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TESTING THE CONTACT HYPOTHESIS: EXAMINING THE MODERATING ROLES
OF SOCIO-POLITICAL ATTITUDES IN XENOPHOBIA
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Intergroup contact is proposed as one of the means of increasing tolerance and appreciation
of diversity in multi-group settings. The main aim of the present study was to examine how
intergroup contact affects xenophobic attitudes and what variables can help to understand
the strength of this relationship. The sample consisted of 1050 men and women of an average
age of 23.33 from different ethnic groups in Nigeria. Hypotheses were tested with structural
equation modelling. The results of the data analysis revealed that people with greater
intergroup contact had lesser xenophobic attitudes towards outgroups. Furthermore, a social
dominance orientation affected the relationship between intergroup contact and xenophobic
attitudes by reducing the strength of the relationship between the two variables. Equally, for
people who strongly identify with their ethnic groups, intergroup contact had lesser effect on
their xenophobic attitudes. In addition, stronger identification with ethnic group also helped
in reducing an aversion to social relations with outgroups. The results of this study were
discussed under the socio-cultural context of the Nigerian society that drives ethnic rivalry
and ethnic survival consciousness. The implications of the findings for improving relations
between ethnic groups in Nigeria were highlighted. Suggestions for future research were
provided.
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1. Introduction

Xenophobia is a major outcome of social diversity in most societies. People, in response to
perceived personal threats or threats to the survival of their social group, may display xenophobic
attitudes. Such attitudes could take the form of discrimination, hostility, violence, and micro-
aggression against those perceived as a threat and/or public protests for their removal from the
society.

While xenophobia in mainstream literature is emphasised as fear of perceived threat from
foreigners or immigrants, many scholars agree that it transcends nationality to include fear of
just about anyone who fits the definition of a stranger. Thus, xenophobia cuts across the fear of
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perceived threat from foreigners to the fear of neighbours and people of different region,
ethnicity, community, religion, or sexual orientation (Ajah, 2016; Matsumoto, 2009; Moyo, 2009;
Olonisakin & Adebayo, 2017; Olowu, 2008; Ullah & Huque, 2014). Therefore, comprehensively,
xenophobia is the hostility and discrimination displayed towards other people based on the
subjective evaluation of the perceiver that those people are different in personally important
characteristics or are inferior in social identities like race, nationality, ethnic group, or religion,
and constitute a threat (Olonisakin & Adebayo, 2017). Given that the mainstream
conceptualisation of xenophobia prevails in the literature, few studies have examined
xenophobia for co-nationals based on a perceived threat to survival and the competition for
resources on which a nation is sustained.

Xenophobic attitude towards co-nationals characterises social relations in Nigeria. The
constituent ethnic groups clamour for recognition and relevance, and fear domination from each
other. This has been the relational pattern in the Nigerian society since its independence in 1960.
This mode of relations has greatly hampered unity between ethnic groups and the solidarity
needed to achieve the superordinate goal of national development. Most people identify more
with their ethnic cleavages than their national identity and this has made it difficult for the
country to become a true nation-state. Competition for resources and political power has been
a major divisive element in the country. Ethnic groups, most especially the majority groups,
struggle to acquire political power for themselves. Moreover, while business, public policy, work,
and economic necessities unavoidably make people of different ethnic groups interact and have
led to more in-depth interaction in the form of inter-group marriages, most people show a
preference for social relations with members of their ethnic group than for outgroups.

A Nigerian's perception of an ethnic outgroup can be most observed in emotionally charged
domains such as politics and political appointments, and resource allocation. The negative
remarks and hate speeches with which Nigerians express their disdain for ethnic outgroups can
be observed in the social media (Aduloju, 2016; Ahmad, 2018). The manifestations of xenophobia
in Nigeria go beyond negative remarks and hate speeches, and extend to full-blown violence
between ethnic groups (Olonisakin & Adebayo, 2017). The Ife and Modakeke conflict in Nigeria
is an example of a xenophobic occurrence that led to the destruction of lives and properties.
Furthermore, the recurrent clashes between the “indigenes and settlers” in Jos Nigeria, have left
many dead and injured. In addition, the secessionist clamours by the Igbo and Yoruba ethnic
groups result from the fear of relegation and perceived subjugation and exclusion of their groups
from the political leadership of the country by the northern political elites.

Xenophobia between co-nationals in Nigeria, therefore, manifests in form of ingroup
centeredness and ingroup exclusivity (Olonisakin & Adebayo, 2021). Ingroup centeredness
reflects a selfish concern for one’s ethnic group and a belief in its superiority over outgroups as
well as a perceived threat from outgroups. On the other hand, ingroup exclusivity implies an
aversion to social relations with outgroups (Olonisakin & Adebayo, 2021). The conceptualisation
of xenophobia as having the aforementioned two dimensions buttresses extant literature that
suggests that ethnic identity is a meaningful concept only in multi-group societies, thus the
attitude held towards other ethnic groups is very much an important aspect of an ingroup identity
(Phinney, 1992; Worrel et al., 2006). In multi-group societies, groups achieve their significance
through differentiation from each other using ingroup protective attitudes or behaviours. Such




attitudes take two forms; the attitude held towards the ingroup and the one held towards
outgroups (Adorno et al., 1950; Bizumic et al., 2009). Nevertheless, such attitudinal expressions
are expected to be linearly related as they are both expressions of ingroup protective behaviours
and should be mutually reinforcing (Bizumic & Duckitt, 2012; Bizumic et al., 2009). Both attitudes
should in turn be associated with other intergroup variables largely concerned with ingroup
positivity and/or discrimination and negativity towards outgroups (Bizumic & Duckitt, 2012;
Bizumic et al., 2009). Therefore, measures of intergroup attitudes in multi-group societies are
more likely to be more robust in capturing the underlying construct with aspects that reflect the
attitude held towards the ingroup and ethnic outgroups (Bizumic et al., 2009; Phinney, 1992;
Worrel et al., 2006). Olonisakin and Adebayo (2021) study corroborated this framework with
their xenophobia measure as having the two dimensions of ingroup centeredness and ingroup
exclusivity, which were positively related, yet, represent two unique aspects of the intergroup
attitude of xenophobia. The effects that xenophobia has on the unity and development of Nigeria
make it important for group relations researchers to investigate the factors that are implicated.

2. Intergroup contact and outgroup attitudes

Intergroup contact has been largely tested for its potency in reducing prejudice and
discrimination and promoting tolerance between groups. Regular contact between conflicting
groups can help to facilitate understanding of groups’ cultural differences and increase tolerance
for such differences (Bandyopadhyay & Green, 2018; Scacco & Warren, 2018). When contacts
are meaningful, it helps to dispense with existing prejudice and stereotypes (Hewstone, 2009).
Thus, contact experiences that are positive, beyond superficial, extended, and involve
cooperative tasks are more productive in ensuring improved relations between groups
(Hewstone, 2009; Kunstman et al., 2013; Levin et al., 2003; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Reimer et
al., 2021; Robinson, 2016; Bekhuis et al., 2011; Young et al., 2017). The benefits of contact, could
also be extended beyond one member of an outgroup to the outgroup as a whole (Fuochi et al.,
2020; Stark, et al., 2013).

Empirical research evidence supports the contact hypothesis for improving group relations.
Kunstman and colleagues (2013) found that being accepted by an outgroup increased the
motivation to dispense with prejudice against the outgroup and the commitment of resources to
facilitate further contact. Similarly, Levin et al. (2003) found that lower ingroup bias and lower
inter-group anxiety among college students were associated with having more outgroup friends
than co-ethnic friends during the second and third years of school. Likewise, Reimer and
colleagues (2021) reported that contact between different ethnic groups led to greater outgroup
perspective-taking. Also, Bhattacharya (2021) reported that increased exposure to neighbours of
a different caste increased inter-caste trust, support for inter-caste marriage, and the belief that
caste injustice is growing in India. In addition, there was a significant increase in prosocial
attitudes induced by proximity and exposure to other-caste neighbours.

While decades of research on the contact hypothesis support its effectiveness in improving
group relations, these researches also emphasise that the effectiveness of contact varies with
the conditions under which it occurs (Paolini et al., 2021). Research on intergroup contact in




Nigeria has mostly focused on the direct relationship between contact and group relations. These
researches support the ameliorating effect of contact between groups for improved group
relations. For example, research in sixteen African countries, of which Nigeria was included,
Robinson (2016) found that in each country, there was increased inter-ethnic trust among people
living in ethnic-heterogeneous communities. Robinson (2016) surmised that diversity by itself
does not engineer inter-ethnic distrust; rather, it is the combination of segregation and diversity
that breeds high inter-ethnic distrust. Likewise, Scacco and Warren (2018) reported, based on a
study conducted in Nigeria, that positive social contact for sixteen weeks between a group of
Christian and Muslim individuals led to reduced discriminatory behaviours and increased
generosity towards each other. In addition, Okunogbe (2018) conducted a study with participants
undergoing their National Youth Service in Nigeria, a scheme in which university graduates are
randomly posted to different regions of the country. The author found that there was an
increased tendency among the participants to be living in a region different from their home
region seven years later and to have been or be currently involved in a romantic inter-ethnic
relationship. These researches point to the role of intergroup contact in improving group
relations and increasing social integration in Nigeria.

Nevertheless, anecdotal evidence shows that while Nigerians may interact with non-ethnic
individuals, events that increase ethnic survival consciousness elicit hate rhetoric against ethnic
outgroups. Furthermore, the recurrent conflicts in some regions of the country put to question
how effective contact can be in improving relations between groups. A case in point would be
the recurrent conflict in Jos, Nigeria which implicates the “indigene-settler” dichotomy as one of
the major drivers of the conflict (Oosterom et al., 2021). On a larger scale, the different ethnic
groups in Nigeria have coexisted for over 61 years, yet, ethnic conflict and rivalry still prevail.
Equally, empirical evidence from the research by Okunogbe (2018) and Scacco and Warren (2018)
also shows some limitations to the effect of intergroup contact. For instance, Okunogbe reported
that despite the intergroup contact that occurs through national youth service placement, there
was no increased closeness or trust for ethnic outgroups or support for inter-ethnic marriage. In
addition, being in a different ethnic region increased an individual’s attachment and pride for
their ethnic group. Similarly, Scacco and Warren reported that the extensive interaction between
the groups of Christian and Muslim individuals did not reduce existing prejudice, though it
improved relations between them. The outcomes of these two studies suggest that coming in
contact with ethnic outgroups perhaps did not reduce existing stereotypes or prejudice for them.
Rather, such contact simply provided the opportunity to form relationships with ethnic
outgroups, but with some reservations.

Contact hypothesis research and researchers continually reaffirm how effective intergroup
contact is in improving group relations and empirical evidence provides some support for this in
Nigeria. However, the results of studies on the contact effect suggest that while it encourages
more cordial relationships, there is a limit to such relationships as the contact does not increase
trust, closeness, or a desire for more intensive contact (e.g. friendship) with ethnic outgroups
(Okunogbe, 2018). These findings suggest that there are some intervening variables or conditions
under which contact can be most effective. This, therefore, calls for a more nuanced
understanding of how intergroup contact facilitates better relations between ethnic groups in
Nigeria if its effect is to be harnessed.




2.1. Social dominance orientation

Social dominance orientation (SDO) is a social/political attitude that is closely tied to
discriminatory behaviours towards outgroups. It is a consistent predictor of support for ideas,
policies, and social processes that maintain group superiority in the society (Mebane et al., 2020;
Mifune et al., 2019; Pratto et al.,, 2013). Most societies are unequal and this produces the
perception that social inequality is a natural occurrence and motivates the support for this social
hierarchy (Pratto et al., 2013). In unequal societies, there is a prevalence of hierarchy legitimising
myths that espouse the naturality of inequality and dominance. Such hierarchy legitimising myths
become embedded in the values and ideas that guide social relationships. Examples of such
myths are the ideas of destiny, meritocracy, fate, social Darwinism, classism, and the divinity of
kings (Pratto et al., 2006; Pratto et al., 1994). These hierarchy-enhancing legitimising myths are
used to project social inequality as necessary, natural, unavoidable, and fair in society. These
“social rules” and the reality of social inequality are how group-based hierarchies are sustained
in societies.

SDO is thus a prominent variable in unequal societies and refers to the extent to which people
endorse the presence and continuance of social inequality. This orientation influences the
ideologies people hold about their ingroup and the relationship it ought to have with outgroups.
SDO thus tend to correlate with attitudes that discriminate between subordinate and dominant
groups or ingroup and outgroups (Pratto et al., 2013). For instance, SDO is negatively associated
with having cross-group friendships (Kauff et al., 2016) and positively associated with a stigma
against gender minorities (Puckett et al., 2020) and support for stricter immigration control
(Kleppestg et al., 2019).

Inequality between ethnic groups in Nigeria has been a reality for this society. Numerical
strength, political and military presence, and political power have been the bases for the social
status of the different ethnic groups in the country (Mustapha, 2010; Salaudeen, 2016). Equally,
the location of the natural resources on which the nation is sustained also influences the
perception of social status as each ethnic group prides itself on the resources found within its
region. Thus, all groups clamour for political recognition and relevance based on the perception
that they make a substantial contribution to the nation. Given the state of rivalry between ethnic
groups and the fear of domination from one another, a SDO may impact how intergroup contact
influences xenophobia towards co-nationals in Nigeria. While intergroup contact may facilitate
forming relationships with ethnic outgroups, a SDO may be the mechanism through which such
relationships remain superficial. That is, a preference for social hierarchy may limit the extent to
which intergroup contact can promote acceptance or tolerance of outgroups.

The aforementioned submission is plausible given that contact with a foreign culture
sometimes reinforces an individual’s belief in the cultural superiority of the ingroup (Chao et al.,
2015; Young et al., 2017). While contact with different cultures can increase knowledge and
appreciation of other cultures, it could also increase bias towards outgroups (Chao et al., 2015).
This is because one’s ingroup culture and values may be challenged in intergroup contacts and
this may motivate a rigid defence of the ingroup (Chiu et al., 2009). This can be readily observed
in the intergroup contact that occurs in social media in Nigeria. In Nigeria where ethnic groups




clamour for recognition, relevance, and survival, using disparaging remarks to characterise ethnic
outgroups has been a mode of emphasising the superiority of the ingroup (Aduloju, 2016; Ahmad,
2018). Furthermore, people tend to consider contradictory norms or practices of other people as
moral shortcomings (Bizumic, 2015; Gil-White, 2005). Such a perception may be held by
individuals regardless of whether their attitudes toward outgroups are favourable or not
(Olonisakin, 2019).

There is some support for this in the outcome of the study by Young and colleagues (2017)
that involved four week diversified mentoring relationships between white affluent students
(mentors) and refugees (protégées) who recently relocated to the USA. Findings revealed that
while the mentoring program increased the cultural intelligence of the mentors, there was also
increased ethnocentrism among them. This suggests that contact with outgroups may initiate
comparison between ingroup and outgroup cultures that may result in a reinforced belief in the
cultural superiority of the ingroup. Likewise, Smith and Stathi (2021) with a sample drawn from
the UK reported that having low rather than high SDO strengthened the negative association
between intergroup contact and stigmatisation of the homeless. Similarly, using survey data from
nationally representative samples in eight European countries, Schmid et al. (2012) found that
friendship contact with immigrants, homosexuals, and Jews had a stronger effect on reducing
prejudice among those low in SDO than those high in this variable in five of the countries. These
findings suggest that a social dominance ideology may detract from the ameliorating impact of
intergroup contact such that people hold back or do not fully immerse themselves in interactions
with outgroups when these occur. More clearly, SDO may motivate a preference for avoiding to
upset an existing social hierarchy when intergroup contact occurs.

2.2. Ingroup identification

The extent to which individuals identify with their ethnic group has also been identified as an
influential factor in their response or attitude towards outgroups. Identification with ingroup is a
social attitude that implies an attachment and feelings of belongingness to the ingroup, a positive
attitude towards it, and practice of its values (Phinney et al., 1994). People that strongly identify
with their group aim for positive distinctiveness of the group from outgroups and defend the
ingroup practices (Kende et al., 2018; Lalonde et al., 2007; McClanahan et al., 2019). For instance,
Kende et al. (2018) found that glorification of European values and attachment to national
identity predicted negative attitudes towards immigrants and Muslims in Hungary. Similarly,
McClanahan et al. (2019) reported that Whites who strongly identify with their racial identity
tend to attribute an individual’s minority background to the cause of their bad conduct.

Nigerians identify with their ethnic identity much more than their national identity because of
the rivalry and competition between groups (Adebayo & Olonisakin, 2018). Nigeria is also a
country in which people are conscious of their ethnic group’s survival owing largely to the failure
of government in dousing fears of ethnic domination and the machinations of the political elites
that pitch ethnic groups against each other (Adebayo & Olonisakin, 2018). While intergroup
contact may motivate less discriminatory attitudes towards ethnic outgroups, perhaps ingroup
identification may forestall a more integrated relationship. This is because ethnic identity is an




emotionally-charged issue in multi-group societies due to its relationship to social status and its
influence in determining life outcomes for people (Smeekes et al., 2015).

Furthermore, perceiving the ingroup and outgroups as clearly distinct and separate (“us” vs
“them”) may encourage greater social distancing and less support for social processes that try to
integrate the group (Hassler et al., 2020). In addition, intergroup contact may also reinforce
ethnic identification as it may trigger the comparison of outgroups’ cultures with ingroup’s
culture (Okunogbe, 2018; Young et al., 2017). Thus, the stronger Nigerians identify with their
ethnic groups, the less effect intergroup contact may have in reducing xenophobia towards co-
nationals.

The preceding submission is corroborated by research that has reported ingroup identification
as a variable that promotes outgroup intolerance or prejudice. For instance, in a study conducted
by Coksan (2021) with Turks to examine how different forms of contact (similarity vs difference)
with Syrian refugees were associated with support for social policies that are neutral
to/against/in favour of Syrian refugees and Turks. The author found that those in the difference-
focused contact condition and also in the high ingroup identification condition showed higher
support for social policies that favoured Turks and disfavoured Syrian refugees than those who
were in the low ingroup identification condition. Likewise, Kauff et al. (2016) found that cross-
group friendship was associated with positive outgroup attitudes through reduced ingroup
identification.

Based on the foregoing, the study aimed to test how the socio-political attitudes of SDO and
ingroup identification would function in the relationship between intergroup contact and
xenophobia (ingroup centeredness and ingroup exclusivity) among Nigerians. To achieve this aim,
the following hypotheses were put forward in this study.

H1. Intergroup contact will be associated with less xenophobia.

H2. SDO will moderate the association between intergroup contact and xenophobia.

H3. Ingroup identification will moderate the association between intergroup contact and
xenophobia.

Xenophobia in this study is conceived as an expression of two distinct yet related dimensions
of ingroup centeredness and ingroup exclusivity (Olonisakin & Adebayo, 2021) and was examined
as such. This is because measures of intergroup attitudes containing ingroup and outgroups
aspects may sometimes be better explored in their dimensions for more accurate outcomes
(Bizumic, 2009; Phinney, 1992; Worrel et al., 2006). Nevertheless, they were expected to show
similar relationships with the other variables in this study, as they are intercorrelated. In addition,
given the interdependent nature of the Nigerian society, it would be of significance to examine
the study variables separately concerning the two dimensions, one which seems to emphasise a
pro-ingroup attitude (ingroup centeredness) and the other an anti-outgroups attitude (ingroup
exclusivity). Lastly, the scale is recommended for use in its two dimensions (Olonisakin &
Adebayo, 2021).




3. Method
3.1.  Study design

This study adopted a quantitative research approach by utilising questionnaires containing
statements to capture the study variables. Data were sourced from six public universities in
Nigeria. The choice of public universities was because they are settings in which extended contact
and interaction between people of different ethnic groups in the country occur. This contact
occurs between students and university staff on campus and in their residents. The university
provides the opportunity for more intimate contact with members of outgroups. Contacts with
outgroups in the form of close relationships such as friendships and cooperative learning are the
most effective form of contact (Pettigrew, 1997; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). A multi-stage
sampling approach was adopted for this study. First, consideration was given to the
representativeness of different regions in the country, then a public university in an ethnically
heterogeneous state was chosen and, lastly, the final sample was conveniently sourced from
each university.

3.2. Sample

Participants were undergraduate students in their third to fifth year in the university selected
from physical, social, and humanity disciplines. They were comprised of 54.9% men, 45% women,
and one unreported sex totalling 1050 participants with a mean age of 23.33 (SD 4.22). Their
ethnic affiliations spanned 15 ethnic groups in the country which are Nembe (14), Ogbia, (12),
Rivers (1), Epie (5), Uhrobo (4), Biseni (4), Igbriran (2), Atissa (40), Kolokuma (18), ljaw (402),
Hausa/Fulani (145), Ekpetiama (9), Igbo (184), Yoruba (196), and “other ethnic groups” (4).

3.3. Procedure

This research was approved by the Academic and Research Committee of the University of the
Author. The questionnaires were distributed in Lecture rooms to participants who indicated their
interest after the author stated the purpose of the study and what was required of the
participants. Participants were assured of the confidentiality of responses provided in the
questionnaire. All participants voluntarily took part in the study and were given no incentives for
their participation.

3.4. Research instrument

The items of the different scales measuring the study variables were assembled in a
qguestionnaire. Data on intergroup contact were collected with four items asking participants
about the frequency, existence, and duration of contact with ethnic outgroups in general. Sample
question includes “How many of your friends belong to a different ethnic group from you?
(Response: “None, one, two, three, four, and 5 and above”)” and “How often do you interact with
people of a different ethnic group (Response: “Never, rarely, occasionally, often, almost every




II) ”

time, and all the time”)”. Different response anchors were used to respond to the measure of
intergroup contact. Responses to these items were then standardised and averaged together to
get a participants’ score on contact with ethnic outgroups. A high score reflects greater
intergroup contact. The Cronbach’s alpha for the intergroup contact measure is .63.

Xenophobia was measured with the xenophobia scale developed by Olonisakin and Adebayo
(2021). This scale was developed and validated with a Nigerian sample. It has 24 items and two
subscales of ingroup centeredness and ingroup exclusivity. Ingroup centeredness captures an
egocentric concern for the ingroup’s welfare, belief in the ingroup’s superiority over outgroups,
and a perceived threat from outgroups. Sample items are “I don’t care if protecting the interests
of my ethnic group results in violence and discomfort of other ethnic groups” and “Having inter-
ethnic relationship of an intimate nature will lead to the erosion of the cherished values of my
ethnic group” On the other hand, ingroup exclusivity refers to an aversion for social relations with
outgroups. Some of the items include “It is possible to genuinely like people of other ethnic group”
(reversed-scored) and “Coexisting/living with people of other ethnic group(s) can be an interesting
experience” (reversed-scored). Responses were provided in a five-point format ranging from
strongly disagree to strongly agree. Olonisakin and Adebayo (2021) recommend that the
measure be used as a two-factor scale than a unidimensional one. The Cronbach’s alphas for the
ingroup centeredness and ingroup exclusivity subscales are .85 and .83. The higher the score, the
higher the xenophobic attitude.

SDO was measured with the Dominance dimension of the SDO7 developed by Ho et al. (2017)
and as adapted by Olonisakin (2019). The scale contains seven items and measures support for
group-based dominance, that is, the subjugation or domination of some groups by other groups.
Some of the items are “An ideal society requires some groups to be on top and others to be on
the bottom” and “Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups”. Responses were
given on a seven-point scale ranging from strongly oppose to strongly favour. The Cronbach’s
alpha for this scale .76. The higher the score of a participant, the higher the support for group
dominance.

Lastly, ingroup identification was measured with the Multi-group Ethnic Identity Measure
(MEIM) scale by Roberts et al. (1999). It consists of 12 items and measures the extent to which
an individual identifies with their ethnic identity and the psychological attachment to such group.
Sample items are “I think a lot about how my life will be affected by my ethnic group membership”
and “I feel a strong attachment towards my own ethnic group.” Participants responded on a five-
point scale of strongly disagree to strongly agree. Reliability analysis produced a Cronbach’s alpha
of .88. Items responses are summed to give a score on the MEIM, the higher the score, the higher
the level of ingroup identification.

3.5. Data analysis

Data were analysed with SPSS and Amos software version 27. Analyses were conducted for
univariate and multivariate outliers with z-test and Mahalanobis D? statistics, means and
standard deviations, normality of data distribution using skewness and kurtosis statistics, and
correlation between variables using Pearson’s correlation statistics. For univariate outliers cases
with z-scores >/= 3.29 indicate univariate outliers (Tabachnik & Fidell, 1996) while cases with P-




values less than 0.001 are considered multivariate outliers (Werner, 2003). The assumption of
normality of distribution of data is met when skewness does not exceed two and kurtosis does
not exceed seven (Kim, 2013). Furthermore, the study hypotheses were tested with Structural
Equation Modelling (SEM). The following fit indices x2/df, Comparative Fit Index (CFl), Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and Standardised Root Mean Square Residual (SRMSR)
were used to determine the acceptability of a model. A model was considered to have a good fit
when x2/df < 5, CFl > .95, RMSEA < .06, and SRMSR < .06 (Cangur & Ercan, 2015; Hu & Bentler,
1999; Schreiber, et al., 2006).

4. Results

There were no significant outliers in the dataset and the assumption of normality of
distribution of data was met. Outcome of analyses for means and standard deviation, skewness
and kurtosis, and correlations between study variables are presented in Table 1. There were
significant negligible to moderate relationships between the variables. A correlation coefficient
of less than .10 is generally considered negligible (Schober et al., 2018) while .10 is considered a
weak or small correlation; .30, a moderate correlation; and .50 or larger, a strong correlation
(Cohen, 1988). Intergroup contact had a significant relationship with Xeno-IC (r =-.14, p < .01),
Xeno-IE (r =-.14, p < .01-), and SDO (r = -.06, p < .05). Xeno-IC had a significant relationship with
Xeno-IE (r =.25, p <.01), SDO (r = .36, p < .01), and ingroup identification (r = .14, p < .01). Also,
Xeno-IE had a significant relationship with SDO (r = .09, p < .01) and ingroup identification (r = -
.17, p < .01). Lastly, SDO was significantly associated with ingroup identification (r =.07, p < .05).

Table 1. Descriptive statistics, skewness and kurtosis, and correlation for study variables (N = 1050)

Variable M SD Skewness Kurtosis 1 2 3 4 5
1. Intergroup 15.64 4.71 -.34 -.49 -

contact

2. XENO-IC 4139 11.68 .35 .33 - 14%* -

3. XENO-IE 13.49 5.39 .97 .88 - 14%* 25%* -

4.5DO 23.25 9.97 .26 -.70 -.06* 36** .09** -

5. Ingroup-ID 43.95 9.47 -.65 13 .01 14%* - 17** .07* -

Note. Xeno-IC - xenophobia ingroup centeredness, Xeno-IE - xenophobia ingroup exclusivity, SDO - social dominance
orientation, Ingroup-ID - ingroup identification.
**p<.01; *p<.05

The study hypotheses were tested in a structural equation model (Figure 1) with all variables
entered simultaneously. Scores on intergroup contact, SDO, and ingroup identification
respectively were mean-centred before their products were entered into the model. The
Maximum Likelihood method of model estimation was utilised. Analysis showed that the path
from the interaction of intergroup contact and SDO and intergroup contact and ingroup
identification to ingroup centeredness dimension of xenophobia respectively were not
significant. Eliminating these paths improved the fit of the model. Result shows good fit of the
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model as indicated by fit indices, x?/ df = 2.80/2 =1.40, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .02 (90% Cl, .00, 06),
and SRMSR =.01. This model accounted for approximately 15% [d = .18] of the variance in ingroup
centeredness and 7% [d = .08] of the variance in ingroup exclusivity dimensions of xenophobia.
Intergroup contact had a negative relationship with ingroup centeredness (6 =-.12, p <.001) and
ingroup exclusivity (6 =-.14, p < .001).

-.08

XENO_IE
.03

.0
Bt INT_CNT_x_
ngroup-ID,

Figure 1. Path analysis from intergroup contact (INT_CNT) to XENO-IC (xenophobia ingroup centredness)
and XENO-IE (xenophobia ingroup exclusivity) with social dominance orientation (SDO) and ingroup
identification (Ingroup-ID) as moderator.

This means that intergroup contact was associated with lower ingroup centeredness and
ingroup exclusivity (xenophobia). SDO was associated with greater ingroup centeredness (6 = .34,
p < .001) and ingroup exclusivity (8 = .09, p < .01). In addition, ingroup identification was
associated with greater ingroup centeredness (6 =.11, p <.001) and lower ingroup exclusivity (8
=-.19, p<.001).

Further, the interaction term of intergroup contact and SDO was associated with greater
ingroup exclusivity (6 =.07, p <.05) while the interaction term of intergroup contact and ingroup
identification was also associated with greater ingroup exclusivity (8 = .08, p <.05). These results
confirm the significant moderation effects of SDO and ingroup centeredness in the relationship
between intergroup contact and xenophobia (ingroup exclusivity). To further understand these
moderation effects, the interaction terms were graphed using the 2-way interaction analysis
recommended by Gaskin (2016). Figures 2 and 3 display the relationship between intergroup
contact and ingroup exclusivity at high (+1 SD above the mean) and low (-1 SD below the mean)
levels of SDO (Figure 2) and ingroup identification (Figure 3). Figure 2 shows that the negative
relationship between intergroup contact and ingroup exclusivity is stronger at low levels of SDO
(6 =.-23, SE=.04, p <.001, 95%Cl, -.31, -.14) and not significant at high levels (8 = -.06, SE = .04,
p = .16, 95%Cl, -.14, .02). Equally, Figure 3 shows that the negative relationship between
intergroup contact and ingroup exclusivity is stronger at low levels of ingroup identification (8 =
-.22, SE=.04, p < 001., 95%Cl, -.30, -.14) and not significant at high levels (8 =-.06, SE=.04, p =
.20, 95%Cl, -.14, .03).
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Table 2. Regression paths from intergroup contact to xenophobia (ingroup centredness and ingroup
exclusivity) with social dominance orientation and ingroup identification as moderators

N= 1050
Dv iv/mod CR SE 6
XENO-IC Intergroup contact?® -4.16 .01 - 12k
XENO-IC SDOP 12.01 .03 34%x*
XENO-IC Ingroup-1DP 3.89 .03 N kol
XENO-IC Intergroup contact®* SDQP 1.47 .03 .04
XENO-IC Intergroup contact®* Ingroup-ID® 0.75 .03 .02
XENO-IE Intergroup contact?® -4.63 .01 -.14%%*
XENO-IE SDOP 3.13 .03 .09%*
XENO-IE Ingroup-IDP -6.24 .03 - 19%**
XENO-IE Intergroup contact®* SDQP 2.52 .03 .07*
XENO-IE Intergroup contact®* Ingroup-ID® 2.57 .03 .08*

Note. XENO-IC - xenophobia ingroup centeredness, XENO-IE - xenophobia ingroup exclusivity, Ingroup-ID - ingroup
identification, SDO - social dominance orientation, dv- dependent variable.

?independent variable (iv). ® moderator (mod). CR= critical ratio. SE = standard error.

*¥** p< .001; ¥* P<.01; * P<.05

3,5 - Moderator

XENO-IE

e =¢=_Low Ingroup-ID
=1

11

2,5 -
’ =@ High Ingroup-ID

Low INT_CNT  High INT_CNT

Figure 2. Simple slopes for the interaction between INT_CNT (intergroup contact) and XENO-IE
(xenophobia ingroup exclusivity) at low and high levels of Ingroup-ID (ingroup identification)
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3,5 - Moderator
3 k: =¢—_Low SDO
—

XENO-IE

—=—High SDO

Low INT_CNT  High INT_CNT

Figure 3. Simple slopes for the interaction between INT_CNT (intergroup contact) and XENO-IE
(xenophobia ingroup exclusivity) at low and high levels of SDO (social dominance orientation)

5. Discussion

This study examined how SDO and ingroup identification affects the relationship between
intergroup contact and xenophobia among Nigerians. First, it was expected that intergroup
contact, operationalised as contacts with ethnic outgroups in general, would be associated with
less xenophobic attitudes. The result of this study supported this hypothesis. Intergroup contact
was associated with less ingroup centeredness and ingroup exclusivity. These findings are in line
with previous reports on the ameliorating role of intergroup contact in reducing discriminatory
attitudes against outgroups (Bhattacharya, 2021; Kunstman et. al., 2013; Levin et al., 2003;
Reimer et al., 2021). Intergroup contact provides the opportunity for interaction between groups
and understanding cultural differences. Successful intergroup contact can encourage more
positive, or at the very least, less negative attitudes towards outgroups (Hewstone, 2003;
Okunogbe, 2018; Scacco & Warren, 2018). Furthermore, intergroup contact can help to eliminate
the perceived homogeneity of outgroup members that could help dispel the application of
stereotypes and prejudice and increase the perceived variability of the outgroup (Hewstone,
2003). Likewise, intergroup contact can bring about forgiveness for past misdeeds and increase
trust for outgroups (Hewstone et al., 2005). Lack of contact can sustain enmity as it can create an
atmosphere of mutual ignorance and suspicion between groups (Gallagher, 1995). Living within
such an atmosphere of mutual distrust over an extended period results in a persistent pattern of
hostile relations and hypersensitivity to threat cues for all groups (Jaspal et al., 2021; Whaley,
2001).
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Further, SDO had a positive association with both dimensions of xenophobia. In addition, in
support of the hypothesis put forward in this study, SDO weakened the relationship between
intergroup contact and xenophobia (ingroup exclusivity). Intergroup contact was associated with
lesser xenophobia at a low levelof SDO whereas, with high SDO, intergroup contact had no effect
on xenophobia. This means that the higher an individual is on SDO the less effect intergroup
contact will have in reducing their xenophobic attitudes towards ethnic outgroups. This finding
confirms SDO as a variable that promotes discrimination between groups. SDO encourages the
perception that some groups ought to dominate other groups and this can affect the extent to
which an individual immerses themselves in interaction with ethnic outgroups. When
interactions or contact occurs, an orientation towards group dominance may cause an individual
to hold back or approach such contact with reservations. Such reservations might be an attempt
to still maintain ingroup superiority and distinctiveness and emphasise outgroup inferiority or
generally express a desire for a social gap with outgroups.

As previously stated, ethnic group inequality or dominance is a prominent feature of social
relations in Nigeria. Such inequality or dominance may become salient in intergroup contact due
to ethnic identity consciousness and prevent complete openness to the experience of interacting
with ethnic outgroups. Okunogbe (2018) also proposed this line of thought in explaining the
findings of the study conducted with Nigerian youths. The author surmised that intergroup
contact did not result in updating of attitudes towards outgroups and that while intergroup
contact aided the development of relationships, such relationships were conditional “on a given
affinity level”. Thus, while intergroup contact may encourage less inclination to avoid social
relations with outgroups (ingroup exclusivity), an orientation toward group inequality or
dominance may keep the depth of such relationships minimal. Further support for this inference
can also be drawn from the findings reported by Scacco and Warren (2018) and Young et al.
(2017).

This study also found significant association between ingroup identification and xenophobia.
A peculiar outcome was that ingroup identification was associated with increased ingroup
centeredness and lower ingroup exclusivity. This differential association with the dimensions of
xenophobia suggests that the stronger the identification with an ingroup the more people are
likely to exalt the ingroup over outgroups, protect its welfare, and perceive a threat from
outgroups. On the other hand, such identification would also motivate a lesser inclination for
aversion towards relationships with outgroups. This result could be understood within the socio-
cultural context of Nigeria in terms of group competition, ethnic survival consciousness, and
group interdependence.

Ethnic identity is very salient in Nigeria and all ethnic groups vie for recognition. All groups
perceive a threat to their political relevance and continuity when political power and the
country’s governance are dominated by members of ethnic outgroups (Olonisakin & Adebayo,
2017). Thus ethnic groups organise themselves to rebuff any perceived threat or condescension
from other ethnic groups. Such efforts have led to the development of ethnic-affiliated militias
and social and political movements in the country. Examples include the Movement for the
Actualisation of the Sovereign State of Biafra and the “Oduduwa” Nation secession clamours
headed by the Igbo and Yoruba ethnic groups respectively. Because ethnic groups provide
succour to their members amidst the uncertainty that prevails in the country, such movements
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receive support from members of each group. That ingroup identification encourages more
ingroup protective behaviours is largely supported by the literature on intergroup relations (Jang
& Walther, 2019; Kende et al., 2018; Lalonde et al., 2007; McClanahan et al., 2019). The shared
social identity of an ethnic group motivates members to engage in ingroup protective behaviours
such that they emphasise and defend the group; its history, resources, and distinctiveness (Tajfel
& Turner, 1986).

Nevertheless, the interdependence among groups for survival in multi-group societies
tempers outgroup attitudes such that identification with the ingroup may not necessarily
translate into hostility towards outgroups (Baldassarri et al., 2021; Duckitt et al., 2005; Kosic &
Caudek, 2005). The relationship between ingroup identification and outgroup hostility has been
shown to vary depending on the nature of the relationship that exists between coexisting groups.
With an interdependent relationship comes a more tolerant attitude towards outgroups
(Baldassarri et al., 2021; Duckitt et al., 2005; Phinney, 1989; Tanaka et al., 2017). This has been
attributed to the reality that intolerance towards outgroups may very well pose a threat to the
wellbeing of the ingroup as well (Lee et al., 2011). When groups are bound by common goals or
mutual needs, there may be less intolerance or greater acceptance of outgroups despite the
persistence of discriminatory attitudes towards them (Baldassarri et al., 2021). Nigeria thrives
on the resources that are located in different parts of the country. While all groups feel
threatened about their status and seek relevance, perhaps they still recognise the
interdependence on which the country is sustained. Therefore, more identification with the
ingroup could motivate greater ingroup protective behaviours and equally less outgroup
intolerance to avoid a mutually destructive outcome for the ingroup and outgroups.

Furthermore, a different outcome is observed with ingroup identification as a moderator of
the relationship between intergroup contact and xenophobia. With stronger ingroup
identification, intergroup contact has no effect on xenophobia (ingroup exclusivity), whereas low
ingroup identification strengthened the effect of intergroup contact on xenophobia. This means
that identification with the ingroup may also motivate an individual to hold back from more
intensive interaction when contact occurs with ethnic outgroups. This is perhaps also due to the
salience of ethnicity in determining social relations in the country and ethnic survival
consciousness that is constantly triggered by social events and political shenanigans. In addition,
competing groups tend to hold an ethnocentric attitude in which each portrays its values and
practices as superior and moral and as the standard by which other groups should live (Gil-White,
2005; Vandeyar &Vandeyar, 2017). Thus, such perception of the superiority of the ingroup may
also make people limit the extent of their interaction with ethnic outgroups when contact occurs.
Ethnic identity provides succour for its members in multi-group societies and helps them to cope
with experiences of discrimination (Greenaway & Cruwys, 2019; Jaspal et al., 2021). While
individuals may be unable to change outcomes for themselves, the strength which lies in the
collective identity of the ethnic group motivates attachment and devotion to the ingroup
(Reicher, 2004; Tajfel & Turner, 1986).
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6. Conclusion and implication of findings

The findings of this study contribute to the literature on the role of intergroup contact in
reducing discrimination between groups. In addition, they provide a better understanding of how
intergroup contact facilitates less discriminatory attitudes towards ethnic outgroups based on
the socio-political attitudes of Nigerians. This study and its findings are significant as it is the first
study in Nigeria to go beyond examining the link between intergroup contact and discriminatory
attitude to investigating variables that might intervene in this relationship.

The role of intergroup contact in potentially encouraging inter-ethnic interactions or
relationships is supported in this study. This implies that creating an opportunity for different
ethnic groups to interact with each other could help to foster more cordial relationships between
ethnic groups in Nigeria. Further, the effect of intergroup contact was measured in this study
among participants who have extended interactions with ethnic outgroups through cooperative
learning in school activities and through living in ethnically heterogeneous communities. These
forms of contact are the most effective for improving group relations (Allport, 1954; Hewstone,
2003; Pettigrew, 1997; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). This suggests that being engaged in joint tasks
and living in a socially diverse environment could be important in the effect that intergroup
contact has on xenophobic attitudes. Although these effects were not directly tested in this
study, perhaps they could help in fortifying intergroup contact for improved group relations.
Regardless, Robinson (2016) did report that living in an ethnically diverse community was
associated with higher inter-ethnic trust in Nigeria.

SDO is reinforced by a social reality of inequity and inequality in society. This in turn could
make the idea of social exclusivity of the ingroup natural or “normal”. As such, the social reality
fostered by occurrences that amplifies inequality among the Nigerian ethnic groups may deter
any meaningful social integration in the country. Thus, efforts to remove discriminatory
treatment of ethnic groups in social and political spheres and increase their participation and
relevance in governance could help refute the idea of ethnic group superiority in the country and
in turn lessen the ideology of group domination.

Furthermore, this study shows that ingroup identification may not necessarily be detrimental
to cordial relations between groups. This variable motivates a lesser inclination for aversion to
social relations with outgroups. While it might also lessen the effectiveness of intergroup contact
in social relations with ethnic outgroups, this finding speaks more to why ethnic identity
consciousness may be heightened when contact is made with ethnic outgroups. The research by
Okunogbe (2018) showed that participants’ identification and pride in their ingroup increased
when contact is made with ethnic outgroups. Taken together, these findings suggest that how
ingroup identification undermines the effect of intergroup contact might be through the
perceived superiority of the ingroup relative to outgroups or a lack of tolerance and appreciation
for a different culture. If this is the case, what ought to be targeted for improvement is the
perception of ethnic superiority and respect for cultural differences. Social processes that
reinforce the perception of superiority and inferiority of ethnic groups, and heighten ethnic
survival consciousness are more responsible for higher ethnic identification than national
identification in the country (Adebayo & Olonisakin, 2018). Ethnic identity is ingrained and cannot
be removed; thus, a more worthwhile effort for ensuring that ethnic identification does not
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interfere with better social relations between ethnic groups in Nigeria is to focus on eliminating
the factors that sustain ethnic rivalry and inequality.

Lastly, the findings of this study and the conclusions and implications drawn from them fit
within extant literature on the contact hypothesis and align with theoretical propositions on the
conditions/situations for obtaining a positive effect of intergroup contact. These conditions are
equal group status, cooperative tasks or superordinate goals, encouraging cooperation, and the
legitimisation of contact through institutional support (Allport, 1954; Sherif, 1958)

6.1. Limitations of the study

While university students constituted an appropriate sample for this study given the
parameters for intergroup contact that were of interest in this study, they, however, may not be
representative of all other characteristics that could potentially influence the outcomes of this
study. For example, they constitute an educated sample that excludes non-educated individuals.
Further, the correlational design adopted in this study speaks more to a relationship but limits a
conclusion about the causal link between intergroup contact and xenophobia. Findings should
therefore be applied in line with these limitations.

6.2.  Suggestions for future research

More research on ethnic group relations and the factors that can foster better relations need
to be conducted in Nigeria. Some of the conclusions and implications that were drawn from the
findings of this study can also be further tested using different research methods to have a more
varied understanding of how the contact hypothesis may be applied in interventions for
improved group relations in the country. Furthermore, the measure of intergroup contact utilised
in this study assessed contact with ethnic outgroups in general. Subsequent studies could
investigate contact with specific ethnic outgroups as there may be varying levels of receptivity to
contact based on the ethnic origin of an individual as shown in previous research. This in turn
could have implications for the effect and utility of intergroup contact as a viable tool for
improved group relations. Lastly, participants of varied demographic characteristics should also
be considered for studies on group relations to elicit more generalisable findings.

References
Adebayo, S.0. & Olonisakin, T. T. (2018). Nigeria: Social identities and the struggle for survival.
Nigerian Journal of Social Psychology, 1(12), 176-197.

https://www.nigerianjsp.com/index.php/NJSP/article/view/16/17

Aduloju, A. A. (2016). Youth networks on facebook and twitter during the 2015 general elections
in Nigeria. Journal of African Elections, 15(2), 28-49.
https://doi.org/10.20940/JAE/2016/v15i2a2

Ahmad, M. A. (2018). Social media and hate speech: Analysis of comments on Biafra agitations,
Arewa youths' ultimatum and their implications on peaceful coexistence in Nigeria. Media and
Communication Currents, 2(1), 54-74.

17



https://www.academia.edu/37293543/Social_Media_and_Hate_Speech_Analysis_of Comm
ents_on_Biafra_Agitations_Nigeria_MCC_Vol_2_No_1_Article_04_pdf

Ajah, M. (2016). Love for the stranger in Deuteronomy 10: 19 and its sociocultural implications
for economic development in Nigeria. http://biblicalforumnigeria.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/09/5.-love-for-stranger-in-duetronomy-1019-and-its-socio-cultural-
implcations-for-economic-development-in-nigeria.pdf.

Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Addison-Wesley.

Baldassarri, D., Gereke, J. & Schaub, M. (2021). Prosociality beyond in-group boundaries: A lab-
in-the-field experiment on intergroup contact in a multiethnic European metropolis.
https://www.law.nyu.edu/sites/default/files/ProsocialityBeyondIngroup_Baldassarri.pdf

Bandyopadhyay, S. & Green, E. (2018). Explaining inter-ethnic and inter-religious marriage in Sub-
Saharan Africa. CGR Working Paper 90. Centre for Globalisation Research School of Business
and Management, University of London.
http://webspace.gmul.ac.uk/pmartins/CGRWP90.pdf.

Bekhuis, H., Ruiter, S., & Coenders, M. (2011). Xenophobia among youngsters: The effect of inter-
ethnic contact. European Sociological Review, 29(2), 229-242. D0i:10.1093/esr/jcr057.

Bhattacharya, S. (2021). Intergroup contact and its effects on discriminatory attitudes: Evidence
from India. WIDER Working Paper 2021/42. https://doi.org/10.35188/UNU-
WIDER/2021/980-8

Bizumic, B. (2015). Ethnocentrism. In R. A. Segal & K. von Stuckrad (Eds.), Vocabulary for the study
of religion (Vol. 1, pp. 533-539). Brill Academic Publishers.
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/290997274_Ethnocentrism

Bizumic, B., & Duckitt, J. (2012). What is and is not ethnocentrism? A conceptual analysis and
political implications. Political Psychology, 33, 887-909. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9221.2012.00907.x

Bizumic, B., Duckitt, J., Popadic, D., Dru, V. & Krauss, S. (2009). A cross-cultural Investigation
into a reconceptualization of ethnocentrism. European Journal of Social Psychology, 39, 871-
899. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.589

Cangur, S. & Ercan, I. (2015). Comparison of model fit indices used in structural equation
modeling under multivariate normality. Journal of Modern Applied Statistical Methods, 14(1),
152-167. https://doi.org/10.22237/jmasm/1430453580.

Chao, M. M., Kung, F. Y. H,, & Yao, D. J. (2015). Understanding the divergent effects of
multicultural exposure. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 47, 78-88.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2015.03.032

Chiu, C.-y., Mallorie, L., Keh, H. T., & Law, W. (2009). Perceptions of culture in multicultural space:
Joint presentation of images from two cultures increases in-group attribution of culture-
typical characteristics. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 40(2), 282-300.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022108328912

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Lawrence Erlbaum.

Coksan, S. (2021). The effect of the content of intergroup contact and ingroup identification on
support for social change among advantaged group members. [Doctoral dissertation, Middle
East Technical University]. https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.20629.04328

18



Duckitt, J., Callaghan, J. & Claire Wagner (2005). Group identification and outgroup attitudes in
four South African ethnic groups: A multidimensional approach. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 31(5), 633-46. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204271576.

Fuochi, G., Voci, A., Boin, J., & Hewstone, M. (2021). Affective generalization from intergroup
contact: Associations between contact-related and outgroup-related empathy, anxiety, and
trust. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 24(7), 1132-1150.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220932662

Gallagher, A.M. (1995). The approach of government: Community relations and equity. In S. Dunn
(Ed.), Facets of the conflict in Northern Ireland (pp. 27-43). St. Martin's Press.

Gaskin, J. (2016). 2 way interactions. Stats Tools Package. http://statwiki.kolobkreations.com

Gil-White, F. J. (2005). Is ethnocentrism adaptive? An ethnographic analysis.
http://www.hirhome.com/academic/Ethnocentrism.pdf

Greenaway, K. H., & Cruwys, T. (2019). The source model of group threat: responding to internal
and external threats. American Psychologist, 74(2), 218-231.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/amp0000321

Hassler, T., Ulug, O. M., & Kappmeier, M, Travaglino, G. A. (2020).Intergroup contact and social
change: An integrated Contact-Collective Action Model. Journal of Social Issues, 77(1), 217-
241. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12412

Hewstone, M. (2003). Intergroup contact panacea for prejudice? The Psychologist 16(7), 352-355.
https://thepsychologist.bps.org.uk/volume-16/edition-7/intergroup-contact-panacea-
prejudice

Hewstone, M. (2009). 2006 joint British Academy/British Psychological Society lecture. Living
apart, living together? The role of intergroup contact in social integration. Proceedings of the
British Academy, 162, 243-300. The British Academy 2009.

Hewstone, M., Cairns, E., Voci, A., Paolini, S., McLernon, F., Crisp, R., Niens, U., & Craig, J. (2005).
Intergroup contact in a divided society: Challenging segregation in Northern Ireland. In D.
Abrams, M. A. Hogg, & J. M. Marques (Eds.), The social psychology of inclusion and exclusion
(pp. 265-293). Psychology Press.

Ho, A. K., Sidanius, J., Kteily, N., Sheehy-Skeffington, J, Pratto, F., Henkel, K. E., Foels, R., &
Stewart, A. L. (2017). The nature of social dominance orientation: Theorizing and measuring
preferences for intergroup inequality using the new SDO7 scale. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 109(6), 1003-1028. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000033

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cut-off criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1-55.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118

Jaspal, R,, Lopes, B. C. D., & Breakwell, G. M. (2021). British national identity and life satisfaction
in ethnic minorities in the United Kingdom. National Identities 23(5), 455-472.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14608944.2020.1822793

Kauff, M., Schmid, K., Lolliot, S., Al Ramiah, A., & Hewstone, M. (2016). Intergroup contact effects
via ingroup distancing among majority and minority groups: Moderation by social dominance
orientation. PLoS ONE, 11(1), 1-28. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0146895

19



Kende, A., Hadarics, M., & Szabd, Z. P. (2018). Inglorious glorification and attachment: National
and European identities as predictors of anti- and pro-immigrant attitudes. British Journal of
Social Psychology, 58(3), 569-590. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjs0.12280

Kim, H. (2013). Statistical notes for clinical researchers: Assessing normal distribution (2) using
skewness and kurtosis. http://dx.doi.org/10.5395/rde.2013.38.1.52.

Kleppestg, T. H., Czajkowski, N. O., Vassend, O., Rgysamb, E., Eftedal, N. H., Sheehy-Skeffington,
J., Kunst, J. R., & Thomsen, L. (2019). Correlations between social dominance orientation and
political attitudes reflect common genetic underpinning. Proceedings of the National Academy
of Sciences of the United States of America, 116(36), 17741-17746.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1818711116

Kosic, M & Caudek, C. (2005). Ethnic identification and outgroup attitudes in minority and
majority groups. Review of Psychology, 12(2), 103-113.
http://mjesec.ffzg.hr/revija.psi/vol%2012%202%202005%20spec%20issue%20social%20psy/
Kosic_2005_12-2.pdf.

Kunstman, J. W, Plant, A,, ZielaskowskiKate, K. & Lacosse, J. (2013). Feeling in with the outgroup:
Outgroup acceptance and the internalization of the motivation to respond without prejudice.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 105(3), 443-57.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033082

Lalonde, R. N., Giguere, B., Fontaine, M. & Smith, A. (2007). Social dominance orientation and
ideological asymmetry in relation to interracial dating and transracial adoption in Canada.
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 38(5), 559-572.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022107305238.

Levin, S., van Laar, C. & Sidanius, J. (2003). The effects of ingroup and outgroup friendships on
ethnic attitudes in college: A longitudinal study. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 6(1)
76-92.https://ppw.kuleuven.be/cscp/documents/artikels-
colette/levinvanlaarsidanius2003gpir.pdf.

Matsumoto, D. (Ed.). (2009). The Cambridge dictionary of psychology. Cambridge University
Press.

McClanahan, K., Ho, A. K., & Kteily, N. (2019). Which group to credit (and blame)? Whites make
attributions about White Minority Biracials’ successes and failures based on their own (anti-)
egalitarianism and ethnic identification. Group Processes and Intergroup Relations, 22(5), 631-
654. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430218784665

Mebane, M. E., Aiello, A., & Francescato, D. (2020). Political gender gap and social dominance
orientation. In D. S. Sheriff (Ed.), Psycho-social aspects of human sexuality and ethics (pp. 1-
15). InthecOpen. https://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.92222

Mifune, N., Inamasu, K., Kohama, S., Ohtsubo, Y., & Tago, A. (2019). Social dominance orientation
as an obstacle to intergroup apology. PLoS ONE, 14(1), e0211379.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal. pone.0211379

Moyo, A. (2009). The impact of xenophobia on torture survivors from Zimbabwe: SACST'S analysis
of the 2008 attacks. In R. Richards (Ed.) Synopisis: Centre for policy studies. Policy studies
bulletin of CPS (Vol. 3(3), pp. 21-25).

Mustapha, A. R. (2010, December 5). Ethnic minority groups in Nigeria- Current situation and
major problems. NigerianMuse.

20



http://www.nigerianmuse.com/20101205024305zg/sections/general- articles/ethnic-
minority-groups-in-nigeria-current-situation-and-major-problems-by-abdul-raufu -
mustapha/ Ekiti

Okunogbe, 0. (2018). Does Exposure to other ethnic regions promote national integration? :
Evidence from Nigeria. Policy Research Working Paper; No. 8606. World Bank,
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/30570/Does-Exposure-to-
Other-Ethnic-Regions-Promote-National-Integration-Evidence-from-
Nigeria.pdf?sequence=5&isAllowed=y

Olonisakin T. T. (2019). Motivated cognitions, xenophobia and ethnocentrism: The moderating
roles of cultural intelligence ad group status [PhD Thesis]. Ekiti State University.

Olonisakin, T. T. & Adebayo, S. 0. (2021). Xenophobia: Scale development and validation. Journal
of Contemporary African Studies, 39(3), 484-496.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02589001.2020.1853686

Olonisakin, T. T., & Adebayo, S. O. (2017). Strangers in our fatherland: Examples of subtle
xenophobia in Nigeria? European Journal of Social Sciences Studies, 2(6), 1-73.
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo. 834721

Olowu, A. A. (2008). Persons in contact: A general introduction. In A. A. Olowu (ed), Xenophobia:
A contemporary issue in psychology (2nd ed., pp1-5). Ife Centre for Psychological Studies.

Oosterom, M., Sha, D., & Dowd, C. (2021). Commissions of inquiry and pathways to accountability
in Plateau State, Nigeria. The Journal of Modern African Studies, 59(4), 439-462.
https://doi.org/10.1017/50022278X21000252

Paolini, S.,White, F. A, Tropp, L. R., Turner, R., Page-Gould, E., Barlow, F. K., & Gomez, A. (2021).
Transforming society with intergroup contact: Current debates, state of the science, and
pathways to engaging with social cohesion practitioners and policy makers. Journal of Social
Issues, 77(1),11-37. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12427

Pettigrew, T. F. & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 90(5), 751-783. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.90.5.751

Pettigrew, T. F. (1997). Generalized intergroup contact effects on prejudice. Personality and
Social Psychological Bulletin, 23(2), 173-185. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167297232006

Phinney, J. S. (1989). Stages of ethnic identity development in minority group adolescents. The
Journal of Early Adolescence, 9(1-2), 34—49. https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431689091004

Phinney, J. S. (1992). The multigroup ethnic identity measure: A new scale for use with diverse
groups. Journal of Adolescent Research, 7(2), 156-176.
https://doi.org/10.1177/074355489272003Phinney, J. S., DuPont, S., Espinosa, C., Revill, J., &
Sanders, K. (1994). Ethnic identity and American identification among ethnic minority youths.
In A. Bouvy, F. J. R. van de Vijer, P. Boski, & P. Schmitz (Eds.), Journeys into cross-cultural
psychology (pp. 167—183). Swets & Zeitlinger.

Pratto, F., Cidam, A., Stewart, A. L., Zeineddine, F. B., Aranda, M., Aiello, A., Chryssochoou, X.,
Cichocka, A., Cohrs, J. C., Durrheim, K., Eicher, V., Foels, R., Gérska, P., Lee, I-C., Licata, L., Liu,
J. H,, Li, L., Meyer, ., Morselli, D., . . . Henkel, K. E. (2013). Social dominance in context and in
individuals: Contextual moderation of robust effects of social dominance orientation in 15

21



languages and 20 countries. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 4(5), 587-599.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550612473663

Pratto, F., Sidanius, J., & Levin, S. (2006). Social dominance theory and the dynamics of intergroup
relations: Taking stock and looking forward. European Review of Social Psychology, 17, 271-
320. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280601055772

Pratto, F., Sidanius, J., Stallworth, L. M., & Malle, B. F. (1994). Social dominance orientation: A
personality variable predicting social and political attitudes. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 67(4), 741-763. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.4.741

Puckett, J. A., DuBois, L. Z., McNeill, J. N., & Hanson, C. (2020). The association between social
dominance orientation, critical consciousness, and gender minority stigma. Journal of
Homosexuality, 67(8), 1081-1096. https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2019.1603493

Reicher, S. (2004). The context of social identity: Domination, resistance, and change. Political
Psychology, 25(6), 921-945. http://www.jstor.org/stable/3792283

Reimer, N. K., Love, A., Wolfer, R. & Hewstone, M. (2021). Building social cohesion through
intergroup contact: Evaluation of a large-scale intervention to improve intergroup relations
among adolescents. Journal of Youth and Adolescence 50, 1049-1067.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-021-01400-8

Roberts, R. E., Phinney, J. S., Masse, L. C., Chen, Y. R, Roberts, C. R., & Romero, A. (1999). The
structure of ethnic identity of young adolescents from diverse ethnocultural groups. Journal
of Early Adolescence, 19(3), 301-322. https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431699019003001

Robinson, A. L. (2016). Ethnic diversity, segregation, and ethnocentric trust in Africa. Working

Paper No. 166, Afrobarometer.
http://afrobarometer.org/sites/default/files/publications/Working%20papers/afropapernol
66.pdf.

Salaudeen, L. (2016, July 13). Is Igbo marginalised? The Nation. http://thenationonlineng.net/is-
igbo- marginalised/

Scacco, A. & Warren, S. S. (2018). Can social contact reduce prejudice and discrimination?
Evidence from a field experiment in Nigeria. American Political Science Review, 112(3), 654-
677. https://doi.org/10.1017/5S0003055418000151

Schmid, K., Hewstone, M., Klpper, B., Zick, A., Wagner, U. (2012). Secondary transfer effects of
intergroup contact: A cross-national comparison in Europe. Social Psychology Quarterly, 75,
28-51. https://doi.org/10.1177/0190272511430235

Schober, P., Boer, C., & Schwarte, L. A. (2018). Correlation coefficients: Appropriate use and
interpretation. Anesthesia & Analgesia, 126(5), 1763-1768.
https://doi.org/10.1213/ANE.0000000000002864

Schreiber, J. B., Stage, F. K., King, J., Nora, A. &. Barlow, E. A. (2006). Reporting structural
equation modeling and confirmatory factor analysis results: A review. The Journal of
Educational Research, 99(6), 323-337.
http://steinhardtapps.es.its.nyu.edu/create/courses/3311/reading/7-
Reporting_SEM_and_CFA__Schreiber__Stage__King__ Nora__Barlow_.pdf

Sherif, M. (1958). Superordinate goals in the reduction of intergroup conflict. American Journal
of Sociology, 63, 349-356. https://doi.org/10.1086/222258

22



Stark, T. H., Flache, A. & Veenstr, R. (2013). Generalization of positive and negative attitudes
toward individuals to outgroup attitudes. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 39(5)
608-622. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167213480890.

Smeekes, A. & Verkuyten, M. (2015). The presence of the past: Identity continuity and group
dynamics. European Review of Social Psychology, 26(1), 162-202.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2015.1112653

Smith, R., & Stathi, S. (2021). Social dominance orientation, belief in a just world and intergroup
contact as predictors of homeless stigmatisation. The Journal of Social Psychology, 1-11.
Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2021.1963204

Tajfel, H. & Turner, J. C. (1986). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In S. Worchel & W.
Austin (Eds.), Psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 2-24). Nelson-Hall.

Tanaka, S., Tago, A. & Gleditsch, K. S. (2017). Seeing the Lexus for the olive trees? Public opinion,
economic interdependence, and interstate conflict. International Interactions, 43(3), 375-396.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03050629.2016.1200572

Ullah, A. K. M. A. & Huque, A. S. Q. (2014). Asian immigrants in North America with HIV/AIDS
stigma, vulnerabilities and human rights. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-287-119-
0.

Whaley, A. L. (2001). Cultural mistrust: An important psychological construct for diagnosis and
treatment of African Americans. Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 32, 555-562.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0735-7028.32.6.555

Worrell, F. C., Conyers, L. M., Mpofu, E., & Vandiver, B. J. (2006). Multigroup ethnic identity
measure scores in a sample of adolescents from Zimbabwe. Identity, 6(1), 35-59.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532706xid0601_4

Young, C. A., Haffejeeb, B. & Corsuna, D. L. (2017). The relationship between ethnocentrism and
cultural intelligence. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 58, 31-41.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2017.04.0

23



