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Abstract

Tense intergroup relations in multicultural societies reflect the presence of preju-
dice and discrimination and pose a challenge for the improvement of intergroup rela-
tions. According to the social psychology theories, direct intergroup contact is proven
as a useful tool in reducing prejudice and discrimination towards the outgroup, thus
providing conditions for the improvement of intergroup relations. The role of social
norms may be crucial in explaining why intergroup contact is such an effective tool
in reducing intergroup prejudice. The purpose of this research is to examine the re-
lation between direct intergroup contact and the tendency to discriminate against
the outgroup. We wanted to explore if this relation was mediated by social norms.
In total, 361 pupils from 8™ and 9" grades from the city of Tetovo, Republic of North
Macedonia, are included in this research (195 pupils that study in Albanian and 166
that study in Macedonian language). The average age of the pupils is 13.7. Structural
equation modeling was used and the hypothesized model appeared to be a good fit to
the data. In the model, direct intergroup contact predicted the discrimination ten-
dency being affected only by family norms. The indirect effect test shows that family
norms mediate the relationship between direct intergroup contact and the tendency
to discriminate. The model accounted for 48% of the variance discrimination tenden-
cy. There were differences in model predictions for the groups of different statuses
(i.e. majority and minority). Our results show that direct intergroup contact may be
well used in improving intergroup relations and that social norms may be a powerful
tool in producing these effects.
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Introduction

The contact theory (Allport, 1954) claims that contact with outgroup mem-
bers contributes to the improvement of intergroup relations, reduces prejudice
and discrimination. Studies that have tested the contact hypothesis have proven
the effect of contact on intergroup relations of different age groups, which has
shown that the contact effect on intergroup attitudes is stronger in children and
youngsters than in samples of adults (Pettigrew and Tropp, 2006) which shows
that young people are more open and willing to change than adults. However,
Allport (1954) emphasizes that the positive effect of contact in intergroup rela-
tions, namely in attitudes towards the outgroup would be maximized if the con-
tact is realized under certain conditions. According to him, when groups are set
on an equal situation, and if they cooperate to achieve a common goal, but are
institutionally supported, then this contributes to the reduction of prejudice and
discrimination (Pettigrew, 1998). The intergroup relation research shows that
the intergroup contact effect on attitudes towards the outgroup is asymmetri-
cal, respectively it is higher in the members of the majority (Tropp & Pettigrew,
2005). The individuals who have had more friends belonging to minorities most
often have less willingness for discrimination and less non-acceptance of mi-
grants (Schlueter & Scheepers, 2010). Regardless of the fact that many research
studies have shown the contact effect on intergroup relations, Pettigrew and
Tropp (2011), in their metanalytic study, highlight that the association strength
of contact to attitudes towards the outgroup has been weak, which leaves space
for further research on other factors that mediate or moderate this relation.

Intergroup contact is closely related to the social context, i.e., depending on
norms, which in certain contexts allow and encourage positive intergroup con-
tact. Young people who perceive positive expectations of intergroup contact have
established longer friendships with outgroup members (Titzmann et al., 2015).
Furthermore, social norms and real contact together have a stronger effect de-
pending on the group status. Ingroup norms and contact quality have a joint ef-
fect on intergroup relations in minorities. In majorities, the effect of norms and
contact is independent and the existence of positive family norms is sufficient to
have positive attitudes towards the outgroup (Mahonen, 2011). The interference
of social norms in the relation between intergroup contact and intergroup rela-
tions is shown by other research studies (Ata et al., 2009; Mdhonen, 2011). Given
that in some research studies the norms on this relation have played the role of
the mediator (De Tezanos-Pinto et al., 2010) while some have proved the role of
their moderator (Mahonen et al., 2013), we decided to examine their role in our
study. The purpose of this research is to examine the relation between direct
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intergroup contact and outgroup discrimination and to test if this relation is
mediated by family and peer norms.

Method

Sample

The sample of this research includes 361, 8" and 9"-grade students, in five
elementary schools where teaching is conducted in one language, from the city
of Tetovo, the Republic of North Macedonia. Of the total number, 195 students
study in Albanian? (minority) while 166 in Macedonian (majority). In total, 174
girls and 181 boys were included in the survey, while 6 did not respond on their
gender. In terms of grades, 180 students are in 8%, while 181 are in the 9 grade.
The average age of the students is 13.7.

Measures and procedure

The tendency to discriminate against outgroup members is measured with
adapted tasks by Corkalo Biruski and Ajdukovi¢ (2007), which contain eight situa-
tions of students’ everyday life, while the students had the Yes or No alternatives
for each situation, depending on whether they would have definitely chosen the
ingroup member in the given situation. Item example: “If two of my peers, a
Macedonian and an Albanian, were hurt and need help, I would have chosen the
Macedonian/Albanian.”

Direct contact is measured with adapted items by Ajdukovi¢ and Corkalo
Biruski (2008) which include measuring intergroup contact intensity (level and
quantity). In the statement “My personal contact with Macedonians/Albanians”
the participants have chosen one of the provided alternatives (a. “I know they
live in Tetovo, but I do not come in contact with them”, b. “I only have random
contact with them?”, c. “I have acquaintances (I know them and greet them in the
street, but I do not socialize with them)”, d. “I have friends (we socialize and can
count on each other)”. For the last two responses, the participants also provided
an additional assessment. In the sub-question “such acquaintance/friend of Mac-
edonian/Albanian ethnicity, I have” have chosen one of the provided answers:
one or two, some, many. The answers are recoded into eight levels: 0 = I have no
contact, 1 = I only have random contact, 2 = I have one or two acquaintances, 3 =
I have a few acquaintances, 4 = I have many acquaintances, 5 = I have one or two
friends, 6 = I have some friends, 7 = I have many friends.

2 The Republic of North Macedonia is a multicultural country where the majority of citizens are of Macedonian ethnicity,
while regarding minorities, the most numerous are citizens of Albanian ethnicity.
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Peer norms are measured with a total of four items. For each item, the partic-
ipants have chosen a level of agreeability on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to
4 (strongly agree). Item example: “My friends have Macedonian/Albanian friends.”

Family norms are measured with a total of six items. For each item, the par-
ticipants have chosen a level of agreeability on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 4 (strongly agree). Iltem example: “My father/mother has Macedonian/Albanian
friends.”

The questionnaire was administered in groups, at the school premises, during
lessons and lasted about 1 class. The questionnaire is translated into two lan-
guages, Albanian and Macedonian, and the students have completed it in their
native language. The research was anonymous. After obtaining a permit from
the parents, the students have voluntarily decided to participate in the research.

Results

Data of the difference of the variable used in the research regarding the partici-
pants’ ethnicity

The descriptive data on variables used in this research and the tests of differ-
ences, considering the ethnicity of participants are shown in Table 1. The partic-
ipants, on average, report a moderate tendency to discriminate (M = 4.87), with
high variability in responses. The students tend to discriminate in five of the
eight situations offered and there is no difference between students of different
ethnic groups.

Regarding family norms, there are statistically significant differences, where,
as participants report, the norms of Macedonian parents in terms of intereth-
nic contact are more permissive (M, = 2.74) than the norms of Albanian parents
(M, = 2.40). As for peer norms, Albanian students perceive that their peers ap-
prove contact with outgroup members to a greater extent (M, = 2.70) than the
Macedonian ones (M, = 2.43).

Related to outgroup members contact, the participants, on average, report
a low intensity of direct intergroup contact, respectively that they had several
acquaintances (M = 2.57, RD = 0 - 7), while there was no statistically significant
difference between participants of Macedonian and Albanian ethnicity.
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Table 1.

Presentation of descriptive data on variables used in the research and differences test
results regarding the participants’ ethnicity

Sample Macedonian Albanian
R
gene N My MM
) (SD) (SD) (SD)
tion
th Eiec[;fip 0-8 361 4.88 166 4.85 195 4.90 ~19
(2.05) (1.94) (213)  .845
nate
Family 2.55 274 2.40 2.83
norms 14 361 (1.15) 166 1.10 195 117 <.01*
2.58 2.43 2.70 231
p 1-4 361 166 195
eer norms (1.13) (1.11) (113)  <.05*
Direct con- 2.57 2.74 2.42 1.42
0-7 361 166 195
tact (2.10) (2.04) (213) 154

The correlations between the contact variables (direct contact), the variables
of social norms (family and peer norms), and the relation with the tendency to
discriminate are shown in Table 2. The variable of interethnic contact is weakly to
moderately positively related to social norms (family and peer norms). The direct
contact is weakly positively related to family norms in the entire sample (rz=.24).
The students who report that have more intensive direct contact with outgroup
members perceive that their families approve contact with outgroup members
to a greater extent. There is a weak positive relation between direct contact
and peer norms (rr = .24). The students who have direct contact with outgroup
members perceive more that their peers approve of interethnic contact. Direct
contact is also negatively related to the tendency to discriminate. Social norms
are significantly moderately negatively related to the tendency to discriminate,
more specifically, family norms (rz = -.45) and peer norms (rz = -.34).
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Table 2.
The correlation matrix of variables in the entire sample N=361)

2 3 4
1. Tendency to discriminate -45** -.34** -.35%*
2. Family norms 45** 24
3. Peer norms 21

4. Intergroup contact

Note: ** Correlation significant at level .01

The role of social norms in the relationship of intergroup contact and the tenden-
cy to discriminate against outgroup

In order to test the mediating role of social norms in the relation between
direct interethnic contact and the tendency to discriminate, we conducted mod-
eling with structural equations in Amos 22. The decline in fitting a simpler model
was tested by the difference in the size of the CFI index. The difference must be
equal to or less than .01 for the decline in model fit to be insignificant.

In the first step, we set up the model shown in Figure 1.

Direct contact

v3

Figure 1. An initial model of the social norm as a mediator of the relation of direct con-
tact and the tendency to discriminate against outgroup

Note: the bright part of the model = the measurement model: the arrows from the ellipse towards the
rectangles= factorial saturation; arrows towards ellipses= measurement errors. The dark part of the
model= structural model: one-way arrows= regression association
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The fit indices for the initial assumed structural model indicate good fit of
the model to the data (x%(143) = 248.82; p < .000; ¢?/df = 1.74; SRMR =.03; CFI = .94;
TLI = .93; RMSEA = .04). Given that some associations did not prove to be statis-
tically significant (between direct contact and peer norms, between peer norms
and tendency to discriminate), these associations were removed in the next step,
and the fit of the model to the data was checked again. The model without in-
significant associations from the first step (initial model) also showed good fit
to the data (y3(145) = 251.7; p < .000; y?/df = 1.73; SRMR =.03; CFI = .94 TLI = .953;
RMSEA = .04) and does not differ significantly from the fit of the model from the
first step (A CFI = .000). In this model of the direct relation of contact and social
norms, the association of direct contact with family norms proved to be signifi-
cant. The relation between family norms and the tendency to discriminate was
also significant, just as the relation between direct contact and the tendency to
discriminate.

To test the mediation relation (the mediation effect of family norms on the
relation between direct contact and the tendency to discriminate), structur-
al nested models were tested. With the difference in CFI index (A CFI = .000),
an insignificant decline in the fit of a simpler model was found (y*(146) = 271.45;
p < .000; y?/df = 1.85; SRMR =.04; CFI = .93 TLI = .92; RMSEA = .04), which means
it is a matter of full mediation. The model accounted for 48% of the variance dis-
crimination tendency and 38% of peer norms. Direct contact is significantly posi-
tively related to family norms (B = .32). Family norms are significant predictors of
the tendency to discriminate (B = -.69), wherein, the participants whose families
are less approving of intergroup contacts have a higher tendency to discrimi-
nate. Based on mediation tests, the indirect effect of family norms on intergroup
contact on the relation between direct contact and tendency to discriminate was
found (IE = -.22, p =.015).

To verify moderator roles of group status, multigroup testing was conduct-
ed using the nested models’ method, step-up strategy (Byrne, 2010). Using the
mediation model of social norms on the relationship between contact and ten-
dency to discriminate against outgroup, we fitted a multigroup structural mod-
el distinguishing between Macedonians and Albanians solely with the assump-
tion of metric invariance of the measured model. The model has shown good
fit of data (x%286) = 405.51; p < .000; »?/df = 1.41; SRMR = .04; CFI= .93; TLI = .92;
RMSEA = .03). In the following step, constraints on the equality of all regression
coefficients between groups were set and the model showed a significant decline
in fit of data (AGr. CFI = .07), group status in the mediation of the social norms on
the relation between intergroup contact and tendency to discriminate moderate
some paths (Figure 2).
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Macedonians

24

Direct contact

Direct contact

Peer norms

Albanians

Figure 2. Structural model of the moderating effect of group status in the model of social
norms mediation in the relation between direct contact and the tendency to discriminate
against outgroup in Macedonians and Albanians.

Note: one-way interrupted arrows = insignificant regression paths predicted by the initial model; one-
way full-line arrows = significant regression paths from the final model; Note: ** significant at level
.01; * significant at level .05

Direct contact is related to peer norms only in the Albanian subsample (B = .13),
while in the Macedonian subsample, the relation is insignificant. Peer norms are
negatively related to the tendency to discriminate in the Macedonian subsample
(B =- .31), while this relation is insignificant in the Albanian subsample. In both
samples, direct contact predicts a lower tendency to discriminate, with this
relation being stronger in Macedonians (pM = -.32; BA = -.22). Direct contact is
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related to family norms in both subsamples, but the relation is stronger in the
Albanian subsample (BM = .24; BA = .28).

Family norms are related to the tendency to discriminate. More permissive
family norms on contact with outgroup members predict a lower tendency to dis-
criminate. That relation is stronger among the Albanian subsample (B = -.69), in
contrast to Macedonians (B = - .34).

In the Albanian final model, the tendency to discriminate explains 54% of the
variance, while in the Macedonian model, it explains 51%.

Discussion

Intergroup contact can be used as a useful tool to improve intergroup rela-
tions. The family norms in our model were shown as significant mediators of
the relation between direct contact and the tendency to discriminate while the
peer norms did not appear as such. The data obtained in our research showing
that family norms are more important than peer norms for the relation between
direct intergroup contact and intergroup relationships are in line with other re-
search studies. Previous research has shown that family norms are more im-
portant for the relation between intergroup contact and attitudes towards an
outgroup, in contrast to other social norms, such as media and school norms
(Ata and al., 2009).

Direct contact reduces the tendency to discriminate against the outgroup, but
this effect is fully realized when significant others, such as family, maintain con-
tact with the outgroup. It indicates that positive family norms are important for
children to behave positively towards the outgroup. The results that signify the
positive effect of direct contact on intergroup attitudes, when family norms are
more permissive are in line with the results of previous research conducted in
other settings (Ata et al., 2009; Mdhonen et al., 2013).

Multigroup testing results of social norms mediation on the relation between
direct contact and the tendency to discriminate show that the group status
(majority-minority) acts as a moderator on several direct paths in the model. A
stronger negative direct relation between direct contact and the tendency to dis-
criminate among Macedonians than among Albanians is in line with the find-
ings of Pettigrew and Tropp (2011) who ascertained that contact with outgroup
contributes more to reducing prejudice in majority than minority groups. In the
subsample of the Macedonian majority, direct contact, i.e., the experiences with
outgroup members and peer norms, have an independent effect on intergroup
outcomes. This data is consistent with the findings of Maho6nen (2011) who also
found that direct contact and social norms in the majority have an independent
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effect on intergroup attitudes. The negative relation of family norms with the
tendency to discriminate is stronger in the minority. In our context, the minority
is dominated by traditional families, where the importance of the family in shap-
ing the attitudes and behaviors of children is quite significant.

The research contributes to the clarification that direct contact in real con-
text affects intergroup relations, especially when the family environment is
permissive regarding intergroup contact. This implies that intergroup contact
between children should be stimulated, as well as creating opportunities for pos-
itive meetings. The family norms are important for the contact effect in inter-
group relations, which highlights Allport’s condition, the support of the author-
ities/institutions. This suggests that, in order to achieve the effect of improving
intergroup relations, support from the authorities is required, just as enabling
that contact policy drafting is oriented towards sustainability and not a coinci-
dence.

A limitation of this research is that it has used measuring tools that consist
of one item, such as direct contact. This may have affected the measurement
results and other researchers may repeat the study with more rigorous measure-
ments of contact.
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MEI'YTPYIIEH KOHTAKT U JUCKPUMMHAIIUJA HA
HAJIBOPEIITHATA I'PYIIA: YJIOTATA HA COONJAJIHUTE
HOPMU

ITepy3e Ocmanu banaku

KpaTka copps;kuHa

HamHaTuTe MeryrpyriHM OJHOCH BO MY/ITUKY/ITYPHUTE OINITECTBa YKa’KyBaaTt
Ha IIPUCYCTBOTO Ha TIpeApacyqd W NUCKpUMMUHAIIMja U IIPETCTaByBaaT IPeau3BUK
3a MojmoOpyBameTo Ha MeryrpynHute omHocu. Cmopepn TeopuuTe Ha ColidjasiHaTa
TICHUXOJIOTHja, MUPEKTHUOT MEryrpylieH KOHTaKT e JOKaykKaH KaKo KOPHCHA ajlaTKa 3a
HaMaJTyBakbe Ha IpefpacyauTe U IUCKpUMUHAIIMjaTa KOH HajIBOpeITHaTa rpyrma, 1 Ha
TOj HauMH 00e30e/lyBaaT yCJIOBU 3a TMOIO0PYBamke Ha MEryrpyrHUTe OJJHOCU. YiioraTa
Ha COLMjaJTHUTE HOPMU MOKe [1a O1jie KIydHa Bo 00jaCHYBakeTO 301ITO MeI'yTPYyITHUOT
KOHTAKT € TOJKYy e)eKTHMBHA ajlaTKa 3a HaMa/lyBaibe Ha MeryrpyrnHuTe Ipeapacynu.
LlenrTra Ha oBa MCTpa)KyBame € [1a Ce UCITUTa BpCKaTa MoMery JUPEKTHUOT MeryrpyreH
KOHTaKT U CKJIOHOCTA KOH JIMCKPUMUHUPame Ha HagBopeliHaTa rpyra. CakaBMe ga
UCTpPa)KMe Jlajli oBaa BpCKa e MocpejlyBaHa ojf coljdjajiIHUTe HOpMU. BKyrHo 361
yuenuiu og 8 u 9 oppenenue ox rpagot TetoBo, Penrybnuka CeBepHa MakemoHuja, ce
BKJ/IyUeH! BO OBa HCTpasKyBambe. O BKYMHUOT Opoj, 195 yueHuiin yyat Ha ajbaHCKU
ja3uk a 166 Ha Make[IOHCKU ja3uK. [IpoceuHara Bo3pacT Ha ydyeHUlUTe e 13,7 romuHN.
KopucTteHo e Mofieniipaibe Ha CTPYKTYPHHU paBeHKU U XUITOTE3UPAaHUOT MOIesI fobpo ce
BKJIOITYBa BO MojiaToLuTe. Bo MoenoT, IMPEKTHUOT MEer'yrpyrieH KOHTAKT ja peABUien
CKJIOHOCTa KOH JUCKPUMUHAIIUja 1o/l BIMjaHKe caMo Of] CeMejHUTe HOpMU. TeCcToBUTe
3a UHAUPEKTEH e(eKT MMOKa)KyBaaT JeKa CeMEejHUTe HOPMU MOCPelyBaaT BO OJJHOCOT
ITOMery TUPEKTHUOT MEryTrpyIieH KOHTaKT 1 CKJIOHOCTa KOH IMCKpUMHUHAaLFja. Mojienor
counHyBa 48% oj TeH/eHIIMjaTa 3a AUCKpUMUHAIIMja Ha BapujaHcaTa. MiMalile pa3iuku
BO Mpe[BHIyBambaTa Ha MOMEJINTE 3a I'PYIM CO pasjiMiyeH CTaTyC (T.e. MHO3MHCTBO U
MaIIUHCTBO). HatmTe pesynratu MoKayKyBaaT JieKa JUPEKTHUOT MeryrpylieH KOHTaKT
MOKe JTOOPO J1a ce MCKOPUCTHU BO MOA0OPYBakeTO HAa MEIYIPYIHUTE OJHOCHU U JieKa
COLIMja/THUTE HOPMU MOKaT [a OuIaT KOpUCHa ajaTKa 3a Kpeupamhe Ha BaKBUTE
edeKTu.

KnyuHu 300poBu: gupekitieH meéyzpyiieH KOHWAaKitl, CKA0HOCT KOH gUCKpUMUHauuja,
cemejHU Hopmu
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