic relationships are considered (Dixon et al., 2020). 

This inclusive approach should allow us to obtain a broader perspective on intergroup 

dynamics. Considering that exposure to outgroup members can exert positive effects on 

intergroup relations (Zebrowitz et al., 2007), we opted for the inclusion of a measure of 

diversity perceptions, intended as exposure to outgroup members, as a control variable. 

Partialling out the role played by outgroup exposure should allow us greater confidence in 

interpreting the unique role played by common ingroup identity. We anticipate that 

identification with the common ingroup identity of Nigerians will be indirectly associated 

with greater solidarity-based collective action intentions toward both the advantaged and the 

disadvantaged group, via stronger moral convictions of equality about Nigerians, greater 

positive feelings and attitudes toward the outgroups.  

Method 
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Participants and procedure 

To test a mediation model with five predictors (common identity, perceived diversity, moral 

convictions, outgroup attitudes, and outgroup feelings), a sample size of about 200 was 

indicated by an a priori power analysis. Specifically, 189 participants were the number of 

participants required to detect a small to medium effect size (f=.07; Faul et al., 2007) with a 

power of .80. A total of 200 members of the Nigerian Yoruba tribe took part in the study 

(Mage=29.86, 18-66 years, SD=10.75; 88 males, 107 females, five missing data); they were 

asked to fill out a paper-and-pencil or an online questionnaire (at social venues located in 

the city of Lagos or through online communication channels). Finally, after filling the 

questionnaire, participants were thanked and informed about the purpose of the study. 

Measures 

Unless otherwise reported, measures were administered using a 7-step scale ranging from 1 

= “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree”. 

Common ingroup identity. Five items, adapted from literature (e.g., Jetten et al., 2001, 

2003; Spears et al., 1997), were used to assess participants’ identification with the national 

identity of Nigerians (e.g., “I have a strong sense of belonging to the Nigerian community,” 

“Being Nigerian is an important part of my identity”). Responses were combined onto a 

single index providing a general measure of common ingroup identity (alpha = .84). Higher 

scores reflect greater levels of identification with the common ingroup identity of Nigerians. 

Moral convictions. Moral convictions were measured using five items (adapted from 

van Zomeren et al., 2011) that specifically assess moral beliefs of equality with respect to 

the treatment of Nigerians (e.g., “My opinion about improving the current condition of all 

Nigerians is important to me,” My opinion about improving the current condition of all 

Nigerians is an important part of my moral norms and values”). Responses were combined 

onto a single index providing a general measure of moral convictions (alpha = .97). Higher 

scores reflect favourable moral convictions toward Nigerians. 
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Outgroup attitudes. Four bipolar items (from Wright et al., 1997), were used to assess 

participants’ attitudes toward the Igbo tribe and the Edo tribe (1 = cold-warm, 2 = positive-

negative, 3 = friendly-hostile, 4 = suspicious-trusting). Responses, coded with higher values 

representing more positive outgroup perceptions, were combined onto a single index 

providing a general measure of outgroup attitudes for each group (alpha Edos =.86; alpha Igbos 

=.80). Higher scores reflect favourable attitudes toward the outgroups. 

Outgroup feelings. Participants’ feelings toward the Igbo tribe and the Edo tribe were 

assessed through a single item, a feeling thermometer characterized by a response scale 

varying from 0 (extremely cold) to 100 (extremely warm). Higher scores reflect positive 

feelings toward the outgroups. 

Collective action. Participants’ intention to take part in collective action strategies 

aimed at improving the current condition of the Edo and the Igbo tribes in Nigeria was 

measured with four items (e.g., “I would be willing to sign a petition to improve the current 

situation of Edos/Igbos in Nigeria,” “I would be willing to become a member of an 

organization that supports the equal rights of Edos/Igbos in Nigeria”). Responses were 

combined onto a single index providing a general measure of collective action for each group 

(alpha Edos =.92; alpha Igbos =.92). The higher the score, the greater the willingness of 

participants to undertake collective action in favour of the outgroups. 

Perceived diversity. The exposure of participants to outgroup members was assessed 

by three items aimed at detecting the perceived amount of Edos and Igbos in their 

area/district, city, and in general in Nigeria. Responses were combined onto a single index 

providing a general measure of perceived diversity for each group (alpha Edos =.84; alpha 

Igbos =.78). The higher the score, the greater the perception of resident Edos and Igbos. 

 

Results 



205 
 

Means, correlations, and standard deviations are presented in Table 1. To verify our 

assumptions, we ran a mediation model for each of our dependent variables (i.e., collective 

action aimed at supporting the Igbo tribe and the Edo tribe) using PROCESS macro for SPSS 

(Model 4; Hayes, 2016). For both models, common ingroup identity as Nigerian was tested 

as an independent variable; moral convictions, outgroup feelings, and outgroup attitudes 

were introduced as parallel mediators, and perceived diversity was included as a covariate.  
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Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and correlations among variables (N = 200). 

Note. Response scale from 1 to 7 except for “Outgroup attitudes” (0 to 100). *p ≤ .05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001. 
 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Common identity -          

2. Moral convictions .25*** -         

3. Outgroup feelings toward Edos .19** .12 -        

4. Outgroup feelings toward Igbos .10 .06 .51*** -       

5. Outgroup attitudes toward Edos .17* .13 .58*** .47*** -      

6. Outgroup attitudes toward Igbos .12 .18** .39*** .62*** .68*** -     

7. Collective action intentions toward Edos .18** .27*** .22** .18** .14* .13 -    

8. Collective action intentions toward Igbos .20** .20** .18** .23*** .14* .14* .86*** -   

9. Perceived diversity toward Edos .19** .10 .25*** .11 .17* .05 .09 .07 -  

10. Perceived diversity toward Igbos .15* .16* .08 .18** .18** .12 .14* .11 .57*** - 

M 5.31 5.61 71.40 68.00 5.30 5.32 4.25 4.34 3.58 4.68 

SD 1.28 1.70 21.31 19.87 1.12 1.04 1.67 1.65 1.32 1.22 
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Linear regressions exploring the relationship between common ingroup identity, mediators, 

and collective action are reported in Table 2. Starting from the disadvantaged outgroup, 

represented by members of the Edo tribe, we found that greater identification with the 

common group of Nigerians was associated with greater moral convictions, outgroup 

attitudes, and outgroup feelings. In turn, moral convictions and outgroup feelings were 

positively associated with collective action (the association between outgroup attitudes and 

collective action was non-significant). To assess indirect effects, we used bootstrapping 

procedures based on 5,000 resamples; positive significant indirect effects emerged between 

common ingroup identity and collective action via greater moral convictions (point estimate 

= .07, 95% CI [0.0188, 0.1637]) and outgroup feelings (point estimate = .03, 95% CI 

[0.0016, 0.0929]). With regard to the advantaged outgroup, represented by members of the 

Igbo tribe, greater identification with the common ingroup identity of Nigerians was 

associated with greater moral convictions. By contrast, no significant associations emerged 

between common ingroup identity and outgroup feelings and attitudes. In turn, moral 

convictions and outgroup feelings were positively associated with collective action (the 

association between outgroup attitudes and collective action was non-significant). Positive 

significant indirect effects emerged between common ingroup identity and collective action 

toward Igbos only via greater moral convictions (point estimate = .04, 95% CI [0.0027, 

0.1214]). 
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Table 2. Linear regressions testing the predictive role of common ingroup identity and mediators (moral convictions, outgroup attitudes, and feelings) on collective action toward 
both groups (N = 200).  
 

Note. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported (standard errors in parentheses). *p ≤ .05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001. 
 

 

 

 
 

Independent variable   Edo tribe    Igbo tribe  

 Moral 

convictions 
Outgroup 

attitudes 
Outgroup 

feelings 
Collective action 

intentions 
Moral 

convictions 
Outgroup 

attitudes 
Outgroup 

feelings 
Collective action 

intentions 

Common identity .32***(.09) .12*(.06) 2.37*(1.16) .11(.09) .31***(.09) .09(.06) 1.10(1.10) .18*(.09) 

Moral convictions - - - .22***(.07) - - - .15*(.07) 

Outgroup feelings - - - .01*(.01) - - - .02**(.01) 

Outgroup attitudes - - - -.01(.12) - - - -.09(.14) 

Perceived diversity .07(.09) .12*(.06) 3.61**(1.13) .01(.09) .17(.10) .09(.06) 2.78*(1.15) .05(.09) 

F 6.82*** 4.80** 8.83*** 5.01*** 8.20*** 2.60 3.86* 4.58*** 
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 Discussion 

By considering the Nigerian tribal context, which represents an under-investigating setting 

characterized by a multitude of coexisting tribes dealing with several conflicting social 

identities, the present study aimed to examine the role played by a meaningful common 

ingroup identity in eliciting collective action intentions benefitting different groups included 

in this identity. In doing so, as a sample of reference, we focused our attention on advantaged 

group members from the tribe of Yoruba, who represent one of the most prominent tribes in 

Nigeria that potentially holds enough power to promote social change in such a context. In 

parallel, with the aim of avoiding a binary logic in investigating social change processes, we 

examined collective action intentions not only toward a minority group (Edo tribe) but also 

toward a further majority group (Igbo tribe). This broader perspective, which examines 

collective action intentions of a rare non-WEIRD sample toward further groups varying in 

social status, can allow us to obtain greater knowledge of social protest dynamics, providing 

a different approach to examine such associations. In doing so, we also considered potential 

mediating variables that could help us explain the pathway from common ingroup identity 

to collective action. In this study, we examined the role of moral convictions, outgroup 

feelings, and outgroup attitudes toward both an advantaged and a disadvantaged tribe, as 

parallel mediators. Results have shown that identification with the common ingroup identity 

of Nigerians was indirectly associated with greater intentions to undertake collective action 

in favour of both the Edo and the Igbo tribes. For both outgroups, this relationship was 

mediated by stronger egalitarian moral convictions in favour of Nigerians. Instead, only for 

the disadvantaged tribe (Edos), more positive outgroup feelings mediated the relationship 

between common ingroup identity and collective action, while no-significant mediating 

effects emerged for outgroup attitudes.  

This research allows us to reconcile significant factors that have been separately 

investigated. In fact, despite the energizing effect of common ingroup identity in improving 
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intergroup relations is well known (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000), its role in the context of 

collective action processes is under-investigated, showing few and mixed results. These 

results support the beneficial role that a meaningful inclusive identity, among advantaged 

group members, can have in fostering social equality goals toward both advantaged and 

disadvantaged groups. We argue that the reasons behind the mixed evidence of the role of 

common ingroup identities in promoting collective action intentions can be a consequence 

of both the lack of research on their association and the kind of common ingroup identity 

under investigation. Subašić et al. (2008), in their political solidarity model of collective 

action, assume that common ingroup identities may represent a powerful way to promote 

alliance among groups. However, to achieve this goal, it might be important to preserve 

subgroup identities in order to avoid assimilation processes and, instead, promote the 

recognition of mutual differences within this inclusive context. In the same vein, Dovidio et 

al. (2016) postulated that factors able to promote positive intergroup relations may 

undermine social change intentions as a consequence of their inhibiting role on group 

distinctiveness. In this study, we investigated Nigerian tribes, which are defined by high 

levels of loyalty and affiliation to one’s group (Clark et al., 2019), as subgroup identities of 

reference. From our point of view, these identities should be difficult to suppress, especially 

within the context provided by the superordinate identity of Nigerians, which can incorporate 

these different subgroups within the same hierarchical system and, at the same time, as a 

consequence of the conflicting nature of these relationships in Nigeria, make them salient. 

However, since in the present study we did not expressly measure the salience of relative 

subgroups, future research should specifically examine the role played by the salience of 

subgroup identities in determining the effects of superordinate identities on collective action 

intentions. Moreover, these findings point out the prominent role of moral convictions in 

explaining the association between common ingroup identity and collective action. This 

result is in line with SIMCA (van Zomeren et al., 2012, 2018), according to which moral 
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beliefs (serving as motivational guides to action) can foster greater intentions to undertake 

collective action. Social identities imply several norms, values, and moral beliefs to which 

members tend to conform; who we are is strongly associated with what we strive for (van 

Zomeren et al., 2018). Therefore, we reasoned that such egalitarian moral convictions toward 

Nigerians should be probably embedded in and prescribed by the common identity of 

Nigerians investigated in this study. Future research should further examine this link, testing 

different types of moral convictions reflecting different levels of association with the specific 

inclusive identity of reference. Moreover, with the aim of fully understanding the role played 

by morality in driving collective action intentions and obtaining a broader perspective on 

social change processes, it would be relevant to test different operationalizations of this 

construct, for example including moral convictions, moral violation (van Zomeren et al., 

2018) and moral obligation (Sabucedo et al., 2018) as potential mediators. This distinction 

could be highly informative and could also be tested in relation to different social identities 

and motivations for social protests, considering both normative and non-normative forms of 

collective action which could be fostered by different types of moral dimensions.  

SIMCA (van Zomeren et al., 2008), mainly focused on minority group members, 

informs us about meaningful predictors of individuals’ willingness to undertake collective 

action (such as social identification, group efficacy, and perceived injustice) and its latest 

integration pointed out the powerful role of moral convictions, and their violation, in 

promoting social change (van Zomeren et al., 2012, 2018). The study presented in this 

chapter supports this model and expands it providing evidence for the beneficial role played 

by moral convictions in promoting collective action on behalf of multiple groups of different 

social status. Moral beliefs seem to play a crucial role in motivating actions for social 

equality within a larger social system within which various subgroups coexist, such as the 

tribes considered in this study. By including different groups, it becomes possible to 

overcome binary thinking, which tends to oversimplify the complexity of society hiding the 
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true nature of intergroup relations (Dixon et al., 2020). Based on the evidence provided in 

contact literature which shows that common ingroup identity can affect outgroup attitudes 

and feelings (Gaertner et al., 1994), as well as the findings from collective action research 

emphasizing their role in social change processes (Graf & Sczesny, 2019; van Zomeren et 

al., 2008, 2012), we examined these variables as additional parallel mediators. Surprisingly, 

our results revealed that outgroup feelings only acted as mediators for collective action 

toward the minority group, while outgroup attitudes did not show any significant indirect 

effects, emphasizing the influential role of moral convictions in motivating collective action 

intentions. It is important to consider that attitude measurement can greatly vary depending 

on the context in which they are assessed (Schwarz, 1999). Therefore, we suggest that the 

context in which the data were collected may account for these findings. In fact, when 

considering Tables 1 and 2, it is possible to observe that participants held generally positive 

attitudes and feelings toward both outgroups. It is worth noting that the study was conducted 

in Lagos (which is the largest city in terms of both the Nigerian context and the African 

context in general), where different tribes coexist, and it is likely that the observed positive 

attitudes and feelings toward both groups stem from a context of aggregation rather than 

segregation among tribes. Future research could further investigate these associations in 

contexts where segregation plays a more prominent role, providing a comparative 

understanding of these dynamics. However, although this study helps reconcile two distinct 

literatures, it only represents an initial step in understanding the driving role of meaningful 

common identities in promoting collective action. It is important to acknowledge that the 

results of the present study may primarily pertain to normative forms of collective action, as 

assessed in our research. These findings may not capture the dynamics involved in non-

normative forms of collective action, which deviate from societal norms or expectations, and 

may present unique challenges and considerations that were not directly addressed in our 

study. Further research is needed to explore the factors and processes that influence the 
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mobilization of groups via non-normative collective action, as they may differ from those 

involved in normative forms of collective action. 

While our findings offer novel insights, it is crucial to interpret them cautiously, 

considering certain limitations. Like many studies in this field, one relevant limitation is the 

correlational nature of the data, which prevents us from establishing causal relationships. 

Future studies should aim to investigate this association using longitudinal and/or 

experimental designs to provide a stronger basis for causal claims. However, it is worth 

noting that the relations tested in our study are grounded in established psychological 

models, such as the CIIM, which have provided evidence for causal effects in previous 

research (e.g., Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000) and, therefore, potentially supports the plausibility 

of causal interpretations of the theoretical framework that was tested in this study. Another 

relevant point as a possible future research direction is that in this study we did not assess 

the content of identity, such as its complexity or the values and moral traits associated with 

it. These aspects of identity could play a significant role in understanding how it relates to 

collective action (van Zomeren et al., 2018). For example, the metacontrast principle (Turner 

et al., 1987) could offer a potential explanation for the central role of common identification 

in driving collective action efforts. This principle can be used to measure the degree of 

perceived prototypicality (Di Bernardo et al., 2023) of different subordinate identities. It is 

plausible that individuals, when focusing on a broader social identity, are more inclined to 

engage in collective action for highly prototypical subgroups. Exploring the interplay 

between identity content, prototypicality, and collective action could shed further light on 

the underlying mechanisms involved in collective action processes. Additionally, we 

acknowledge that our study employed a convenience sample, which may limit the 

generalizability of our findings. Future research should aim to utilize representative samples 

to enhance the external validity and ensure broader applicability of the results. By employing 

diverse and representative samples, we can obtain a more comprehensive understanding of 
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these dynamics. In conclusion, our findings suggest that a common identity, which probably 

does not overshadow the distinctiveness of subgroups included in it, can serve as a catalyst 

of egalitarian collective action intentions aimed at enhancing the well-being of other 

advantaged and disadvantaged groups. Moreover, our research highlights the pivotal role 

played by moral convictions in driving this process. Finally, we believe that the 

characteristics of the context and intergroup relations investigated in this study, which 

include intricate intergroup dynamics and complex identities, offer valuable insights for a 

greater understanding of social change processes, representing an initial step towards a more 

inclusive and democratic social psychology which transcends the limitations imposed by 

binary logics. 
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Chapter 6  

Sport identification, moral perceptions and collective action:                                         

A study with young football players1 

 

Research has highlighted the central role that social identity plays in predicting collective 

action (Thomas et al., 2012; Van Zomeren et al., 2018). To fully understand predictors of 

collective action aimed at favouring social equality by improving the position of 

disadvantaged groups, the focus has been both on disadvantaged groups, who may strive to 

improve their status, and on advantaged groups, who possess higher status and power and 

may contribute to effectively change status relations (Radke et al., 2020). Scholars have 

however concentrated on understanding the roles of advantaged and disadvantaged groups 

directly embedded in the status hierarchy under examination (i.e., they have examined 

predictors of collective action amongst advantaged and disadvantaged ethnic groups on the 

same status hierarchy, such as White and Black people in relation to Black people's rights). 

In this study, we adopt a different perspective, investigating the extent to which identifying 

with a sport social group, as a positive social identity with salient values of equality and 

social inclusion, motivates individuals to engage in collective action favouring 

disadvantaged group members2. 

Additionally, research on collective action has placed attention on morality 

constructs, such as morality convictions and violations (Van Zomeren et al., 2012), as 

mechanisms allowing collective action. However, research has rarely considered the 

predictive power of different forms of morality simultaneously. This is important as it can 

 
1 I present the article version accepted for publication. Published in open access format on the Journal of 

Community and Applied Social Psychology, within the Special Issue: Sport for the community: Psychological 
and sociomoral benefits of sport participation in youth and adult communities. 
Article reference: Cocco, V. M., Bisagno, E., Cadamuro, A., Rubichi, S., Stathi, S., & Vezzali, L. (2023). Sport 
identification, moral perceptions and collective action: A study with young football players. Journal of 
Community & Applied Social Psychology, 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2715  

2 Throughout the article, we use the term ‘collective action’ to refer to solidarity-based collective action, 
unless otherwise specified. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2715
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shed light on the more pertinent morality component when considering the path to collective 

action. In this study, drawing on recent theorizing (Sabucedo et al., 2018; Van Zomeren et 

al., 2018), we consider three conceptually distinct types of morality perceptions, that is 

morality convictions, violation and obligation, evaluating them as mediators of the path from 

social identity to collective action. 

Finally, while research has mainly concentrated on examining predictors of 

normative collective action, we exploratively investigate the associations of social identity 

and morality constructs with both normative and nonnormative collective action (i.e., radical 

forms of actions often based on the use of violence). This will enhance our understanding of 

factors that may be relevant to the far less explored field of non-normative collective action. 

We conducted a correlational study amongst young players from the grassroots of a 

professional football club in Italy. Results contribute theoretical knowledge on the relevant 

social identities and underlying processes driving different forms of collective action. 

Furthermore, the study provides applied considerations by defining a social identity that can 

be instrumentally used to promote a more equal society. 

Social identity and collective action 

According to the social identity model of collective action (SIMCA; Van Zomeren  et al., 

2008), identification with a relevant social group, together with perceptions of group-based 

injustice and efficacy beliefs, are key predictors of intentions to engage in collective action. 

The importance of social identity for collective action is also at the core of other collective 

action models. For instance, the encapsulation model of the social identity of collective 

action (Thomas et al., 2012) posits that social identity can work as a proximal predictor of 

collective action. The political solidarity model of social change (Subašić et al., 2008) states 

that advantaged group members can adopt a shared identity with the disadvantaged group 

that excludes an illegitimate authority and engage together in actions to restore social 

equality. 
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These models have their roots in social identity theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) 

and self-categorization theory (SCT; Turner et al., 1987), which place importance on social 

identity as central to intergroup behaviour. According to SIT, individuals from 

disadvantaged groups are likely to engage in collective action when group boundaries are 

impermeable and status differences are perceived as illegitimate and unstable. Predictions 

are less clear for advantaged group members, who may decide to favour the disadvantaged 

outgroup and engage in collective action when their moral image is threatened because of 

the unfair status situation. SCT also places importance on group identity and norms as the 

determinant of behaviour: when individuals are depersonalised (i.e., when their social 

identity is salient), they self-define in terms of the attributes defining the social group and 

adopt the social norms that characterise such identity (Turner et al., 1987). It follows that, if 

a social identity is defined by values of acceptance and respect, and therefore the moral 

principle is to support disadvantaged individuals or groups, perceiving the intergroup 

situation as unjust can motivate advantaged group members to act in support of the 

disadvantaged group (cf., Di Bernardo et al., 2021). 

There is large empirical evidence supporting the key role of social identification in 

driving collective action. Social identification has been shown to foster collective action in 

favour of one's own group amongst both disadvantaged (Simon & Klandermans, 2001) and 

advantaged group members (Bagci & Turnuklu, 2019). But social identification can also 

foster solidarity-based collective action amongst advantaged group members. There is 

evidence that in some cases identification with a superordinate group, or perceiving 

advantaged and disadvantaged group members as belonging to a common group, can 

motivate collective action amongst members of the advantaged group (Bikmen & Sunar, 

2013; Cocco et al., 2022; Stürmer & Simon, 2004; Van Zomeren et al., 2018). 

The value of a sport identity 
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In the present study we explore the usefulness of sport identity as a type of social identity 

potentially able to mobilize collective action. Group identification can help young people 

reduce uncertainties and favour their well-being (Abrams & Rutland, 2008; Rutland & 

Killen, 2015). A sport identity can be especially beneficial: sport teams allow personal 

contact and intimacy with peers as well as a sense of group membership (Allen, 2003). 

A sport identity is usually superordinate and characterised by values such as social 

inclusion, respect, fairness, equality and provides the ground for educating young people to 

responsible citizenship (UNESCO, 2021). In line with SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), SCT 

(Turner et al., 1987) and the developmental intergroup perspective, which emphasises group 

processes across development (Abrams et al., 2017; Bigler & Liben, 2007), we can speculate 

that individuals highly identified with a sport social group will commit to its values and 

adopt a normative-consistent behaviour. Indeed, to the extent that individuals' social identity 

is characterised by values of (for instance) social inclusion and respect, they should commit 

to think, feel and act consistently with them (Turner et al., 1987). Sport values are 

inconsistent with observing injustice against groups (e.g., lower rights attributed to people 

from disadvantaged groups) and failing to act to address such injustice. Therefore, to the 

extent that individuals are committed to a relevant sport identity characterised by values 

linked to justice and fairness, they are expected to act consistently, addressing such injustice 

whenever they are aware of it and have the chance of behave against it. In other words, we 

anticipate that youth participants displaying a higher identification with their sport social 

group will be more inclined to act in support of marginalized individuals, that is individuals 

from disadvantaged groups. 

Research examining the effects of sport identification on moral development and 

behaviour amongst youth is scarce, and largely focused on prosocial or antisocial behaviour 

within the sport context (Bruner et al., 2018). We aim to provide first evidence that a sport 

identity can have beneficial effects that go beyond the sport context, and specifically that 
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sport identification will be associated with willingness to support disadvantaged groups by 

engaging in collective action. Importantly, we predict an indirect effect between sport 

identification and collective action, via morality perceptions. 

Morality perceptions as mediators 

The initial formulation of SIMCA was later extended to include morality perceptions as an 

additional predictor of collective action, allowing a better understanding of why people 

engage in collective action (Van Zomeren et al., 2012). Specifically, Van Zomeren et al. 

(2012) introduced the construct of moral convictions, that is, ‘strong and absolute stances on 

moral issues’ (p. 52), which allows to connect people to higher-order principles on moral 

issues, requiring adherence to these principles. They argued that morality considerations 

about what is right and what is wrong are intertwined with group identity in predicting 

collective action (Van Zomeren et al., 2018). When a meaningful social 

identity is salient, moral beliefs associated with this identity can serve as a motivational 

guide to action (Skitka & Bauman, 2008; Skitka et al., 2005). 

Van Zomeren et al. (2018) also argued that an operationalization of moral perceptions 

only in terms of moral convictions may be too restrictive to capture the broad array of moral 

motivations that can drive collective action. Individuals may be especially sensitive to 

violations of their moral convictions, which may lead to attempts to protect them (Skitka, 

2010). Therefore, moral violation may be an especially strong trigger for collective action, 

since violation of moral values can increase social identity salience (and therefore, 

conformity to this identity and its norms). When this happens, individuals are likely to be 

motivated to protect identity relevant values under threat (Van Zomeren et al., 2018; see also 

Radke et al., 2020). Research has consistently shown that moral violation can lead to 

increased collective action, also in its more radical, non-normative forms (Pauls et al., 2022). 

We consider a third type of moral perceptions, that is moral obligation, defined as ‘a 

motivational force toward a certain action that later could end in a decision to execute a 
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behavior’ (Sabucedo et al., 2018, p. 2). One characteristic of moral obligation is that it 

induces a sense of commitment; failing to behave consistently with one's perceived duties 

would create a discrepancy between beliefs and behaviour, resulting in cognitive distress 

(Festinger, 1957; Higgins, 1987). In addition, people who feel moral obligation may also be 

concerned with personal sacrifice, prioritizing obligations over personal costs (Sabucedo et 

al., 2018). Sabucedo et al. (2018) showed in three studies that moral obligation was a better 

predictor of both normative and non-normative collective action than moral convictions, and 

that its effects held over and above other variables related to collective action, such as group 

identification (for additional evidence, see Ayanian et al., 2021; Milesi & Alberici, 2018). 

Our prediction is that sport identification will be associated with increased 

perceptions of the three types of morality constructs considered (moral convictions, 

violation, obligation) and, in turn, greater collective action. As explained above, research 

has already provided evidence for the association between these morality constructs and 

collective action. To justify the association between sport identification and morality 

perceptions, we refer to the importance of the congruence between social identity content 

and behaviour. Research on collective action has found that attributes defining the group are 

an important part of the ingroup identity, motivating collective action (Reicher et al., 2006). 

We argue that the values characterising sport identity relate to moral considerations relevant 

to collective action. The sport identity refers to a superordinate category imbued with 

positive values, such as acceptance and respect for equality, and characterised by prosocial 

norms, such as helping and supporting disadvantaged individuals to enhance social inclusion 

(UNESCO, 2021). Therefore, individuals highly identified with a social group characterised 

by these values are more likely to consider social inclusion of disadvantaged individuals a 

relevant moral issue, be sensitive about its violation, and feel obligated to defend it. Since 

values and social norms characterising the ingroup category determine what individuals 

perceive as fair and appropriate behaviour (Turner et al., 1987), being highly identified with 
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a social category that values respect for and social inclusion of disadvantaged individuals 

should be associated with moral perceptions consistent with these values. 

The present research 

We conducted a study to investigate whether sport identification would be associated with 

collective action, while exploring the mediating role of distinct types of moral perceptions 

(moral convictions, violation, obligation). We included two types of collective action 

(normative and non-normative) to allow a better understanding of factors that may be 

pertinent to both. Participants were young football players from the grassroots of a 

professional club located in Northern Italy. We decided to focus on young people because, 

as explained in the introduction, sport identity is key for youth development. We also argue 

that engaging with sports can have educational and societal functions, and we aim to examine 

whether these functions are influential beyond the immediate sport context. This study will 

therefore allow us to illuminate the role of sport identity on moral perceptions, with specific 

reference to collective action in support of disadvantaged groups. We focused on young 

football players from a professional club because we reasoned that, given widespread 

popularity and relevance of football in Italy and the competitiveness of being selected to 

play in the grassroots of a professional football team, sport identity would be especially 

distinctive and salient to our participants. 

As dependent variables, we included measures of both normative and non-normative 

collection. There is ample research on factors associated with normative collective action. 

Considering that empirical findings regarding morality perceptions and non-normative 

collective action are mixed, with some studies showing effects of morality perceptions only 

on normative collective action (e.g., Cocco et al., 2022) and others on both collective action 

forms (e.g., Pauls et al., 2022), we do not make a-priori predictions. As explained earlier, we 

predict that group identification with a sport social group will be indirectly associated with 

greater collective action intentions, via stronger moral convictions, moral violation and 
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moral obligation. Considering that all three types of morality perceptions have been 

individually associated with collective action, we expect that they will all be relevant 

mediators. However, given the lack of prior research simultaneously testing all three 

morality factors, we do not make hypotheses for differential mediating effects. 

Method 

Participants and procedure 

Participants were 111 male football players from the grassroots of a professional football 

club from a Northern Italian region, playing in the Italian third league (Serie C). Ages ranged 

from 9 to 18 years (Mage = 13.17 years, SD = 2.41). Participants were provided with a link 

to the online questionnaire by trained research assistants. Before their training session, they 

completed the questionnaire individually on their mobile phone, while research assistants 

remained present to answer eventual questions, for instance on the meaning of some words 

or items. Finally, participants were thanked and debriefed. 

Measures 

All measures used a five-step scale (ranging from 1 = not at all to 5 = very much). 

Participants were told that with the term ‘disadvantaged individuals’ in this study we referred 

to people from a broad range of backgrounds who suffered of social disadvantage, such as 

individuals with disability, with foreign origins and so forth. 

Sport identification. To assess participants' identification with their sport social 

group, we used three items adapted from Doosje, Branscombe, Spears, and Manstead (1998): 

‘I see myself as a member of the group of sportsmen’; ‘Being a member of the group of 

sportsmen occurs naturally to me’; ‘I identify with members of the group of sportsmen.’ 

Items were combined in a reliable index of identification (alpha = .75). 

Morality perceptions. We used nine items, three for each morality dimension. To 

assess moral convictions we used three items adapted from Van Zomeren et al. (2012): ‘My 

opinion on the importance of the social inclusion of disadvantaged individuals’ was followed 
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by the items: ‘is an important part of my moral norms and values’; ‘reflects an important 

part of who I am’; ‘is based on (is strictly associated with) moral convictions which 

everybody should respect.’ Since excluding items did not lead to an increase in reliability 

(alpha = .53), we merged the three items; however, considering the low reliability of this 

measure, caution should be used in interpreting results. Moral violation was assessed with 

the following items adapted from Van Zomeren et al. (2018): ‘What I believe is violated 

when I see disadvantaged persons who are excluded and/or oppressed’; ‘My moral principles 

are violated when I realize that unfair actions against disadvantaged individuals are used’; ‘I 

perceive the social exclusion of disadvantaged individuals as a violation of the moral 

principles in which I believe’ (alpha = .80). Finally, the following three items (adapted from 

Sabucedo et al., 2018; Vilas & Sabucedo, 2012) were used to assess moral obligation: ‘I feel 

morally forced to take part into protest acts against social exclusion of disadvantaged 

individuals’; ‘I feel the moral obligation to defend the rights of disadvantaged individuals 

with respect to social exclusion’; ‘I feel morally obligated to take part into protest acts that 

favour the social inclusion of disadvantaged individuals’ (alpha = .86). Given that 

reliabilities for the latter two constructs were satisfactory, we created two indices of moral 

violation and obligation by merging respective items. 

Collective action. Three items, adapted from larger collective action literature (e.g., 

Reimer et al., 2017; Van Zomeren et al., 2012), assessed willingness to engage in normative 

collective action to support disadvantaged individuals: ‘Would you sign a petition to defend 

the rights of disadvantaged individuals?’; ‘Would you vote for somebody who wants to 

contrast the oppression of disadvantaged individuals?’; ‘Would you participate to a legal 

demonstration to defend the rights of disadvantaged individuals?’. Excluding the second 

item increased the reliability of the measure (alpha increased from .58 to .70), therefore we 

combined the first and the third item to obtain an index of normative collective action. Three 

items adapted from Corcoran, Pettinicchio, and Young (2015) were used to tap on intentions 
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to engage in non-normative collective action: ‘Would you join a boycott to contrast the 

oppression of disadvantaged individuals?’; ‘Would you take part in unofficial (illegal) 

strikes to defend the rights of disadvantaged individuals?’; ‘Would you occupy buildings or 

factories to contrast the oppression of disadvantaged individuals?’. We averaged the items 

in an index of non-normative collective action (alpha = .69). 

Results 

Means, standard deviations, and correlations amongst variables are presented in Table 1. As 

can be seen, sport identification was positively associated with the three types of moral 

perceptions. The three types of moral perceptions were positively associated with both 

normative and non-normative collective action. Normative and non-normative collective 

action were also positively correlated. 

To test the hypothesized relationships, we conducted mediation analyses using the 

PROCESS macro for SPSS (Model 4; Hayes, 2016). Predictor was social identity; the three 

types of moral perceptions were entered as parallel mediators; normative and non-normative 

collective action were the dependent variables. The model was run twice, one for each 

dependent variable. Results are presented in Table 2. As can be seen, when both sport 

identification and the three hypothesized mediators were simultaneously entered in the 

regression equation, both moral convictions and moral obligation were positively associated 

with normative collective action. When non-normative collective action was the dependent 

variable, only the association between moral obligation and non-normative collective action 

emerged as significant. 
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Table 1. Means, standard deviations and zero‐order correlations among variables (N = 111). 

Note. The response scale for all measures ranged from 1 to 5. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p ≤ .001. 

 
Table 2. Linear regressions testing the associations of social identity and morality perceptions with collective action (N = 111). Unstandardized regression coefficients are presented 
(standard errors in parentheses). 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p ≤ .001. 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Sport identification -      

2. Moral convictions .28** -     

3. Moral violation .28** .62*** -    

4. Moral obligation .24* .52*** .57*** -   

5. Normative collective action .02 .32*** .19* .36*** -  

6. Non-normative collective action −.00 .30** .21* .39*** .33*** - 

M 4.56 4.24 3.98 3.69 3.94 3.11 

SD 0.55 0.58 0.86 0.95 0.89 1.09 

 Mediators Dependent variables 

Independent variables Moral convictions Moral violation  Moral obligation Normative collective 

action 

 

Non-normative 

collective action 

 Sport identification .29**(.10) .44**(.14) .42*(.16) .-.15(.15) -.24(.18) 

Moral convictions - - - .41*(.18) .37(.22) 

Moral violation - - - -.13(.13) -.12(.15) 

Moral obligation - - - .30**(.10) .43***(.13) 

F 9.37** 9.54** 6.68* 5.60*** 6.02*** 

R2 .08 .08 .06 .17 .18 
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Inspection of indirect effects, assessed with bootstrapping procedures (5000 resamples), 

revealed that moral obligation mediated the associations of sport identification with both 

normative (point estimate = .12, 95% CI [.0197, .3344]) and non-normative collective action 

(point estimate = .18, 95% CI [.0417, .3957]). Moral convictions mediated the association 

of sport identification with normative collective action (point estimate = .12, 95% CI [.0069, 

.3017]), but not with non-normative collective action (point estimate = .11, 95% CI [.0001, 

.3081]). Finally, moral violation did not mediate the effects of sport identification neither for 

normative (point estimate = .06, 95% CI [.2337, .1128]) nor for non-normative collective 

action (point estimate = .05, 95% CI [.2505, .1209])3.1 

Discussion 

We conducted a study investigating whether sport identification is indirectly associated with 

solidarity-based collective action intentions via morality perceptions (moral convictions, 

violation, and obligation), using a sample of young football players from the grassroots of a 

professional club. Results revealed that sport identification was indirectly associated with 

greater normative collective action intentions towards individuals from disadvantaged 

groups via moral convictions, and with both collective action intentions forms via moral 

obligation. 

The key finding of this research is that sport identification was indirectly associated 

with willingness to support disadvantaged groups. This finding is important as it highlights 

the positive role of a social identity that has not been explored in the context of collective 

action before. The social identity we considered, that is the category of sportspeople, is not 

embedded on the typical social hierarchy where disadvantaged individuals (such as those 

with disability or from foreign origins) are the low-status group. As such, social identities 

that are seemingly unrelated to the relevant social hierarchy can contribute to the pursuit of 

 
3 Results did not change when entering age as a covariate, with one exception: moral convictions did no 

longer predict normative collective action (b = .34, SE = .22, p = .124), and the indirect effect by moral 
convictions was no longer significant (point estimate = .11, 95% CI [.0100, .3026]). 
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social equality; intentions to engage in collective action may have represented a means to 

express one's group identity and the values characterising it (Turner-Zwinkelz & Van 

Zomeren, 2021). 

Importantly, such identity may motivate partly different pathways to collective 

action, compared with a social identity embedded in the social hierarchy (e.g., identification 

with being White, or with a social movement supporting Black people's rights, in the social 

hierarchy that includes White and Black people). Advantaged group members can, in some 

cases, perceive that their moral image is under threat when faced with the disadvantaged 

situation of lowerstatus groups (Shnabel & Ullrich, 2013), or they may experience guilt 

about their advantaged social position (Adra et al., 2020), leading to support collective action 

to restore a positive moral image for their advantaged group identity. Along the same lines, 

Tajfel and Turner (1979) argued that advantaged group members can dissociate (also 

psychologically) from their ingroup when the threat to group image is too pronounced. In 

other words, their advantaged position may make advantaged group members especially 

sensitive to justice concerns, recognition of outgroup disadvantage, likelihood to experience 

moral outrage for a situation that also their ingroup is partially responsible for. By contrast, 

we argue that a disembedded positive identity, for example a sport identity, is less concerned 

with a potentially fragile ingroup image, and more likely to foster action because of 

adherence to and consistency with values and prosocial norms that characterise it. Future 

research can test mediators such as moral outrage and recognition of outgroup disadvantage, 

to empirically differentiate the different paths that sport identity and other social identities 

(e.g., politicized identities) can take in promoting collective action. 

It is worth noting that, by not investigating specific disadvantaged groups, but by 

broadly referring to supporting individuals from disadvantaged groups in general, we did not 

limit the range of potentially affected disadvantaged groups. Indeed, while sport may 

generally favour the inclusion of individuals from disadvantaged groups like, for instance, 
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ethnic minorities or individuals with a disability, our rationale potentially extends to all 

groups suffering some disadvantage. Future research may however investigate the limits of 

the potential of a sport identity to foster collective action towards different types of 

disadvantaged groups. 

A further relevant finding is that effects occurred via morality perceptions, and 

specifically via moral obligation both in the case of normative and non-normative collective 

action. Moral convictions mediated the effect of social identity for normative collective 

action; the effect however was weak and disappeared when controlling for age (footnote 3). 

Although the three types of morality perceptions we considered have been shown to predict 

collective action independently, they had yet to be considered together (although there is 

evidence showing that–for both normative and non-normative collective action–moral 

obligation exerts stronger mediation effects than moral convictions; Sabucedo et al., 2018). 

Given that all morality perceptions were positively correlated with both forms of collective 

action (cf., Table 2), it is possible that moral obligation is a stronger predictor. Moral 

obligation refers to feeling obligated to defend one's moral principles, implying a sense of 

responsibility, which is a key aspect of allyship with disadvantaged groups (Louis et al., 

2019). Therefore, it may be more strongly associated to behaviour than other more abstract 

forms of morality, for example, moral convictions, or forms that consider the violation of 

moral values but do not necessarily encompass the need to restore them, for example, moral 

violation. Acting upon moral obligation allows to directly connect the values characterising 

sport identity (e.g., equality and social inclusion) with the relevant defending behaviour. In 

other words, it facilitates the consistency between values endorsed in the selfconcept 

(provided by the sport identity) and value-consistent behaviour (Festinger, 1957; Higgins, 

1987). 

It is worth noting that mediating effects occurred both for normative and non-

normative collective action. Research has generally focused on exploring processes 
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associated with normative collective action. Research looking at the role of morality 

perceptions on non-normative collective action has been scarce and the results are mixed. 

For instance, Cocco et al. (2022) found that advantaged group members' moral convictions 

were positively associated with collective action, while the association with non-normative 

collective action was nonsignificant. Teixeira, Spears, and Yzerbyt (2019) argued and found 

that advantaged group members may be unwilling to support nonnormative collective action 

to protect their moral image. To the extent that moral obligation refers to core aspects of the 

self-concept and implies personal costs to fulfil own moral beliefs (Sabucedo et al., 2018), 

it is possible that it overpowers personal costs, such that the priority is being consistent with 

own moral values. Therefore, individuals who feel morally obligated to support 

disadvantaged groups may prioritize their support even when this is detrimental to their 

ingroup's moral image, like in the case of non-normative collective action. 

The fact that sport identification is associated with greater non-normative collective 

action may be not entirely desirable. On one side, it is understandable that adolescence is a 

developmental age associated with engagement in social challenges and conflict with the 

established system (Eccles et al., 2003). On the other side, taking part to non-normative 

forms of collection action, which are often illegal, may do more harm than good, also in 

terms of legal consequences. Future studies should better clarify the relationship between 

sport identity and collective action, and understanding when it can lead or not to destructive 

behaviour. 

The present results integrate and extend scarce research on collective action in young 

samples (e.g., Di Bernardo et al., 2021; McKeown & Taylor, 2022; Taylor & McKeown, 

2021; Vezzali et al., 2021). Consistent with the developmental intergroup perspective, which 

places importance on group processes and adherence to group norms (Abrams & Rutland, 

2008), we showed that a positive social identity is associated with moral considerations and 

indirectly to relevant social outcomes, such as helping disadvantaged people. In other words, 
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identifying with a positive social group can contribute to the development of morality 

considerations in relation to the broader social context (Rutland et al., 2010). 

It is worth noting that, while previous studies mainly examined moral prosocial and 

antisocial behaviour towards teammates and opponents (Kavussanu & Al-Yaaribi, 2021) and 

showed that a sport identity could favour prosocial behaviour within the sport setting (Bruner 

et al., 2018; Bruner et al., 2014), the present results provided initial evidence that the benefits 

of sport identification generalize beyond the sport setting, encompassing support for 

disadvantaged individuals in the larger society. These findings speak to the phenomenon of 

bracketed morality in sport, indicating lower morality standards of athletes within rather than 

outside sport contexts (Bredemeier & Shields, 1986). Bracketed morality is reflected in 

moral behaviour: for instance, athletes are more prosocial towards teammates than towards 

other individuals, likely as a form of ingroup bias (Kavussanu et al., 2013). We showed that 

identifying with a sport social group (and, we speculate, sport values associated with this 

identity) allows to extend morality principles to the wider community, possibly lowering the 

difference in moral standards sometimes applied within and beyond the sport setting. 

The present work extends existing knowledge also in another important direction. 

While research has generally focused on moral disengagement and moral identity as relevant 

morality constructs predictive of antisocial behaviours (e.g., Boardley & Kavussanu, 2009), 

we investigated other relevant morality constructs associated with a sport identity, assessing 

their predictive role on prosociality (rather than anti-sociality) measures. Future research can 

integrate these different lines of research, for instance investigating how acquiring a sport 

identity contributes to shaping moral identity and in turn moral behaviour in the form of 

support of disadvantaged groups. 

The present findings have important practical implications. They show that football 

and more generally sport clubs can use sport as an educational tool, highlighting its positive 

values and the importance to adhere to the sport social group and the social attributes that 
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define it. For instance, the European Union projects ‘Football for a Better Chance’ and 

‘Football for a Better Chance 2.0’ promoted by national football federations and supported 

by UEFA pointed on the educational value of football, fostering youth empowerment as well 

as civic engagement to help disadvantaged groups; to this aim, they also realised online 

training courses that can be accessed by coaches worldwide (football chance.eu). 

SIMCA considers moral perceptions as antecedent to group identification (Van 

Zomeren et al., 2012), while in the present study we hypothesized an opposite direction. 

However, SIMCA strongly focuses on identification with politicized identities relevant to 

the intergroup situation (e.g., identification with a feminist movement, in relation to support 

for women's rights), therefore it is reasonable that one's moral perceptions drive the choice 

to join such a politicized group. In our case, the social identity (sport identity) is unrelated 

to the intergroup situation (where individuals from disadvantaged groups are the low-status 

group members needing support). Therefore, it is unlikely that moral beliefs related to the 

importance of social inclusion of disadvantaged individuals led to join a football team. Of 

course, our data are correlational; future studies should use experimental or longitudinal 

methodologies to make causal inferences. 

We focused on young players from a professional football club in Northern Italy. 

Therefore, we caution on the generalisation of these findings to other contexts. As an 

example, while we investigated sport identification in terms of participants' identification 

with the superordinate sport category, they may be referring to their football identity 

specifically. Additionally, we used a male sample; future studies should replicate findings 

with females. Second, we focused on young players, for whom sport still represents an 

educational activity and who are trained to learn and respect sport identity values. Such 

values may be less relevant to adults playing football professionally, who may be more 

focused on competition. They may also be less relevant to players from other teams: our 

participants' football club is especially active in social responsibility activities and is 
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explicitly concerned with providing its young players an educational rather than a mere 

professional sport activity. Third, we reasoned that in such a context players would be more 

likely to have a fused identity with their group, leading to high attachment (cf., Table 1) and 

greater likelihood to act in a way consistent with their social identity, but we did not include 

a measure of identity fusion; we encourage researchers to include it in future studies. 

Possibly, young people from non-professional contexts have a less strong and distinctive 

sport identity, making them less likely to engage in actions to fulfil the sport identity values. 

A further limitation concerns the measure of moral conviction, whose reliability was 

slightly below the threshold of .60; findings should therefore be interpreted with caution. 

Another important limitation is that we did not directly assess values and social norms that 

characterise sport identity in participants' opinion. It would be important to consider 

participants' understanding of the values and norms associated with sport identities in future 

research. Finally, previous research has shown that intergroup emotions, like anger against 

injustice (or moral outrage), are strong predictors of both normative and non-normative 

collective action (Becker & Tausch, 2015). While in this study we did not include measures 

of intergroup emotions, future studies should consider their potential mediational role. 

In this research, we aimed at exploring the role of sport identification as a means to 

engage in collective action in support of disadvantaged groups. We specifically explored 

whether the path between sport identification and (normative and non-normative) collective 

action is mediated by morality perceptions. We found that sport identification and moral 

obligation can foster willingness to engage in collective action amongst young football 

players. We argue that using sport as a social tool to create a more equal society is a valuable 

endeavour for researchers, policymakers and practitioners. 

 

 

 



233 
 

Chapter 7  

Conclusions 

 
In a global context characterized by highly conflictual relationships among groups, the 

reduction of intergroup tensions, and the identification of ways to foster collective action 

strategies aimed at promoting a more equitable and inclusive society, stand as goals of 

pressing importance. Despite prejudice reduction may represent a logical way for social 

equality goals to emerge, some critics contend that the promotion of positive intergroup 

relations, attenuating the conflict and boundaries between groups, may divert individuals’ 

attention from inequality, reducing their motivation for social change (Dixon et al., 2005, 

2010, 2017; Reicher, 2007; Wright, 2003). However, perpetuating negative intergroup 

relations is not a feasible route toward achieving a more equitable and fair society; its 

realization cannot be dissociated from positive relations between groups. It is therefore 

important to understand how factors able to promote positive intergroup relations, like 

intergroup contact (Allport, 1954) and inclusive identities (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000), can 

fit together in promoting egalitarian societies. With this goal in mind, the present research 

project attempts to reconcile fundamental bodies of literature  –  prejudice reduction and 

collective action – trying to address questions of crucial importance for the pursuit of social 

equality. Within this framework, morality, representing both a pivotal element that shapes 

intergroup perceptions (Brambilla & Leach, 2014) and a powerful catalyst for social change 

(van Zomeren et al., 2012, 2018), has been investigated as a potential key link between these 

factors. 

Results overview 

Starting from an overview of the main theoretical models that have been emphasized by 

collective action literature, aiming to understand whether, how, and under what conditions 

intergroup contact can mobilize individuals to undertake collective action for social equity, 

we proposed a narrative review (Cocco et al., in press) of the existing empirical studies that 
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have explored the association between contact and collective action. In so doing, we focused 

on solidarity-based collective action, and thus on actions or intentions that aim to benefit 

disadvantaged groups by considering both advantaged and disadvantaged group members. 

We identified 134 studies investigating such association, many of which included multiple 

samples from all continents. However, the vast majority of studies have been carried out in 

Europe and North America, highlighting the potential benefit of conducting additional 

research and replication studies in non-WEIRD regions. Such endeavours could play a 

pivotal role in supporting and extending these findings. Of these 134 studies, 98 (100 

samples) examined advantaged and 49 (58 samples) disadvantaged group members, while 

only 19 considered both advantaged and disadvantaged groups within the same study. 

Moreover, the majority of studies that emerged from this literature review (104) were 

correlational, indicating the need for further research investigating the association between 

contact and collective through the adoption of more robust designs and the consideration of 

both advantaged and disadvantaged groups simultaneously. In terms of measure 

operationalization, we found that most studies were mainly focused on direct rather than 

indirect contact, on positive rather than negative contact, and, on normative rather than non-

normative forms of collective action. Despite the constraints imposed by the limited number 

of studies, the current evidence seems to suggest that there are no significant differences 

between the effect of direct versus indirect contact. In the same vein, the influence of contact 

is comparable in both non-normative and normative collective action scenarios. By contrast, 

giving attention to the valence of contact, and therefore, reasoning in terms of positive and 

negative forms of contact, may be important to understand the direction of effects. The 

outcomes stemming from negative contact exhibit an opposite pattern to those resulting from 

positive contact across advantaged and disadvantaged groups. The current evidence on the 

association between contact and collective action seems to point out an asymmetrical effect 

of contact on advantaged and disadvantaged group members’ support for social change. In 
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fact, in general, findings for advantaged groups are consistent in showing that positive 

contact is associated with mobilization. However, results for disadvantaged groups are 

mixed, showing both mobilizing and sedative effects. Therefore, on the one hand, these 

results support the theorization that intergroup harmony, promoted by contact, can have 

detrimental effects on collective action among disadvantaged group members. On the other 

hand, in some circumstances, contact can have mobilizing effects also among disadvantaged 

group members. Thinking of intergroup solidarity, it is therefore of crucial importance to 

understand the factors and psychological processes that can mobilize both advantaged and 

disadvantaged groups to stand together against injustice. In this respect, with the aim of 

presenting a more coherent organization of the literature that could streamline future 

research, we tried to identify overarching categories that could include all moderators and 

mediators pertaining to the association between contact and collective action. In so doing, 

we distinguished among factors that are mainly associated with the intergroup situation, the 

outgroup, and those factors that mainly take shape within the ingroup. With regard to 

moderators, our findings revealed a predominant focus on factors associated with the 

intergroup situation rather than on those associated with the outgroup or the ingroup. As for 

mediators, those associated with both the intergroup situation and the outgroup were the 

most examined. Different factors emerged as crucial in fostering or dampening collective 

action (see Chapter 2); some of them were mainly relevant among advantaged group 

members (e.g., perception of group hierarchy, positive attitudes) while others among 

disadvantaged group members (e.g., negative emotions, high threat). We were also able to 

detect factors that emerge as common triggers of collective action among both advantaged 

and disadvantaged group members: these factors are represented by the content of contact 

(as a moderator), the perception of inequality, group identification, outgroup stereotypes, 

and morality perceptions (as mediators). We consider this result particularly noteworthy for 
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future research, as the identification of common factors opens up fertile ground for the 

exploration and implementation of successful applied interventions.  

Although there is still much ground to cover in fully understanding the association 

between contact and collective action, these findings offer a positive perspective on the 

potential of intergroup contact in promoting social equality through collective action. 

Building on existing literature and with the aim of providing new routes for social equality 

goals to emerge, five empirical studies, examining some of the core elements that emerged 

from this examination, have been presented and discussed over the course of this work. 

The first path of interest examined in this project related to the association between 

positive and negative contact with both normative and non-normative forms of collective 

action (support and intentions). Among advantaged group members in Italy, we tested 

common identity and outgroup morality perceptions as potential mediating factors. Results 

have shown a positive association of positive contact with both intentions and support for 

normative collective action. Conversely, in the case of negative contact, the associations 

were of opposite valence; the association of positive contact was stronger than that of 

negative contact. With regard to non-normative collective action, positive contact was 

positively associated with collective action support, while negative contact was positively 

associated with collective action intentions (with a stronger effect of negative contact on 

collective action). Both common identity and outgroup morality served as mediating 

variables in explaining the association of positive and negative contact with normative 

collective action (no significant indirect effects emerged in the case of non-normative 

collective action).  

The subsequent investigation presented in this dissertation was intended to 

investigate the content of common identity, in terms of the relative perceived prototypicality 

of subgroup identities, as a mediator to explain the association between positive and negative 

contact with collective action. In this regard, we conducted two studies, in two different 
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national contexts (UK and Italy), with both advantaged and disadvantaged groups. Among 

advantaged group members, both Study 1 and Study 2 have shown a positive association 

between positive contact and collective action; this association was mediated by higher 

perceptions of the relative perceived prototypicality of the disadvantaged group. In Study 2, 

we also observed a negative association between negative contact and collective action 

intentions; this negative association was mediated by decreased relative perceived 

prototypicality of the disadvantaged group. Conversely, among disadvantaged group 

members, relative perceived prototypicality did not serve as a mediator between contact and 

collective action.  

After this exploration, focused on the content of common ingroup identities, we 

proceeded with our investigation in a non-WEIRD setting (i.e., the Nigerian tribal context) 

among a sample of advantaged group members. In such a context, we explored the role 

played by one-group perceptions (identification with a national identity) in promoting 

collective action toward both advantaged and disadvantaged groups. Considering their 

relevance in both contact and collective action literatures, moral convictions, outgroup 

attitudes, and outgroup feelings were tested as parallel mediators. One-group perceptions as 

Nigerians emerged as positively associated with collective action, toward both advantaged 

and disadvantaged groups, via greater egalitarian moral convictions for Nigerians. Outgroup 

feeling served as a mediator only for collective action toward disadvantaged group members, 

while outgroup attitudes did not reveal mediating effects.  

Given the powerful role of moral convictions as motivational guides to action, a 

further study, conducted among advantaged group members, was aimed at exploring the role 

of different types of morality perceptions in promoting social change. Specifically, we 

explored the path between a positive social identity (sport identification based on values of 

equality and social inclusion) and normative and non-normative collective action by testing 

moral convictions, moral violation and moral obligation as potential key mediators. This 
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study is innovative, as we are not aware of other studies investigating a social identity 

unrelated to the hierarchical structure of groups under investigation (as it is the sport identity, 

for Italians and immigrants in Italy) as a predictor of collective action. Such a test is based 

on the potential of positive social identity values in promoting generalization to attitudes and 

behaviours aimed to create an equal society consistent with these values. Sport identification 

emerged as positively associated with both normative and non-normative forms of collective 

action via greater perceptions of moral obligation. Moral convictions mediated the effects of 

sport identification on normative collective action, while moral violation did not exert any 

mediating effect on collective action.  

In conclusion, the present investigation, consisting of a literature review of 134 

studies and five empirical research studies, supports the idea that intergroup contact, 

inclusive social identities, and morality represent meaningful factors in the struggle for social 

change. The upcoming sections will delve into both the theoretical and practical implications 

of these findings with particular attention to future research directions. 

Critical reflections and conceptual challenges for future research 

Throughout the course of this exploration, intergroup contact, inclusive identities and 

morality emerged as significant factors strongly implied in social change processes. With 

the aim of drawing attention to the crucial insights they embody, the following sections will 

focus on the theoretical implications that stem from this exploration. The set of results is 

extremely extensive: with the aim of getting to the heart of the matter, I will focus on those 

considerations that in my opinion represent the key insights that have emerged from this 

work and that can be particularly promising for future research. These considerations should 

further contribute to enriching our understanding of these factors in shaping and driving 

individuals' willingness to undertake collective efforts.  

Intergroup contact and collective action 
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While, among advantaged group members, the powerful impact of positive intergroup 

contact on motivation for social change is quite clear, among disadvantaged group members 

results are more controversial, showing both mobilizing and sedative effects. We found that, 

among both groups, contact leads to sedative effects when it inhibits perceptions of 

inequality and to mobilizing effects when it makes inequality salient in terms of relative 

deprivation, recognition that the disadvantaged group is unfairly struggling or discriminated, 

and when it fosters anger associated with perceptions of unfair treatment (perceived 

inequality as a mediator). A key role in fostering these mediating processes is played by 

content of contact (i.e., those conditions that characterize the intergroup contact experience) 

as a moderator, which can determine when contact will make injustice salient or not: it is the 

focus on differences rather than on commonalities between groups, the explicit 

delegitimization of the situation by disadvantaged group members, and a clear, rather than 

ambiguous, support provided by advantaged groups that energizes contact effects. These 

results highlight the prominent role of perceived inequality and support as core drivers of 

social change (e.g., van Zomeren et al., 2008, 2012, 2018), and extend this awareness in the 

context of intergroup contact/collective action literature, among both advantaged and 

disadvantaged groups. In addition, these results point to the content of contact as a 

particularly relevant factor to consider in estimating the effect of intergroup contact on 

collective action, which may help to settle scholars’ debate about its role in social change 

processes. In fact, despite these findings contribute to corroborate the assumption that 

intergroup harmony (fostered by contact) may negatively impact collective action among 

disadvantaged group members, at the same time, under certain conditions (e.g., when 

advantaged-group members clearly support the disadvantaged group), show that positive 

contact can also generate mobilizing effects among disadvantaged group members. 

Therefore, it is not a matter of defining contact as a mobilizing or sedative antecedent of 

collective action, rather about discerning the conditions under which it assumes one role 
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instead of the other. Taking all these considerations into account makes clear that it is the 

focus on inequality and injustice that qualifies as one of the main triggers of collective action, 

an outcome that can also be achieved through negative intergroup contact. Negative contact, 

by making conflict salient, can highlight the injustice associated with group power 

differences and promote greater motivation for social change. However, as mentioned 

before, perpetuating negative intergroup relations is not a reasonable option for achieving a 

more equitable and fair society, as we cannot refrain from positive relations between groups. 

Therefore, these results encapsulate a further crucial insight that can illuminate future 

research and applied interventions: we should reconsider intergroup contact to encompass 

both the harmony, that stems from positive contact, and the conflict, that results from 

negative contact. This approach should encourage positive intergroup relations setting the 

stage for intergroup alliances and, at the same time, it should make the power imbalances 

that exist between groups salient, fostering the intention to undertake collective action. In 

other words, both harmony and conflict are simultaneously necessary to encourage solidarity 

against injustice. 

A further consideration that emerged from this work regards methodological 

constraints and which future research should try to address. First of all, there is a lack of 

experimental and longitudinal studies exploring the association between contact and 

collective action, which limits the reliability of our interpretations of the causal relationships 

between these factors and our knowledge of social change dynamics over time.  

Secondly, there is a lack of studies investigating potential moderators which can 

explain when contact promotes or inhibits social change, and of studies taking into 

consideration both advantaged and disadvantaged groups simultaneously. If our final goal is 

the establishment of an alliance between groups, we must isolate those factors that can enable 

a synergetic mobilization. However, achieving this goal is challenging if we do not consider 

both groups at the same time and within the same context.  
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Thirdly, the majority of studies, including those in this research project, primarily 

concentrated on assessing collective action toward the goal of social equality. This means 

that research mainly focuses on actions and intentions aimed at challenging the existing 

status quo in favour of positive outcomes for disadvantaged groups. This type of research 

allows us to identify factors that can either promote or inhibit intentions for social change 

but do not provide any indication of resistance to social change. Giving more consideration 

to conservative collective action, which involves actions aimed at preserving or maintaining 

the status quo, can enhance our understanding of the factors that hinder both advantaged and 

disadvantaged groups from engaging in collective action. This approach would complement 

our knowledge of social change dynamics. For instance, a potential avenue for future 

research to address this gap may rest on system justification theory (SJT; Jost & Banaji, 

1994), which focuses on understanding why individuals tend to support and justify the 

legitimacy of current social, economic, and political systems, even in cases where these 

systems are unjust.  

Finally, collective efforts for social change encompass both normative (i.e., actions 

aligned with established norms or expectations) and non-normative forms of collective 

action (i.e., actions perceived as challenging or deviating from established norms or 

expectations). However, attention to non-normative collective action is significantly limited 

compared to normative collective action. Being aware of those factors and underlying 

psychological processes that can promote or hinder these collective action forms may allow 

us to obtain a more holistic understanding of this phenomenon. In this regard, it is plausible 

that this gap might be at least partly attributable to a systematic publication bias, potentially 

stemming from non-significant or undesirable research results, rather than a genuine lack of 

interest in the topic. Conventional measures traditionally used to assess non-normative 

collective action may prove inadequate in capturing such intentions or actions, particularly 

when considering the potential influence of social desirability bias. Findings from Chapter 
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3 showed that intentions and support for social change, although correlated, represent 

independent constructs and support emerged as relevant in detecting non-normative 

collective action. The inclusion of measures assessing support for social change, rather than 

only measures to assess intentions or actual behaviour, might represent something easier for 

people to declare, representing a significant addition to breaking down this barrier. 

Additionally, on the basis of the context of reference (as well as other socio-cultural factors), 

individuals may have a different interpretation of what non-normative collective action is, 

making these measures not suitable in all contexts. Conducting qualitative investigations in 

a variety of different socio-cultural contexts emerges as a crucial step for researchers to take. 

Finally, a further reason might lie in the type of population sampled by researchers, which 

might not be adequate to detect non-normative collective actions as they may be considered 

too extreme or inappropriate in the pursuit of their goals and, therefore, counterproductive. 

In conclusion, our understanding of non-normative collective action remains quite limited, 

highlighting the need for further research to advance our knowledge in this area. 

The role of inclusive identities in shaping intergroup perceptions 

Despite theorizations according to which one-group perceptions (i.e., the switch from “us” 

versus “them” toward a more inclusive “we”; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000) would prevent the 

emergence of collective action (e.g., Hassler, Ulug, et al., 2021; Reimer et al., 2020), there 

is actually preliminary evidence of its potential mobilizing effect (Bikmen & Sunar, 2013, 

Cakal et al., 2016, 2018; Rompke et al., 2019). Therefore, as for intergroup contact, rather 

than focusing on defining the identification with an inclusive identity as a mobilizing or a 

sedative factor, we should focus on identifying moderating conditions. Following this 

approach, a potential way forward is to distinguish among different types of inclusive 

identities and explore their content, which could allow us to uncover valuable information 

about their functioning. There may be several types of superordinate identities that can differ 

from each other and have a different impact on individuals’ motivation for social change. 
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These identities can differ not only in their nature but also in the level of abstraction they 

encompass. Some identities may be more closely linked to immediate or proximal 

affiliations, such as national identification, while others may operate at more abstract or 

distal levels, like those rooted in shared values of humanity. Moreover, the suitability of 

these superordinate identities can be context-dependent. For instance, identities based on 

religious affiliations like Christianity may be applied in specific contexts, whereas identities 

transcending group boundaries, such as a shared identity as human beings, can extend across 

different contexts and scenarios. Additionally, as suggested by the literature on collective 

action (Stürmer & Simon, 2004; Van Zomeren et al., 2008, 2012, 2018), even politicized 

identities, exemplified by identification with specific social movements, can serve as 

inclusive identities, as they have the potential to include various groups under the same 

umbrella. However, politicized identities, which are key predictors of collective action (Van 

Zomeren et al., 2008, 2012, 2018), emerge as a result of common goals between individuals 

or groups included in such identities. By contrast, being part of a common ingroup identity 

does not necessarily mean having common goals with respect to social equality. For both 

politicized and common ingroup identities, there can be advantages and disadvantages in 

terms of motivation to collective action. If on the one hand politicized identities, being 

specifically action-oriented, can serve as more powerful instruments in achieving social 

change, on the other hand, once the goal has been achieved or individuals have repeatedly, 

they may cease to exist. In contrast, common ingroup identities, which prescribe social 

norms, values, and moral considerations, are not necessarily tied to specific goals and 

therefore, regardless of success or failure, can survive over time. Arguably, a solid common 

ingroup identity, if anchored to specific shared goals of equality, can represent a winning 

mix for success in the struggle for social change. Moreover, this identity, by perpetuating 

over time, may serve as a powerful protective factor. 
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A further point to consider in examining the role of inclusive identities in promoting 

social change concerns the importance of avoiding those identities that, instead of providing 

an appropriate context for mutual understanding between groups, foster assimilation 

processes. Indeed, some types of inclusive identity might actually obscure the identities of 

subgroups included in them, leading to a suppression of their relative distinctiveness and 

thus inhibiting the recognition of intergroup inequalities, undermining individuals’ 

motivation for social change. (Subašić et al., 2018). A dual identity conceptualization 

(Brown & Hewstone, 2005; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000; Hewstone & Brown, 1986), where 

both common identity and pre-existing subgroup identities are simultaneously salient, may 

foster a mutual recognition while preserving reciprocal differences and thus representing a 

potential way for social equality goals to emerge (Pereira et al., 2017; Ufkes et al., 2016). 

However, balancing commonalities (social inclusion) and differences (power-relations 

between subgroups) by making both salient might be not enough for encouraging 

disadvantaged groups to undertake collective action. In this regard, previous evidence has 

also emphasized the need for status-based respect for disadvantaged groups from members 

of the advantaged group. Such not only imply the acknowledgement of the disadvantaged 

group members’ social standing but also their value and competence, as a precondition for 

promoting collective action intentions for social change (Glasford & Johnston, 2018). This 

should enable them to feel more efficient, not only in undertaking collective action but also 

in doing so in alliance with the advantaged group, which respects them and perceives them 

as competent. However, it is important to note that although dual identity may be a functional 

strategy in balancing similarity and difference, it is not entirely informative of the mutual 

value that groups hold. Uncovering such content would allow us to understand the 

mechanism at the heart of its functioning and enable us to distinguish between identities and 

their impact on motivation for social change. In this regard, assessing the relative perceived 

prototypicality of subgroup identities with respect to a common ingroup identity that 
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includes them may represent a promising avenue for future research. Moving along this route 

would not only make the common ingroup identity and subgroup identities salient, adhering 

to the conceptualization of dual identity but also reveal the mutual value between groups 

encapsulated within it. Such a perspective may lead to a reconceptualization of the construct 

that has been considered by previous research, but not truly applied to the literature on 

contact and collective action (for an exception, see Di Bernardo et al., 2023). 

Morality as a catalyst of social change 

Morality plays a meaningful role in shaping intergroup perceptions (Brambilla & Leach, 

2014) and in fostering social change (van Zomeren et al., 2012, 2018). However, there only 

are a few studies exploring its association with contact and collective action (for a few 

exceptions, see Górska & Tausch, 2022; Vezzali et al., 2023). In the context of social change, 

it is crucial to recognize the strong connection of these factors with morality. Protest actions 

aimed at promoting social equality and respect for rights inherently presuppose moral 

involvement, as they are based on our assessment of what is right and what is wrong. 

Morality is intrinsic to this domain (and indeed, it is a major component of collective action 

models, like SIMCA; van Zomeren et al., 2018). A related argument is that perceived 

inequality and perceived injustice are often mistakenly used interchangeably, yet they are 

two different concepts. Recognizing disparities between groups does not necessarily 

translate into perceiving them as unfair. Morality is likely to be the key element linking the 

recognition of inequalities with the perception of their injustice. The perception of injustice 

and the subsequent mobilization to take action is potentially a response to the evaluation of 

such disparities as immoral. As noted by van Zomeren et al. (2008) in SIMCA, it is the 

affective component of injustice (group-based feelings of deprivation) to emerge as a 

stronger predictor of collective action rather than the cognitive component represented by 

group-based perceptions of deprivation (Smith & Ortiz, 2002). However, the affective 

experience cannot be separated from the recognition of inequalities, and in this pathway, it 
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is most likely that it is morality that enables the decisive shift from perceiving inequalities 

to experiencing them as injustice. As previously mentioned, simply recognizing injustice 

may not be sufficient to address institutional and structural discrimination. Future research 

should delve deeper into understanding how morality influences the evaluation of what is 

considered legitimate or illegitimate within intergroup dynamics, and how it subsequently 

impacts individuals' intentions to engage in collective action. Moreover, moral 

considerations can significantly influence the evaluation of potential actions aimed at social 

change. A deeper exploration of morality could provide us with further insights into the 

distinction between normative and non-normative collective action. What is truly normative 

and what is not? People may perceive actions that are not in line with what is considered 

legal as normative; the concept of normative and non-normative may transcend objective 

evaluations and should be adapted according to the context and the beliefs of the protesters. 

Furthermore, highlighting the moral motivations behind actions could serve as justification, 

promoting the perception of their legitimacy and thus reducing the social desirability 

associated with declaring one’s intentions to participate in non-normative actions. 

A further consideration to take into account for future research, strongly connected 

to individuals’ evaluation of injustice, pertains to the relationship between social identity 

and morality. Collective action literature highlights the strong relationship between identity 

and morality (van Zomeren et al., 2012, 2018), emphasizing the powerful motivational role 

of moral convictions. These convictions, as a consequence of their potentially strong 

normative fit with the content of a relevant social identity, may amplify politicized 

identification, promoting a sense of interior obligation to intervene (Stürmer, 2000; Stürmer 

& Simon, 2004). Differently, but in accordance with this line of thinking, within the context 

of this project, we have highlighted the strong connection between identity and morality by 

exploring identification as an antecedent of moral convictions. Social identities prescribe 

values, norms, and moral considerations, and it is highly likely that the greater the social 



247 
 

identification, the greater the salience of the moral considerations encapsulated within the 

social identity of reference, and consequently, the need for individuals to defend them by 

acting consistently. Clearly, these are correlational studies, but I believe likely that the 

relationship between identity and morality is reciprocal: morality and identity may mutually 

reinforce each other. For instance, when we strongly identify with a social group, our moral 

convictions may align with those of the group. Conversely, when we hold specific moral 

beliefs, it is highly likely we identify with groups that share the very same convictions. 

Various identities can prescribe values, norms, and moral considerations that are highly 

diverse from one another. Future research should further explore the mutual relationship 

between social identification and morality, paying particular attention to the role that 

different identities can play in terms of moral implications and vice-versa. Furthermore, in 

line with what has been partially accomplished in this research project, it is crucial to 

investigate the specific contribution that diverse moral perceptions can bring to social change 

processes, such as moral obligation, moral violation, and moral convictions. 

An additional consideration concerns the role that metaperceptions (Frey & Tropp, 

2006; Méndez et al., 2007) may play in social change processes. Specifically, we are 

interested in how moral metaperceptions (i.e., how we believe others perceive us in terms of 

morality) impact individuals’ motivation for social change, as well as others’ expectations. 

Moral metaperceptions may potentially both influence and be influenced by interpersonal 

and intergroup relations and associated expectations. If we believe that others view us as 

moral individuals, we are likely to be more inclined to align our behaviours with these 

expectations to avoid cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957). Conversely, if we believe that 

others consider us less moral, we may be less motivated to make efforts to behave morally. 

In the context of intergroup relations and solidarity-based collective action, the belief of 

being perceived as members of a moral group may imply a greater sense of internal 

obligation to act consistently with these perceptions and moral expectations. On the other 
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hand, the belief of being perceived as a member of a group toward which there is a lower 

attribution of morality and lower moral expectations may result in decreased motivation to 

intervene against social injustice. For example, individuals belonging to a social group 

founded on religious values of solidarity may feel a stronger responsibility to combat 

inequalities between the rich and the poor compared to other groups that are not founded on 

such strong values of social equality. Consistent with this reasoning, it is likely that 

individuals’ moral metaperceptions may vary depending on their perception of being 

prototypical members of their group, producing a different impact on motivation for social 

change. At the same time, it is also likely that, depending on the extent to which individuals 

come into contact with outgroup members, their moral metaperceptions vary accordingly. 

Future research should explore the interplay between intergroup contact, group membership 

prototypicality, moral metaperceptions (including associated expectations), and collective 

action. 

Practical implications 

The findings from this research project offer several practical implications for future 

research and applied interventions. Firstly, they underscore the crucial role of intergroup 

contact as an effective catalyst for driving social change, influencing both the willingness to 

provide support and the intention to actively participate in solidarity-based collective action. 

These results emphasize the importance of delving deeper into the nuances of intergroup 

contact situations, specifically examining the content of such interactions. Understanding 

the circumstances under which contact can effectively promote solidarity-based collective 

action among both advantaged and disadvantaged groups becomes of paramount 

importance. A potential way for social equality goals to emerge may be represented by the 

salience of both harmony (in terms of positive intergroup relations) and conflict (in terms of 

attention to disparities and inequality) in implementing intergroup contact interventions. 

This approach could involve participants engaging in positive interactions while also 
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addressing group-based power differences through various activities or discussions between 

groups. By doing so, harmony can pave the way for forming alliances, while awareness of 

disparities can provide the motivation for taking action. These insights have practical 

implications for planning interventions that not only foster positive intergroup relationships 

but also promote real progress toward the goals of social equality. 

Secondly, these findings highlight the relevance of inclusive identities as potential 

avenues for enhancing intergroup understanding. It is important to recognize that multiple 

inclusive identities exist, each varying in levels of the inclusiveness and salience of 

preexisting subgroup identities. These different identities can potentially exert diverse 

influences on intentions for social change. Possibly, overarching identities that do not imply 

the assimilation of the disadvantaged group may represent a potential way for collective 

action intentions to emerge while inclusive identities obscuring intergroup distinctiveness 

may undermine social change. This insight holds practical relevance for future interventions. 

Specifically, it suggests that the strategic implementation of inclusive identities may be 

considered as a method for promoting positive intergroup relations, enhancing intergroup 

comprehension, and fostering intentions directed at social change. However, in such cases, 

as situations marked by high levels of intergroup conflict, where conflict de-escalation would 

be beneficial conflict de-escalation, the adoption of common ingroup identities that 

emphasize commonalities without paying attention to differences could potentially facilitate 

positive intergroup relations and reduce conflict, making inclusive identities a strategic 

social tool. 

Finally, these results highlight the meaningful role of morality both in terms of 

stereotype component (attribution of morality to the outgroup) and as a multifaceted factor 

encompassing various perceptions (e.g., moral convictions, moral obligation, and moral 

violation) that can exert distinct effects on motivation for social change. Future applied 

interventions should foster these different perceptions on the basis of the different social 
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identities that may be relevant in a given social context in order to understand how they can 

fit each other in fostering solidarity-based collective action. 

Summary 

In conclusion, this research project helps to reconcile different bodies of literature suggesting 

that both intergroup contact (Allport, 1954) and inclusive identities (Gaertner & Dovidio, 

2000) represent pivotal factors for promoting solidarity-based collective actions and 

highlight their close connection with morality as a motivational drive to action (van Zomeren 

et al., 2012, 2018). However, we are only at the beginning of our understanding of the 

intricate dynamics and underlying processes of social change which deserve further 

exploration and analysis. With the present work, we hope to generate scholarly interest in 

these important elements, stimulating future research to overcome the criticisms related to 

prejudice reduction strategies in the pursuit of social change and to address the remaining 

questions and challenges, ultimately contributing to the realization of a fairer and more 

inclusive society. 
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