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| INTRODUCTION:
CHARTING NEW PATHWAYS TO
POSITIVE INTERGROUP RELATIONS

LINDA R. TROPP AND ROBYN K. MALLETT

Tn 1963, Martin Luther King Jr. stood before an enthusiastic crowd of
civil rights supporters and described an ideal state of intergroup relations: that
one day “little black boys and black girls will be able to join hands with Little
white boys and white girls as sisters and brothers” (Washington, 1992, p. 105).
His dream was characterized not only by the absence of intergroup strife but
also by the presence of connection and friendship across group boundaries.
Since his famous speech, the United States has made some progress toward
_ that dream. Generally, intergroup violence is less common, and the call for
peaceful relarions between groups has grown. Indeed, even following 3 days of
riots in 1992 that started after three White Los Angeles police officers were
acquitted of beating an African American motorist, Rodney King, he himself
pleaded for a halt to the violence:

Can we get along? Can we stop making it, making it horrible for the older
people and the kids?. . . I’s just not right. . . . It's not going to change
anything. We'll, we'll get our justice. . . . Please, we can get along here.
We all can get along. I mean, we're all stuck here for a while. Let’s try to
wotk it out. (Mydans, 1993)




Still, we can question whether progress has stalled. Though violence
hetween groups has decreased, friendship and integration between groups has
not necessatily increased. Beverly Tatum’s (1997) book Why Are All the Black
Kids Sitting Together in the Cafeteria? notes that, to some extent, King’s dream
has become a reality—elementary school children frequently interact across
racial lines. Yet by the time they reach high school, students’ educational and
social experiences are often largely segregated (Frankenberg & Orfield, 2007).
For example, an analysis of interviews of 59,000 high school students found that
of the nearly one million friendship pairs in the sample, only a few hundred
were interracial {Hallinan & Williams, 1989). Children and adolescents are
still more likely to choose same-race friends than cross-race friends (DuBois &
Hirsch, 1990; Hallinan & Teixeira, 1987), and cross-race friendships can be
harder to sustain over time {Aboud, Mendelson, & Purdy, 2003). Tatum sug-
gests such segregation occurs because students have become increasingly aware
of race and are unsure of how to address the issue with their peers. Uncertainty
about how to negotiate interactions with people from different social groups
can grow with them into aduithood and pose a formidable barrier to future
positive contact.

However, looking back at the history of research on intergroup rela-
tions, one might initially think that prejudice is the sole problem. If we could
just reduce prejudice, the work suggests, then we should be able to improve
intergroup relations. To be sure, the existence and persistence of prejudice are
highly problematic. We must continue to build on decades of past research to
- further our understanding of its genesis and the consequences that preju-
dice can have for everyday life experiences and outcomes {Ashburn-Nardo,
Monteith, Arthur, & Bain, 2007; Dovidio, Glick, & Rudman, 2005; Swim,
Hyers, Cohen, Fitzgerald, & Bylsma, 2003). '

But the problem of achieving positive intergroup relations is more corm-
plex than simply reducing prejudice. Recent studies reveal the multifaceted
nature of intergroup relations, such as the benefits of positive attitudes toward
other groups, the importance of recognizing differing views of intergroup rela-
tionships, the anxieties we may have about cross-group interactions, the discrep-
ancies between our interest in contact and our willingness to reach out across
proup boundaries, not knowing how others might respond, or whether we would
feel that we belong. Indeed, emerging programs of research have begun to con-
verge in identifying the many ways in which our construals, motivations, expec-
tations, and emotional responses impact our intergroup experiences and
relationships, far beyond the effects of prejudiced attitudes (e.g., Devine, Evett,
& Vasquez-Suson, 1996; Frey & Tropp, 2006; Mendoza-Denton, Downey,
Purdie, Davis, & Pietrzak, 2002; Plant & Devine, 2003; Shelton, Richeson, &
Vorauer, 2006; Stephan & Stephan, 1985; Vorauer, 2000).
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In the present volume, we therefore focus beyond the goal of reducing
prejudice to explore what other factors might be necessary to improve rela-
tions between groups. This book brings together original contributions from
leading scholars in social psychology who have begun to examine the motiva-
tions and processes that undetlie people’s ability to develop positive and mean-
ingful relationships across group boundaries. As one of the earliest researchers
to assess intergroup attitudes, Emory Bogardus (1928), stated that '

public attention is usually given to racial prejudice rather than o its
counterpart, racial good will. But the more spectacular and melodramatic
phenomena do not deserve to receive all the attention; the origins and
development of racial friendliness also merit consideration. (p. 77)

In line with this view, the present volume compels us to move beyond our
field's traditional focus on prejudice reduction, to consider novel approaches
to studying intergroup attitudes and strategies that we can use to improve
relations between groups.

EARLY APPROACHES TO STUDYING INTERGROUP RELATIONS

Early theorists such as Gordon Allport (1945, 1954) and Muzafer Sherif
(Sherif & Sherif, 1953; Sherif, Harvey, White, Hood, & Sherif, 1954/1961)
encouraged psychologists to investigate strategies that could effectively
reduce intergroup prejudice. In his landmark book The Nature of Prefudice,
Allport {1954) wrote what has become the most influential statement of
intergroup contacttheory, noting that intergroup contact holds the potencial
either to exacerbate or reduce prejudice. His early research revealed numet-
ous factors, such as unpleasant childhood experiences and social influences,
that could heighten intergroup prejudice (Allport & Kramer, 1946). Hence,
he emphasized conditions that could be established in the contact situation
(e.g., equal status between groups, support of institutional authorities) to
effectively reduce intergroup prejudice.

Sherif also recognized the potential for contact between groups to increase
or decrease prejudice, and he and his colleagues demonstrated both tenden-
cies in their classic Robbers Cave field study (see Sherif et al., 1954/1961).
Situations structured to produce competition between the groups led to inter-
group prejudice and hostility and spurred further intergroup competition.
By contrast, situations that provided opportunities for the groups to work
together cooperatively toward common goals were effective in reversing
these tendencies and even in encouraging friendly relations to develop
across group boundaries.
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Such approaches to understanding the origins of prejudice and the
potential for prejudice reduction are well established and well documented
in the research literature (see Pettigrew & Tropp, 2005; Stephan & Stephan,
2001). But as we reflect on such strategies and their supportive evidence, we
might begin to question whether prejudice reduction has always been the
singular goal. Indeed, close inspection of early work on prejudice reveals
many examples in which researchers employed a wide range of indicators to
assess the nature and tone of intergroup relationships. For example, LaPiere
(1934) did not simply ask hotel and restaurant owners to report whether they
held prejudiced attitudes toward Chinese people; he also tested whether
Chinese clientele would be welcome at their establishments. Though often
construed as a measure of “prejudice,” Bogardus’s (1928) well-known scale
actually assesses people’s willingness to accept members of other ethnic, reli-
gious, and national groups into their neighbothoods, homes, and close
friendship circles. Additionally, Deutsch and Collins (1951) examined not
only the degree to which White housewives held prejudices against Blacks
but also how they felt about living in an integrated housing community. And
beyond asking White police officers to report attitudes toward their Black
peers, Kephart (1957) examined how these officers would feel about taking
orders from Black officers and having Black officers join their formerly all-
White police districts.

These early examples demonstrate great variability in how researchers
sought to understand multiple dimensions of intergroup relationships, reach-
ing far beyond the goal of prejudice reduction. Yet, somehow, we have per-
petually constrained the framing of this work to retain a focus on prejudice
and prejudice reduction as the guiding force for our field (for a refated discus-
sion, see Devine et al., 1996),

CONTEMPORARY APPROACHES TO PREJUDICE
AND INTERGROUP RELATIONS

Indeed, most of our research from the past several decades has focused
‘on negative processes and obstacles in intergroup relations (see Fiske, 1998;
Shelton et al., 2006; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). For example, extensive social
psychological research shows that our tendencies to categorize people on the
basis of race, gender, and age are natural and inevitable consequences of social
perception {see Macrae & Bodenhausen, 2000). Once categorization occurs,
stereotypic beliefs and prejudicial attitudes associated with social categories
readily come to mind and subsequently shape our judgments of and behaviors
toward others {e.g., Bargh, 1999; Devine, 1989; Dovidio & Gaertner, 2004;
Stephan & Stephan, 2000). Research has also revealed a range of motiva-
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tional factors that perpetuate people’s tendency to harbor biases against other
groups, including the need to confirm one’s self-worth or the value of one’s
group (e.g., Fein & Spencer, 1997; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and the need to
reduce uncertainty about who we are and where we stand in the world (e.g.,
Hogg, 2007). Moreover, other perspectives explore the resilient nature of
prejudice, by highlighting how the mere presence of other groups can provoke
intergroup biases (e.g., Turner et al., 1987) and the persistence of dominance
and hierarchical relations between groups (e.g., Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).

Yet other work from recent decades has identified the many ways in
which intergroup prejudice has evolved into less conspicuous forms. As overt
forms of prejudice become increasingly difficult to detect, researchers have set
out to create new measures to assess more covert, subtle forms of prejudice
{e.g., Henry & Sears, 2002; McConahay, Hardee, & Batts, 1981; Pettigrew &
Meertens, 1995). Rather than simply possessing uniformly negative attitudes
toward Blacks, many White Americans who believe they are nonprejudiced
egalitarians may hold conflicting positive and negative attitudes of which they
may be unaware (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986; Glick & Fiske, 1996). New pro-
cedures have also been developed and studied extensively to identify hidden
dimensions of intergroup prejudice and bias, including tests of association and
activation of group-based stimuli {e.g., Dovidio, Kawakami, Johnson, Johnson,
& Howard, 1997; Fazio, Jackson, Dunton, & Williams, 1995; Greenwald,
Poehlman, Uhlmann, & Banaji, 2009).

These bodies of research have greatly enhanced our understanding of
prejudice and how the seemingly natural processes that induce prejudice can
pose formidable barriers between groups. Further research along these lines
has therefore sought to identify strategies that can effectively combat and
diminish prejudice, such as by making people aware of their biases (Czopp,
Monteith, & Mark, 2006), training people to reduce biased responding {e.g.,
Kawakami, Dovidio, Moll, Hermsen, & Russin, 2000; Kawakami, Dovidio, &
Van Kamp, 2007), and enhancing their cross-group experiences (e.g., Brown
& Hewstone, 2005; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006).

EMERGING APPROACHES TO PREJUDICE
AND INTERGROUP RELATIONS

Nonetheless, it appears that relatively little work has moved beyond the
central goal of reducing prejudice, to consider different ways in which we can
conceptualize intergroup attitudes and explore strategies that enhance feel-

ings of acceptance and inclusion across group boundaries (see Stephan &.
Stephan, 2001). We believe it is now time to expand our efforts and take a-

more positive approach to improving intergroup relations.
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Emerging research has begun to shift away from the common focus on
prejudice reduction to consider novel approaches to undetstanding and pro-
moting positive intergroup relations, both in contexts of diverse yet largely
segregated societies (see Nagda, Tropp, & Paluck, 2006) and in contexts where -
groups have long been in conflict {see Nadler, Malloy, & Fisher, 2008). For
example, some of this work highlights new ways of conceptualizing intergroup
attitudes and the ways in which we resist bias and develop positive feelings
toward other groups ( Devine, Plant, Amodio, Harmon-Jones, & Vance, 2002;
Livingston & Drwecki, 2007; Pittinsky, Montoya, Tropp, & Chen, 2007).
Other new work explores the motivations that underlie our interest in rela-
tions with other groups (Butz & Plant, 2006; Mallett, Wilson, & Gilbert, 2008),
and how forging relationships across group boundaries can facilirate feel-
ings of inclusion and acceptance (Mendoza-Denton & Page-Gould, 2008;
Purdie-Vaughns, Steele, Davies, Ditlmann, & Crosby, 2008; Walton & Cohen,
2007; Wright, Aron, McLaughlin-Volpe, & Ropp, 1997). New perspectives
have also begun to explore processes by which we can begin to achieve rec-
onciliation between conﬂlctmg groups, such as by promoting forgiveness and
mutual understanding (e.g., Ceha] i¢, Brown, & Castano, 2008; Hewstone,
Cairns, Voci, Hamberger, & Niens, 2006; Manzi & Gonzélez, 2007; Shnabel
& Nadler, 2008).

Integrating the best of these emerging perspectives, this book guides psy-
chologists’ thinking about how we can extend our work beyond prejudice
reduction to enhance our potential for achieving positive intergroup rela-
tions. Contributors to this edited volume explore these issues through four
primary themes.

RECONCEPTUALIZING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES

Part I of this volume concerns reconceptualizations in how we think about
and study intergroup attitudes. Rather than focusing on what makes people
biased, Robert W. Livingston (Chapter 1) explores factors that lead people to
become nonbiased in evaluations of other groups. He reviews theory and pro-
vides empirical evidence to suggest ways in which people vary in their suscep-
tibility to forming negative associations with groups, in relation to individual
differences, psychological motivations, and practice in making other kinds of
associations. He concludes that, for many people, racial prejudice is not the
result of devaluing or disliking people from a different social group. Rather,
some individuals are simply more susceptible to negative conditioning. With
practice and the proper motivation, people may be able to break those asso-
ciations and form more positive racial attitudes.
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Todd L. Pittinsky, Seth A. Rosenthal, and R. Matthew Montoya (Chap-
ter 2) then move beyond typical distinctions in assessment of negative atti-
tudes to examine varying dimensions of positive attitudes toward outgroups,
which they refer to as allophilia. They present evidence showing that positive
and negative intergroup attitudes are not direct opposites and that allophilia
comptises five dimensions: Affection, Comfort, Kinship, Engagement, and
Enthusiasm. They conclude that to understand the range of benefits that result
from holding positive attitudes toward outgroups, psychologists must become
more precise in our predictions and measurement. Doing so teveals that posi-
tive attitudes are stronget predictors of support for charities and assistance pro-
grams that help disadvantaged groups than are negative attitudes.

MOTIVATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS
IN CROSS-GROUP RELATIONS

Part IIs theme shifts us from our tendency to focus on avoiding other
groups to examine the motivations and expectations that underlie positive relations
with members of other groups. Robyn K. Mallett, Dana E. Wagner, and Patrick
R. Harrison {Chapter 3) consider how, although we often expect the worst,
our experiences of intergroup contact tend to be more positive than we ini-
tially imagine. Building from social psychological research on affective fore-
casting, these authors show how influential expectations can be in cross-group
relations, and they identify strategies for improving people’s expectations to
~ promote mote successful and enjoyable cross-group interactions. They sug-
gest targeting three factors that contribute to overly negative expectations:
reliance on stereotypes, individual differences in sensitivity to group member-
ship, and appreciation of how the situation constrains one’s experience. Their
research shows that simply considering overly negative expectations smoothed
upcoming instances of interracial contact and increased the formation of inter-
racial friendships. ‘

Relatedly, David A. Butz and E. Ashby Plant {(Chapter 4) examine why
people often attempt to avoid intergroup contact and what predicts their moti-
vations to approach interactions with members of other groups. In so doing,
they demonstrate how negative emotional responses, such as anger, hostility,
anxiety, and self-efficacy concerns, can curb our motivation for intergroup
contact and how, by alleviating such negative responses, we can encourage
more positive, approach-oriented intergroup behavior. Differences in inter-
nal or external motivations to control prejudice can also affect whether a per-
son frames an interaction with a member of another group as a threat to be
avoided or a challenge to be approached. Framing such interactions as a chal-
lenge increases the likelihood of actively working through and eventually over-
coming even negative expectations.
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Katya Migacheva, Linda R. Tropp, and Jennifer Crocker (Chapter 5)
then discuss how the motivations and goals one adopts can either enhance
or diminish the potential for achieving positive cross-group relations. Using
the distinction between egosystem and ecosystem motivations as a guiding
framework, they emphasize how focusing on oneself can foster anxieties about
intergroup contact, whereas focusing on learning from others and attending
to their needs can facilitate more positive contact experiences. The authors
consider the extent to which these goals are held independently in everyday
contexts and how we can promote goals focused on compassion and learning,
even under conditions of conflict.

FORGING CROSS-GROUP RELATIONSHIPS

Part 111 explores how forging relationships across group boundaries can fos-
ter feelings of inclusion and acceptance. Kristin Davies, Stephen C. Wright,
and Arthur Aron (Chapter 6) summarize a decade of research on the many
benefits of cross-group friendships for creating positive shifts in intergroup
attitudes. Describing results from cross-sectional, meta-analytic, and experi-
mental studies of cross-group friendships, they reveal how close cross-group
relationships increase the extent to which we include people from different
social groups, and therefore the other social group, as part of our self-concept.
They examine how self-expansion occurs in certain types of intergroup con-
tact and how it produces positive effects, such as enhancing intergroup liking
and empathy and encouraging greater support for disadvantaged groups.

Taking this theme further, Elizabeth Page-Gould and Rodolfo Mendoza-
Denton {Chapter 7) discuss processes by which cross-group friendships ben-
efit both majority and minority group mermbers, Cross-group friendships can
foster not only interest in intergroup contact but also feelings of institutional
acceptance, Feeling that one belongs at an institution s especially critical for
members of historically devalued groups because a feeling of belonging can
enhance rates of retention and graduation. With longitudinal data and exper-
imental studies, these authors show that cross-group friendships can reduce
anxiety about future cross-group interactions and foster a sense of belonging
among traditionally devalued groups, along with demonstrating empirically
the processes that underlie such positive outcomes of cross-group friendships.

Concluding this section, Valerie Purdie-Vaughns and Gregory M., Walton
(Chapter 8) describe how a focus on inclusiveness can promote feelings of
trust within diverse institutions, which can have important implications for
both academic and intergroup outcomes among historically devalued groups.
These authors propose that we should view diversity through the lens of iden-
tity safety, such that different groups should have the potential to experience
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institutional contexts in similar ways, while at the same time acknowledging
the varied perspectives and expetiences that different groups bring to each
context. Thus, provocatively suggesting that not all forms of multicuitural-
ism are equally beneficial, they address common limitations of multicultural
ideologies and discuss how the concept of identity safety may usefully be
applied in diverse organizations.

APPLICATIONS TO POSTCONFLICT RECONCILIATION

Part IV of this volume explores how these themes may be applied to post-
conflict reconciliation concerns to promote forgiveness and understanding
between groups. Hermann Swart, Rhiannon Turner, Miles Hewstone, and
Alberto Voci {Chapter 9) consider several psychological processes that serve
as cornerstones for both intergroup relations and reconciliation in postcon-
flict societies. In particular, these authors contend that past conflict can per-
petuate intergroup hostilities unless the groups involved can learn to forgive
each other and foster trusting relationships. Presenting findings from studies
in South Africa, Notthern freland, and the United Kingdom, they show how
high-quality contact experiences that include opportunities for reciprocal self-
disclosure and empathic responding can facilitate the development of inter-
group forgiveness and trust.

Arie Nadler and Nurit Shnabel (Chapter 10) further explore these
issues by attending to the psychological needs of each group in the postcon-
flict relationship. They present a needs-based model of reconciliation and
results from several studies to demonstrate the importance of addressing the
distinct needs for empowerment among victims and acceptance among per-
petrators. Because members of disadvantaged and advantaged groups approach
reconciliation with different goals, even positive messages of acceptance or
empowerment may backfire if they do not address the group’s primaty need.
Properly tailored communication between groups with histories of conflict
goes beyond merely reducing conflice to actually increase willingness to coop-
erate and work against discrimination.

Roberto Gonzdlez, Jorge Manzi, and Masi Noor (Chapter 11) add to this

section by discussing how identities and intergroup emotions contribute to

processes of forgiveness and reconciliation. Exploring the context of political
violence in Chile, these authors describe how, when groups in conflict focus
only on their own group identities, conflict is likely to persist and the poten-
tial for forgiveness is diminished. But framing group identities at the inclu-
sive, superordinate level (i.e., Chileans) will lead to emotional responses of
empathy and trust that support forgiveness and willingness to repair relations.

It is our hope that by bringing these perspectives together in one vol-
ume, the field of psychology can begin to chart new directions for research
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that emphasize positive pathways to improved intergroup relations. To this
end, we have invited two prominent intergroup scholars, Samuel L. Gaertner
and John E. Dovidio, to synthesize and comment on the work presented across
the four sections of this book. In doing so, they highlight points of connec-
tion across the chapters and suggest avenues for future research. They also
conclude their chapter with suggestions for how some of the research described
in the volume may be used to inform social policy that seeks to build positive
relations and more inclusive societies.

Looking back over the progress that we have made toward Martin
Luther King Jr.’s dream in the past 40 years, we still have a way to go. As King
said, “we must make the pledge that we shall always march ahead. We can-
not turn back” (Washington, 1992, p. 103}. On this journey, psychological
research has primarily taken the well-traveled pathway to prejudice reduc-
tion. This road has allowed us to discover important insights about the roots
and nature of prejudice and conflict. Yet it has also bypassed potentially
important pathways that could take us beyond prejudice reduction to inter-
group trust and acceptance. The purpose of this volume is to highlight the
bridges and side roads created by recent research that chart new pathways for
investigation. Reconceptualizing how we study intergroup attitudes, motivat-
ing interest in relations between groups; forging cross-group relations that can
encourage feelings of inclusion and acceptance, and promoting intergroup
forgiveness and understanding have the potential to change the landscape of
intergroup relations. These new pathways can be used to explore intergroup
relations that are characterized by subtle disruptions in interpersonal contexts
or by the more systemic barriers that pervade our secial institutions.

The editors’ hope is that staking out these new pathways will allow us to
g0 beyond mere prejudice reduction and take steps forward to realize Martin
Luther King Jr.’s dream. That is, rather than simply reducing prejudice and
conflict, we may enhance mutual liking, trust, and friendship between groups.
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