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Positive cross-group contact with disadvantaged group members can reduce prejudice, and, under 
certain conditions, increase solidarity-based action intentions among advantaged group members. In the 
present work, we distinguish between positive contact (friendly, cooperative) versus politicized contact 
(where group-based injustice is discussed) as well as between benevolent helping offered to the disad-
vantaged group versus costly solidarity-based actions. We predict that positive contact is related to be-
nevolent helping, whereas politicized contact is related to willingness to engage in costly solidarity-
based activism. In two studies (N = 257, N = 329), results support these hypotheses: for nonmigrants in 
Germany and the United Kingdom, positive contact with migrants, mediated by empathy, positive emo-
tions, and movement identification, was a better predictor of benevolent helping, whereas politicized 
contact with migrants, mediated by anger and/or movement identification was a better predictor of en-
dorsement of costly solidarity-based activism. 

Keywords: Intergroup contact; Solidarity-based action; Social change; Allyship behavior; Politicized 
contact. 

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Julia Becker, Department of Psychology, Osnabrueck 
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Ayla, a migrant from Turkey has two nonmigrant friends: Maggie and Karen. When they spend 

time together, Ayla and Maggie have close, pleasant, and cooperative interactions, whereas Ayla’s and Ka-

ren’s contact is marked by regular discussions about racism and intergroup inequalities. Now, imagine 

there are protests against racism that are time-consuming, might involve direct struggles with the police, or 

if successful, might end in nonmigrants losing some of their privileges. Which of Ayla’s friends would be 

more willing to participate in this costly solidarity-based activism? Maggie or Karen? In the present work, 

we examine the relation between positive and politicized cross-group contact and advantaged group mem-

ber’s willingness to engage in actions ranging from benevolent helping to costly solidarity-based activism. 

Prior research illustrated that positive cross-group contact with disadvantaged group members can 

reduce prejudice (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), and, under certain conditions, can increase actions in support 

of the disadvantaged group and its members among advantaged group members (Hässler et al., 2020). 

These advantaged group members, who engage in solidarity-based actions, can be called allies: they do not 
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belong to the disadvantaged group but support disadvantaged group actions to improve their situation (e.g., 

Iyer & Ryan, 2009; Kutlaca et al., 2020; Mallett et al., 2008; Radke et al., 2020; Subašić et al., 2008). For 

instance, it has been shown that heterosexual people who report having positive cross-group contacts with 

lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and queer or questioning (LGBTQ) community members, are more like-

ly to support egalitarian policies for this group (Hässler et al., 2020; see also, e.g., Cakal et al., 2011; Di 

Bernardo et al., 2021; Dixon et al., 2017; Pittinsky & Montoya, 2009; Reimer et al., 2017). 

However, the relation between cross-group contact with disadvantaged groups and solidarity-

based actions of advantaged groups is not necessarily positive (e.g., Becker & Wright, 2021; Saguy, 

Tausch, et al., 2009). We propose two previously neglected yet essential qualifiers to this relationship: the 

form of cross-group contact that is being engaged in; and the type of supportive social action the advan-

taged group member is being asked to engaged in. 

 

 

ACTIONS IN SUPPORT OF THE DISADVANTAGED GROUPS 

 

Recent research has distinguished between two forms of outgroup solidarity that advantaged group 

members can take (Louis et al., 2019; Thomas & McGarty, 2017, 2018). One is “benevolence,” which aims 

at compassionately alleviating the suffering of others. The other is “activism,” which aims to create greater 

equality by changing current structures and laws (Louis et al., 2019). Although these two forms of out-

group solidarity can co-occur, they appear to be driven by different philosophies and directed at different 

targets (Thomas & McGarty, 2017). Specifically, individuals who engage in benevolence aim to help indi-

vidual victims. They transfer money or provide goods to members of the disadvantaged group, but are less 

interested in changing the structures that cause or maintain group-based inequality and injustice. Individu-

als who engage in activism, in contrast, aim to change the root structures that create and maintain group-

based inequality and are less interested in helping individual victims. Thomas and McGarty (2017) empiri-

cally distinguished a benevolent helper profile from an activist supporter profile using latent profile analy-

sis. Benevolent help was predicted primarily by feelings of sympathy, whereas activist support was pre-

dicted by social change beliefs, identification with an anti-poverty group, and feelings of outrage. 

 

 

A NEW FOCUS: ACTIVISM INVOLVING PERSONAL AND INGROUP COSTS 

 

The existing research shows that activists seem more likely than benevolent helpers to endorse the 

need for social change to create a more equal society. However, in addition to this helper/activist distinc-

tion it is useful to consider whether all activists are the same. Recent research suggests that they are not. 

There appear to be different motives for activism that correspond with different levels of support for struc-

tural social change (Radke et al., 2020). To reach a more equal society, the disadvantaged group needs a 

greater share of resources and privileges. In many situations, this requires that the advantaged group must 

surrender some of their resources and privileges. In recent discussions of advantaged group activists, re-

searchers have argued that “true” allies show unconditional solidarity, meaning that they engage in soli-

darity-based activism even when their ingroup will likely lose privileges as a result of social change. In 

contrast, advantaged group members who engage in outgroup support, but would not accept a loss of in-

group privileges, would not be considered “true” allies (Radke et al., 2020). However, when assessing ad-

vantaged group member’s activism, most current measures of solidarity-based actions do not consider mo-

tivation and include actions that are ambiguous, at best, about whether they would lead to a loss of ingroup 

privilege.  
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In addition to threats to ingroup privilege, it is also useful to consider whether a particular solidari-

ty-based action will have direct personal costs in terms of time, money (or other tangible resources), or the 

possibility of conflict and physical harm. These costs might also lead some advantaged group members to 

think twice before agreeing to participate. In a large-scale study conducted by Hässler et al. (2020) there 

were stronger positive effects of cross-group contact on support for actions like “working in solidarity” 

(e.g., “How willing are you to unite with (outgroup) to work for justice for (outgroup)?”), and low-cost ac-

tions (e.g., signing a petition). However, these positive effects of contact were weaker for measures of ef-

forts to raise ingroup awareness (e.g., “when I come into contact with ingroup members, we talk about in-

justices in society regarding (outgroup)”). These findings suggest that contact may more easily inspire sup-

port for “low-cost actions” that are unlikely to undermine the advantaged group’s privileged position or 

include significant personal costs. Moreover, experimental research (Saguy, Tausch, et al., 2009) illustrated 

that following cross-group contact that focuses on commonalities between advantaged and disadvantaged 

group members, despite the disadvantaged group member’s expectations that the advantaged group mem-

bers would behave more fairly, advantaged group members seemed unwilling to give up their privilege and 

continued to distribute resources in a way that strongly favored their own group (Saguy, Tausch, et al., 

2009). In a nutshell, in order to evaluate the impact of cross-group contact on actions in support of the dis-

advantaged outgroup, it is essential to distinguish between benevolent helping, low-cost solidarity-based 

activism, and high-cost solidarity-based activism. 

 

 

POSITIVE VERSUS POLITICIZED CROSS-GROUP CONTACT 

 

Further, we argue that it is important to distinguish between positive contact as commonly under-

stood in the contact literature and politicized cross-group contact. Positive contact should include at least 

some of Allport’s (1954) four conditions — equal status, common goals, cooperation, support of authori-

ties — and must provide the opportunity for building friendships (Pettigrew, 1998; Wright et al., 2005). 

Positive contact of this kind has many benefits in terms of reducing prejudice (e.g., Pettigrew & Tropp, 

2006), but it has also been implicated in undermining disadvantaged group members’ interest in collective 

action for social change (e.g., Cakal et al., 2011; Dixon et al., 2010; MacInnis & Hodson, 2019; Reicher, 

2007; Tausch et al., 2015; Tropp et al., 2012; Vezzali et al., 2017; Wright & Baray, 2012, Wright & Lu-

bensky, 2009). 

Politicized contact can also happen within close relationships (e.g., friends) and can be enjoyable. 

However, in contrast to what most other contact work describes as positive contact (i.e., friendly, affective-

ly positive, harmonious), politicized contact requires that people talk with their contact partners about 

group-based injustices such as White privilege, the disadvantaged group member’s experiences with dis-

crimination, or the extent and causes of structural inequalities (Becker & Wright, 2021; Becker, et al., 

2013; Zuniga et al., 2002). Zuniga and colleagues (2002) developed an example of a politicized cross-

group contact program that aim to foster conversations about controversial issues so that people could de-

velop a self-awareness of one’s group membership in the context of systems of power and privilege and 

also develop alliances and other strategies of collaboration across differences (Zuniga et al., 2002). Prior 

work examined politicized contact, for instance, when analyzing the preferred content of intergroup en-

counters: do people prefer talk about power and social inequality between advantaged and disadvantaged 

groups, or about commonalities between the groups (Saguy, Pratto, et al., 2009). This work illustrated that 

advantaged group members have a stronger preference for talk about commonalities than about power dif-
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ferences, whereas disadvantaged group members show the opposite preference (Saguy, Pratto, et al., 2009). 

In addition, it has been demonstrated that if people prioritize talk about differences between groups over 

commonalities in cross-group contact situations, the motivation for social change is higher in advantaged 

group members (Vezzali et al., 2017). Further, it has been shown that politicized contact does not under-

mine disadvantaged group members’ interest in collective action (Becker et al., 2013), and, more important 

for the present work, it can, under certain conditions, increase the engagement in solidarity-based actions 

among members of the advantaged group. Research by Becker and Wright (2021) revealed that first-time 

positive cross-group contact alone did not increase advantaged group member’s solidarity-based actions to 

reduce inequality even when it resulted in feelings of interpersonal connection. However, when the advan-

taged group member experienced a strong interpersonal connection with a disadvantaged group member 

who explicitly described the existing intergroup inequality as illegitimate, that is, when the contact was po-

liticized, then contact was associated with increased endorsement of solidarity-based activism. 

 

 

PRESENT RESEARCH 

 

In two studies, we bring together work on actions in support of the disadvantaged group (distin-

guishing between benevolent helping, low-cost solidarity-based activism, and costly solidarity-based activ-

ism) with work contrasting positive with politicized cross-group contact. First, we expect that positive con-

tact (compared to politicized contact) is more likely to predict benevolent helping for the following rea-

sons. First, research shows that positive contact can heighten people’s empathic responses (including both 

empathic concern and perspective taking), which, in turn, increased the likelihood of outgroup helping 

(e.g., Johnston & Glasford, 2018; Koschate et al., 2012). Beyond empathy, other positive emotions might 

also be important in explaining positive contact associations with benevolent helping. Pettigrew (1998) ar-

gues that positive contact creates positive affective ties, which in turn, explain reductions in prejudice. 

Moreover, people who are in a good mood are more likely to help others because it allows them to prolong 

their good feelings (Carlson et al., 1988). Therefore, we expect that positive cross-group contact leads to 

benevolent helping, because it inspires empathy and other positive emotions. 

In contrast, we predict that politicized contact (compared to positive contact) is more likely to pre-

dict costly solidarity-based activism, because cross-group discussions about social inequalities are likely to 

develop and maintain social change goals and foster unconditional support for the outgroup. These, in turn, 

will supersede concerns about personal costs (in terms of time, finances, or a conflict potential) or ingroup 

costs (potential loss of ingroup privilege). Furthermore, research illustrated that feelings of anger/outrage 

(directed at the source of the problem, not the victim group) are central to inspire solidarity-based activism 

(Thomas et al., 2009, 2012). In fact, Thomas and colleagues label outrage the “social change emotion.” 

Therefore, we expect that anger/outrage mediates the effects of politicized contact on solidarity-based ac-

tivism, and that this will be especially true for costly forms of solidarity-based activism.  

In addition, when people engage in solidarity-based activism, they need to experience a shared so-

cial identity as a supporter of the cause (e.g., Thomas et al., 2012). Thus, identification, particularly a polit-

icized social identity (Simon & Klandermans, 2001), which involves identification with a social move-

ment, seems relevant to inspiring solidarity-based activism and especially its costly forms. Indeed, research 

illustrated that social identification was a more important predictor of solidarity-based activism than of be-

nevolent helping (e.g., Thomas & McGarty, 2017). Therefore, both identification with the relevant social 

movement and anger/outrage should be important for explaining the effect of politicized contact on solidar-
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ity-based activism and especially on its costly forms.  On the other hand, these particular variables should 

not be relevant in explaining the effect of positive contact on benevolent helping. 

We conducted two correlational studies in the context of migration, one in Germany and the other 

in the United Kingdom. Participants were nonimmigrants and were asked for their positive and politicized 

contact with immigrants, for benevolent help, and different forms of activism to support immigrants. In or-

der to assess costly solidarity-based activism, we included a range of activities, including activism that is 

time-consuming, financially costly, that can involve a potential intergroup conflict, and could lead to privi-

lege loss. We also examine predictors of low-cost solidarity-based activism, because these actions “fall be-

tween” benevolent helping and costly-activism. They are not benevolent help toward an individual, because 

they seek group-level change. At the same time, they do not involve ingroup costs (privilege loss) and involve 

only minor personal costs (e.g., time to go to a demonstration, being seen in public and by the media). 

 

 

STUDY 1 

 

Method 

 

Participants 

 

A power analyses using a Monte-Carlo simulation revealed a need for 323 participants to find a 

medium-sized effect with 95% power when running a regression analyses with two parallel mediators 

(Schoemann et al., 2017). 

Data were collected via Prolific Academic using the inclusion criteria: Germany as current coun-

try of residence, German nationality, and being White. Participants were paid 2.56 pounds for participating 

(this equals an average reward of £10.26/hr). Of the 323 participants, 66 had a migration background (they 

or one of their parents were born in another country) and were excluded from the sample. All participants 

correctly answered the attention check. The final sample consisted of 257 Germans (42% female), ranging in 

age from 18 to 65 years (M = 29.5, SD = 8.35). Data and material are uploaded at OSF: https://osf.io/3z4ge/ 

 

 

Design and Procedure 

 

Participants completed a questionnaire including the following measures — additional measures 

are provided in the supplementary online material (SOM) at OSF: https://osf.io/3z4ge/. 

 

 

Measures 

 

Unless otherwise indicated, all items were measured on 7-point rating scales (1 = not at all, 7= 

very much). 

Politicized contact was measured using five self-developed items, that all began with the stem, 

“Think about your closest contacts with immigrants (if you have only loose contacts, think about your loose 

contacts). When I have contact with immigrants, …”: “We talk about White privilege,” “We talk about xeno-

phobia and racism,” “We talk about the ways that nonimmigrants have privileges,” “We talk about inequality 

between our groups,” “We talk about the ways that immigrants are disadvantaged” (α =.90).  
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Positive contact was measured using the six items from Islam and Hewstone (1993) that began 

with the stem, “Think about your closest immigrant acquaintances and indicate the extent that contact with 

that person is …” “close,” “equal,” “voluntary,” “intimate,” “pleasant,” and “cooperative” (α =.91).  

We included one question as an attention check, “If you read this, please click on “very unlikely.” 

 

 

Mediators 

 

Anger was measured using two items, both beginning with “When I have contact with immigrants, 

…,” “I feel anger because of discrimination against immigrants,” “I am angry because of the social injus-

tice immigrants experience” (r = .88, p < .001). 

Movement identification was measured with four items: “I identify with the movement against 

discrimination toward immigrants,” “I identify with the Black Lives Matter Movement,” “I identify with 

the movement for racial justice,” “I identify with activists working to end racism” (α = .92). 

Empathy was measured using two items, both beginning with “When I have contact with immi-

grants, …” “I feel empathy,” “I try to take their perspective” (r = .68, p < .001). 

Positive emotions were measured using two items, beginning with “When I have contact with im-

migrants, … “I feel happy,” “I feel good” (r = .89, p < .001). 

 

 

Dependent Variables 

 

Solidarity-based activism intentions were measured with five subscales: one assessed low-cost ac-

tivism and four assessed aspects of costly activism (the full measures can be seen in the SOM). Participants 

indicated how likely they were to take each action to protest together with immigrants for immigrant’s 

rights and against racism on 7-point rating scales (1 = very unlikely, 7= very likely). 

Low-cost solidarity-based activism subscale included eight items (e.g., “Participate in a demon-

stration that is peaceful).  

Costly solidarity-based activism. Four subscales assessed different forms of costly activism. Time-

consuming activism was measured with six items (e.g., “Participate in a demonstration in another city that 

involves a three-hour train ride.” Financially-costly activism was assessed with two items (e.g., “Making a 

donation to an immigrant organization that would put a burden on my personal finances”). Activism with 

conflict potential was assessed with four items (e.g., “Participate in a demonstration that could involve a 

struggle with the police”). Privilege-loss activism was introduced by explaining that immigrants are un-

derrepresented in journalism and positions of power in Germany. Participants were asked six items that ex-

plicitly indicated that they could involve a loss of power or position for the ingroup (e.g., “I would attend a 

demonstration demanding that immigrants receive more positions of power even if this means that nonim-

migrants will lose these positions of power”). 

A factor analysis (principal axis analysis with promax rotation) using all costly and low-cost soli-

darity-based activism items resulted in four eigenvalues greater than 1 (13.70, 2.28, 1.82, 1.18). The items 

of three scales loaded on their respective factors (factor loadings: time-consuming activism > .42; finan-

cially-costly activism > .80; activism with conflict potential > .59), except two time-consuming activism 

items (Items 4 and 6; see SOM), which were deleted from the scale. However, the items assessing low-cost 

activism and the items assessing privilege-loss activism loaded together on one factor (factor loadings > 

.56). Therefore, we kept the eight original low-cost activism items, but did not create a separate scale for 

privilege-loss activism, because these items appeared to have more in common with low-cost than high-
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cost activism. We will consider this finding further in the discussion. All four scales were reliable (low-

cost activism, α = .93; time-consuming activism, α = .88; financially-costly activism, r = .88, p < .001; ac-

tivism with conflict potential, α =.93). 

Benevolent helping as measured with six items (e.g., “I would be willing to volunteer to help im-

migrants learn English,” “When I see an immigrant person suffering, I would try to help them,” α = .90). 

 

 

Results 

 

Descriptive statistics and correlations are displayed in Table 1. We tested our hypothesis that po-

liticized contact would be a stronger predictor of costly solidarity-based activism, whereas positive contact 

would be a stronger predictor of benevolent helping using regression analyses, with positive and politicized 

contact as predictors for each dependent variable. Our examination of predictors of low-cost activism was 

exploratory. 

 

TABLE 1 

Means, standard deviations, and correlations of the all measures, Study 1 

 

 M (SD) 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 Politicized contact 3.42 (1.58) .35** .44** .37** .33** .35** .29** 

2 Positive contact 5.72 (1.21) 1 .33** .17* .22** .16* .46** 

3 Low-cost activism  4.08 (1.71)  1 .65** .40** .62** .53** 

4 Time-consuming activism 2.09 (1.28)   1 .39** .71** .23** 

5 Financially-costly activism 1.69 (1.05)    1 .34** .24** 

6 Activism with conflict potential 2.31 (1.59)     1 .22** 

7 Benevolent helping 5.82 (1.20)      1 

Note. **p < .01. *p < .05.  

 

 

The regression coefficients are displayed in Table 2. Both, politicized and positive contact, pre-

dicted willingness to engage in low-cost activism. A test for differences of the regression weights1 showed 

that the strength of the two predictors did not differ, b = .07, SE = .07, t(256) = 1.09, p = .276. 

In line with hypotheses, only politicized, but not positive contact significantly predicted all three 

forms of costly solidarity-based activism (time-consuming activism, financially-costly activism, and activ-

ism with conflict potential). The tests for differences of the regression weights were significant for time-

consuming activism, b = .12, SE = .05, t(256) = 2.52, p = .012, and activism with conflict potential, b = .14, 

SE = .06, t(256) = 2.26, p = .025, but not for financially-costly activism, b = .05, SE = .04, t(256) = 1.31, p 

= .259. 

In terms of benevolent helping, results show that both, positive and politicized contact positively 

predicted benevolent helping, but, as expected, the effect for positive contact was larger, (b = ‒.15, SE = 

.04, t(256) = ‒3.43, p = .001).  
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TABLE 2 

Predictors of solidarity-based activism and benevolent helping (Study 1 to the left of the slash,  

Study 2 to the right of the slash) 

 

Dependent variables Predictors B SE t (256/328) p 

Low-cost activism 
Politicized contact .41/.58 .06/.05 6.39/11.22 < .001 

Positive contact .28/.29 .08/.07 3.30/4.41 .001/<.001 

Time-consuming activism 
Politicized contact .29/.38 .05/.04 5.70/8.65 < .001 

Positive contact .05/.11 .07/.06 0.69/1.88 .49/.062 

Financially-costly activism 
Politicized contact .19/.39 .04/.05 4.57/8.70 < .001 

Positive contact .10/.09 .06/.06 1.85/1.62 .07/.11 

Activism with conflict  

potential 

Politicized contact .33/.43 .06/.05 5.24/8.61 < .001 

Positive contact .06/.09 .08/.06 0.72/1.38 .473/.170 

Privilege-loss activism 
Politicized contact -/.60 -/.05 -/11.86 -/< .001 

Positive contact -/.17 -/.07 -/2.68 -/.008 

Benvolent helping 
Politicized contact .11/.21 .05/.04 2.49/4.87 .01/< .001 

Positive contact .40/.45 .06/.06 6.90/8.21 < .001 

 

 

Mediations 

 

In a second step, we tested the predicted mediation of the relation between politicized contact and 

costly solidarity-based activism by anger and movement identification, and the predicted mediation of the re-

lation between positive contact and benevolent helping by empathy and positive emotions, using PROCESS 

(Hayes, 2018; Model 4, bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals [CI], 10,000 bootstrap samples).2  

In the first three regressions, we used politicized contact as the predictor, positive contact as co-

variate, anger, movement identification, empathy, and positive emotions as potential mediators, and time-

consuming activism (Regression 1), Financially-costly activism (Regression 2), and activism with conflict 

potential (Regression 3) as the outcome. The relations between the independent variable, mediators, and 

outcome are displayed in the SOM. 

Time-consuming activism. When all variables were entered into the model, the total effects of po-

liticized contact on time-consuming activism was reduced but the direct effect remained significant, b = 

.16, SE = .06, t(256) = 2.98, p = .003, 95% CI [.06, .27]. The effect of politicized contact on time-

consuming activism was mediated by movement identification, B = .07, SE = .03, 95% CI [.03, .13], but 

inconsistent with expectations, not by anger, B = .04, SE = .03, 95% CI [‒.02, .10]. Time-consuming activ-

ism was not mediated by empathy, B = .01, SE = .01, 95% CI [‒.01, .03], or positive emotions, B = .01, SE 

= .01, 95% CI [‒.01, .02]. 

Financially-costly activism. When all variables were entered into the model, the total effect of po-

liticized contact on financially-costly activism was reduced but the direct effect remained significant, b = 

.09, SE = .05, t(256) = 2.02, p = .045, 95% CI [.002, .18]. The effect of politicized contact on financially-

costly activism was mediated by anger, B = .10, SE = .02, 95% CI [.05, .15], but contrary to predictions, 

not by movement identification, B = .003, SE = .01, 95% CI [‒.02, .03]. Financially-costly activism was 

not mediated by empathy, B = ‒.004, SE = .01, 95% CI [‒.02, .01], or positive emotions, B = .002, SE = 

.01, 95% CI [‒.01, .01]. 
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Activism with conflict potential. When all variables were entered into the model, the total effect of 

politicized contact on activism with conflict potential was reduced but the direct effect remained signifi-

cant, b = .14, SE = .07, t(256) = 2.11, p = .036, 95% CI [.01, .28]. The effect of politicized contact on activ-

ism with conflict potential was mediated by anger, B = .08, SE = .04, 95% CI [.01, .16], and movement 

identification, B = .10, SE = .03, 95% CI [.05, .16], but, as expected, not by empathy, B = ‒.001, SE = .01, 

95% CI [‒.02, .02], or positive emotions, B = .001, SE = .01, 95% CI [‒.01, .03].3 

 

 

Positive Contact and Benevolent Helping 

 

We conducted a fourth mediation analysis with positive contact as the predictor, politicized con-

tact as covariate, empathy, positive emotions, anger, and movement identification as potential mediators, 

and benevolent helping as outcome. When all variables were entered into the model, the total effect of 

positive contact on benevolent helping was reduced but the direct effect remained significant, b = .16, SE = 

.07, t(256) = 2.27, p = .024, 95% CI [.02, .28]. The effect of positive contact on benevolent helping was 

mediated by empathy, B = .15, SE = .05, 95% CI [.06, .25], and movement identification, B = .05, SE = .02, 

95% CI [.01, .09], but not by anger, B = .01, SE = .01, 95% CI [‒.002, .03], or positive emotions, B = .04, 

SE = .05, 95% CI [‒.05, .13].  

 

 

Dıscussıon 

 

We distinguished actions in support of migrants ranging from benevolent helping of a specific 

person to non-costly activism and to more costly forms of solidarity-based activism (that require time or 

finances, or involve a potential intergroup conflict) and tested whether these were predicted by positive 

versus politicized contact with migrants. Study 1 provides initial evidence that positive contact with disad-

vantaged group members per se does not lead advantaged group members to engage in solidarity-based ac-

tivism that is costly. Instead, it was politicized contact that predicted intentions to engage in these poten-

tially costly actions. On the other hand, positive contact was the better predictor of willingness to engage in 

benevolent helping.   

We also found initial evidence for different mediators. Politicized contact’s connection to costly 

activism was mediated by anger and/or movement identification, while positive contact’s relationship with 

benevolent helping was mediated by empathy and movement identification. Only movement identification 

seems to be a relevant psychological process for both forms of outgroup solidarity.  

A limitation of Study 1 was the measure assessing activism that could result in a loss of privileges. 

These items did not appear to be understood as costly, instead loading on a factor with the low-cost activ-

ism (e.g., peaceful demonstrations, signing a petition). Therefore, in Study 2, we attempted to increase the 

salience of privilege loss for these items. Moreover, although only politicized, but not positive, contact 

predicted the intention to engage in financially-costly activism, the regression weights for these two predic-

tors did not differ significantly. Therefore, in Study 2, we add new items to the measure of financially-

costly activism. Finally, in order to test the generalizability of the findings, we used a different cultural 

context. Thus, Study 2 offers a replication of Study 1 in the United Kingdom including several scale im-

provements. 
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STUDY 2 

 

Method 

 

Participants 

 

The same power analysis used in Study 1 suggested 323 participants. Data were collected via Pro-

lific Academic using the inclusion criteria: United Kingdom as current country of residence, British nation-

ality, and being White. Participants were paid 2.56 pounds (this equals an average reward of £10.11/hr). Of 

the initial 350 participants, 11 had a migration background and 10 failed the attention check (which was the 

same as in Study 1) and were excluded. The final sample consisted of 329 British people (68% female), 

ranging in age from 18 to 79 years (M = 26.18, SD = 13.36). The study was pre-registered at AsPredicted: 

https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=xc8z95. Data and material are uploaded at OSF: https://osf.io/3z4ge/ 

 

 

Procedures and Measures 

 

The procedure was almost identical to Study 1 with several improved measures. Unless otherwise 

indicated, all items were measured on 7-point rating scales (1 = not at all, 7= very much). 

We used the same measures for politicized contact (α = .95), positive contact (α = .85), anger (r = 

.93), movement identification (α = .94), empathy (r = .74), positive emotions (r = .96), low-cost activism (α 

= .96), the four-item time-consuming activism scale (α = .92), activism with conflict potential (α = .96), 

and benevolent helping, (α = .93). We added two new items to create a four-item financially-costly activ-

ism scale (see SOM, α = .90).4 

Privilege-loss activism. We used the items from the scale measuring actions that might result in 

loss of privileges used in Study 1, but slightly modified the wording and the instructions to increase the fo-

cus on privilege loss (see SOM). In addition, we developed three new items (e.g., “I would attend a protest 

claiming that nonimmigrants like me should pay more taxes so that there are more resources for immi-

grants”). 

A factor analysis using all costly and low-cost solidarity-based activism items resulted in four ei-

genvalues greater than 1 (18.02, 2.52, 1.42, 1.06). The items of three scales loaded on their respective fac-

tors (low-cost activism, financially-costly activism, and privilege-loss activism), except for three items in 

the privilege-loss scale (Items 1, 2, 4; see SOM), which were deleted, leaving a six-item scale (α = .96). 

However, time-consuming activism and activism with conflict potential loaded together. When a two-

factor solution was forced in a separate factor analysis, the time-consuming activism items and the activism 

with conflict potential items loaded on their respective factors. We decided to leave these two as separate 

scales to be consistent with Study 1 (α = .92 and α = .96, respectively). 

 

 

Results and Discussion 

 

Descriptive statistics and correlations are displayed in Table 3. We conducted the same analyses 

as in Study 1. The regression coefficients are displayed in Table 2 to the right of the slash. As in Study 1, 

both politicized and positive contact, predicted willingness to engage in low-cost activism, but in Study 2 

the effect for politicized contact was significantly larger, b = .14, SE = .05, t(328) = 2.90, p = .004.  
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Similarly, both politicized and positive contact predicted willingness to engage in privilege-loss 

activism, but again the effect for politicized contact was significantly larger, b = .21, SE = .05, t(328) = 

4.40, p < .001.  

Importantly, only politicized, and not positive contact predicted all others forms of costly solidari-

ty-based activism (i.e., time-consuming, financially-costly activism, activism with conflict potential), and 

in all cases the differences in regression weights were significant, b = .14, SE = .04, t(328) = 3.26, p = .001; 

b = .15, SE = .04, t(328) = 3.46, p = .001; b = .17, SE = .05, t(328) = 3.57, p < .001, respectively. 

In terms of benevolent helping, as in Study 1, both, positive and politicized contact positively pre-

dicted benevolent helping, but, as predicted, the effect for positive contact was significantly larger, b = ‒

.12, SE = .04, t(328) = ‒2.98, p = .003.  

 

TABLE 3 

Means, standard deviations, and correlations of the measures, Study 2 

 

 M (SD) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Politicized  

contact 
3.36 (1.71) .39** .60** .49** .49** .48** .61** .40** 

2. Positive contact 4.93 (1.33) 1 .41** .27** .26** .25** .34** .51** 

3. Low-cost  

activism 
4.01 (1.89)  1 .71** .64** .65** .82** .62** 

4. Time-consuming  

activism 
2.07 (1.46)   1 .70** .85** .75** .40** 

5. Financially-costly 

activism 
2.34 (1.46)    1 .63** .69** .45** 

6. Activism with  

conflict potential 
2.14 (1.62)     1 .71** .38** 

7. Privilege-loss  

activism 
2.87 (1.82)      1 .54** 

8. Benevolent  

helping 
5.42 (1.45)       1 

Note. **p < .01. 

 

 

Mediations 

 

We repeated the mediation analyses conducted in Study 1.5 In the first four regressions, we used 

politicized contact as the predictor, positive contact as covariate, anger, movement identification, empathy, 

and positive emotions as mediators, and time-consuming activism (Regression 1), financially-costly activ-

ism (Regression 2), activism with conflict potential (Regression 3), privilege-loss activism (Regression 4) 

as the outcome. The relations between the independent variable, mediators, and outcome are displayed in 

the SOM. 

Time-consuming activism. When all variables were entered into the model, the total effect of polit-

icized contact on time-consuming activism was reduced but still had a significant direct effect, b = .25, SE 

= .05, t(328) = 5.22, p < .001, 95% CI [.15, .34]. As expected, the effect of politicized contact on time-

consuming activism was mediated by anger, B = .05, SE = .02, 95% CI [.02, .10], and movement identifica-

tion, B = .09, SE = .03, 95% CI [.05, .14], but not by empathy, B = .01, SE = .02, 95% CI [‒.02, .04], or 

positive emotions, B = ‒.004, SE = .01, 95% CI [‒.02, .01]. 
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Financially-costly activism. When all variables were entered into the model, the total effect of po-

liticized contact on financially-costly activism was reduced but still had a significant direct effect, b = .25, 

SE = .05, t(328) = 5.12, p < .001, 95% CI [.15, .34]. The effect of politicized contact on financially-costly 

activism was mediated by anger, B = .05, SE = .02, 95% CI [.01, .10], and movement identification, B = 

.09, SE = .02, 95% CI [.05, .14], but not by empathy, B = ‒.01, SE = .02, 95% CI [‒.42, .02], or positive 

emotions, B = .00, SE = .01, 95% CI [‒.01, .01]. 

Activism with conflict potential. When all variables were entered into the model, the total effect of 

politicized contact on activism with conflict potential was reduced but still had a significant direct effect, b 

= .27, SE = .05, t(328) = 5.07, p < .001, 95% CI [.17, .38]. The effect of politicized contact on activism 

with conflict potential was mediated by anger, B = .07, SE = .02, 95% CI [.02, .11], and movement identi-

fication, B = .09, SE = .02, 95% CI [.05, .14], but not by empathy, B = .004, SE = .02, 95% CI [‒.03, .03], 

or positive emotions, B = ‒.01, SE = .01, 95% CI [‒.03, .01]. 

Privilege-loss activism. When all variables were entered into the model, the total effect of politi-

cized contact on privilege-loss activism was reduced but still had a significant direct effect, b = .39, SE = 

.05, t(328) = 7.58, p < .001, 95% CI [.29, .49]. The effect of politicized contact on privilege-loss activism 

was mediated by anger, B = .09, SE = .02, 95% CI [.04, .14], and movement identification, B = .11, SE = 

.03, 95% CI [.07, .17], but not by empathy, B = .01, SE = .02, 95% CI [‒.02, .04], or positive emotions, B = 

‒.002, SE = .01, 95% CI [‒.025, .01].6 

Positive contact and benevolent helping. We conducted a further mediation analysis with positive 

contact as the predictor, politicized contact as covariate, empathy, positive emotions, anger, and movement 

identification as potential mediators, and benevolent helping as outcome. The total effect of positive con-

tact on benevolent helping, was reduced but the direct effect remained significant, b = .18, SE = .05, t(328) 

= 3.83, p = .002, 95% CI [.09, .27]. The effect of positive contact on benevolent helping was mediated by 

empathy, b = .11, SE = .04, 95% CI [.05, .19], positive emotions, b = .05, SE = .03, 95% CI [.01, .11], and 

movement identification, b = .07, SE = .03, 95% CI [.03, .13], but not by anger, b = .03, SE = .02, 95% CI 

[‒.002, .07].  

In sum, the effects of Study 1 were largely replicated. Politicized contact was the better predictor 

of solidarity-based actions that included costs for the ingroup (privilege-loss activism) and costs for the in-

dividual activist (in terms of time, finances, and the potential for conflict) and this was explained in part by 

anger and identification with the movement. In contrast, positive contact was the better predictor of an in-

terest in benevolent helping of individuals because people reported more positive emotions, empathy for 

the outgroup, and (against expectations but replicating findings of Study 1) because they identified with the 

movement. Overall, compared to Study 1, the effects in Study 2 were somewhat stronger. Presumably this 

was the result of the improved measures used in Study 2. Alternatively, it might be that the UK’s current 

situation of leaving the EU made the topic of immigration highly salient and thus lead to stronger opinions 

regarding immigration-related topics (e.g., Meleady et al., 2017). Either, or both, of these could explain the 

more pronounced effects in Study 2. 

 

 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 

Are advantaged group members who have contact with people from a disadvantaged group willing 

to support their contact partner’s group even if their actions could result in a loss of ingroup privileges, or 

in substantial personal costs in terms of time, finances, or conflicts with the police implying potential phys-

ical harm, and arrest? Results of the present research suggest: yes, they can, but only when the contact is 
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politicized, meaning that they talk about group-based inequalities and discrimination that members of the 

outgroup face and reflect group-based privilege and disadvantage. In contrast, the typical form of positive 

and friendly cross-group contact that people often engage in is not enough to motivate engagement in ac-

tions that entail personal and ingroup costs. 

Specifically, results of two studies conducted in Germany and the United Kingdom illustrate that 

nonimmigrants who have politicized contact (compared to positive contact) with immigrants are more will-

ing to engage in activism that is time-consuming, financially costly, involves potential conflicts with the 

police, or a loss of ingroup privileges. This relation between politicized contact and costly solidarity-based 

actions was explained by feelings of anger because of discrimination against immigrants and the social in-

justice immigrants experience and/or a strong identification with the movement against the discrimination 

toward immigrants (for instance, Black Lives Matter).  

In contrast, positive contact (compared to politicized contact) with immigrants was related to be-

nevolent help (e.g., offering to help immigrants learn English) among nonimmigrant Germans and Britons. 

This relation was mediated by differences in empathy (in both studies) and positive emotions such as feel-

ing happy and good (in Study 2). Against expectations, movement identification also mediated this effect 

in both studies. Two ideas might explain this effect. First, research illustrated that positive cross-group con-

tact can lead to including the outgroup friend in the self (Davies et al., 2011), which can be conceptualized 

as a form of shared identity (Tropp & Wright, 2001). Furthermore, it is likely that people who have posi-

tive contact experiences and possibly close friendships with immigrants are likely to identify with people 

working to end racism (which was part of our measures), and are therefore, open to engage in benevolent 

helping behaviors. Other research also found that benevolent individual behaviors were also related to 

identification with people engaging in similar behaviors. For instance, in a study investigating motives for 

self- and group-protection in the context of the Coronavirus pandemic, identifying with the effort to stop 

the virus and to protect vulnerable groups in society was expected to predict solidarity-based group protec-

tion (complying with governmental restrictions to protect those in high-risk groups) but not personal self-

protection. However, identification was related to both group-protection and personal self-protection 

(Liekefett & Becker, 2021). Thus, it seems that in order for people to become active even by engaging in 

individual behaviors (engaging in self-protection to avoid a virus, or by engaging in individual-directed be-

nevolent helping), they may need to identify with other people taking similar actions. 

We explored the predictors of low-cost activism, because these actions are neither individual be-

nevolent helping, nor do they threaten the actor or their ingroup. In Study 1, both positive and politicized 

contact predicted low-cost activism to the same extent, whereas politicized contact was the more important 

predictor in Study 2. Interestingly, as reported in Notes 2 and 5, anger and movement identification medi-

ated the relation between politicized contact and low-cost activism. These results are similar to the results 

for costly activism. This is also in line with the finding that in Study 1, a factor analysis did not distinguish 

between low-cost activism and privilege-loss activism, presumably because both types of activism included 

participation in demonstrations and public gatherings. Going to a demonstration, for instance, can be per-

ceived as somewhat costly (because this takes time and people are publicly seen expressing their opinion). 

This might explain the similar mediation effects for low-cost and costly activism. 

 

 

Strength, Limitations, and Social Implications 

 

It is a strength of the present research that we used multiple scales to measure costly solidarity-

based activism. As reported in the notes, the results remain stable when a single indicator of costly activism 
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is created, but it is valuable to see that these effects are stable across different kinds of personal, as well as, 

ingroup costs. 

An important limitation is that the data is correlational, and does not allow for causal conclusions. 

It is very reasonable that politicized contact increases anger as advantaged group members learn about dis-

crimination and injustice toward immigrants and heighten the identification with a movement, and that this, 

in turn, motivates participation in costly solidarity-based actions. However, the reverse causal direction is 

also possible. People who engage in costly solidarity-based actions might be more likely to have politicized 

contact with disadvantaged group members. Similarly, although positive cross-group contact can lead to 

benevolent behaviors (e.g., Koschate et al. 2012), it is also possible that engaging in individual helping be-

haviors offers people opportunities for positive contact with disadvantaged group members. Thus, future 

research should include experimental designs. A further limitation is that we do not consider the possibly 

that benevolent helping might in some cases involve potential personal costs. Acts of moral courage would 

be one example of benevolent helping that can be costly (Baumert et al., 2013). It is likely that acts of mor-

al courage against racism is not only predicted by empathy, but also by feelings of moral obligation and 

anger (Halmburger et al., 2015). Thus, future research should connect with research on moral courage to 

examine the predictors and mechanisms associated with both low-cost and costly benevolent helping. 

Based on the present work, we would add one addition to Allport’s four “optimal” conditions for 

cross-group contact. Equal status, common goals, cooperation, and support of authorities provide the op-

portunity for cross-group friendships (Pettigrew, 1998; Wright et al., 2005), but it is also important to 

acknowledge differences between the groups, highlight the problems the disadvantaged group faces and for 

advantaged group members to acknowledge their privilege (Saguy, Pratto, et al. 2009). This kind of politi-

cized contact can be very helpful in creating social change by: 1) avoiding possible undermining of disad-

vantaged group members interest in collective action (e.g., Becker et al., 2013); 2) motivating advantaged 

group members to take solidarity-based action (Vezzali et al., 2017), even for cases of first-time contact 

(Becker & Wright, 2021); and 3) motivating advantaged group members to risk personal and ingroup costs 

when engaging in solidarity-based activism. In line with this, Nagda and Gurin (2006) suggested that hav-

ing an advantaged group member who is “just a friend” is not helpful in terms of social change — but con-

necting through politicized contact with someone who becomes “a just friend” who will take real risks to 

support disadvantaged groups in their fight may be very helpful in creating social change. Thus, we would 

add “politicized communication” as a further criterion for optimal cross-group contact. 

 

 

NOTES 

 

1. In order to calculate differences between regression weights, we included the sum of both predictors 

and the difference between both predictors in the regression equation (Regorz, 2021; Wheeler, 2016).  

2. For exploratory purposes, we also tested a mediation to predict low-cost solidarity-based activism. The 

results show that the effect of politicized contact on low-cost activism was also mediated by anger and 

movement identification, but not empathy and positive emotions (see SOM). 

3. For the purpose of simplicity, we also collapsed all three scales assessing costly solidarity-based activ-

ism into one scale and conducted a mediation analysis with this single dependent variable. The relation 

between politicized contact and costly solidarity-based activism was mediated by anger and movement 

identification (see SOM). 

4. We also included a measure of harmony-seeking contact (e.g., “We try to be sure that nothing disturbs 

our harmony,” “We try to feel good and avoid uncomfortable issues”; α =.80), which was negatively re-

lated to the activism scales and unrelated to benevolent helping. 
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5. As in Study 1, we also tested the mediation model for low-cost activism. The results show that the ef-

fect of politicized contact on low-cost activism was also mediated by anger and movement identifica-

tion, but not empathy and positive emotions (see SOM).  

6. As in Study 1, we also collapsed all three scales assessing costly solidarity-based activism into one 

scale and conducted a mediation analysis with this single dependent variable. The relation between po-

liticized contact and costly solidarity-based activism was mediated by anger and movement identifica-

tion (see SOM). 
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