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Executive summary

® Both a meta-analysis and the secondary data analysis, based on Eurobarometer and
European Social Survey data, confirmed that
towards the Roma.

® Contact with Roma people is related to lower anti-Gypsyism,

® | ower contact with Roma people is strongly related to
towards them.

® The connection is )
but the positive effect of intergroup contact is not influenced by cultural values.
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Aims and Objectives

One of the most widely researched prejudice-reduction methods is
In this part of the project, we examine with a meta-analytical
approach and by analysing data from a large international survey whether contact with
Roma people works as with other minority groups and whether different types of
contact relate differently to prejudice.

Meta-analysis is a research method enabling the analysis of different research
outcomes while considering the specific features of the analysed datasets. In our meta-
analysis, we re-examined the relationship between contact and anti-Gypsyism in a more
detailed manner, examining different types of contact and prejudices towards Roma.

The main objective of the secondary data analysis was twofold. First, we aimed
to test the general validity of the intergroup contact hypothesis (Allport, 1954) in the
case of the Roma - majority population intergroup relation across Europe, based on
multinational survey data. Furthermore, we also aimed to test whether certain cultural
characteristics influence the effectiveness of intergroup contact in reducing anti-

Gypsyism.

Regarding the second objective, the moderating role of two main cultural
characteristics were tested: the role of (Schwartz, 2006) and the country-
level embeddedness of . Research shows that while egalitarian cultural

values tend to reduce intergroup prejudice, conservative values are more likely to
enhance it (Davidov et al, 2014). Furthermore, there is also empirical evidence
indicating that intergroup contact reduces anti-immigrant prejudice to a larger extent
in more egalitarian cultures (Kende et al., 2018).

Country-level prevalence of anti-Gypsyism might also influence the effectiveness
of intergroup contact, because most people tend to maintain social views that are
widely shared within their ingroups, which tendency is often referred to as a ‘desire for
shared reality’ (Higgins, 2019). Nonetheless, people tend to maintain negative views
about the Roma purely because these are normative in their country. In that case,
intergroup contact might more easily overwrite these negative views in such countries
compared to others, where, due to the lack of prevalent negative views, there is nothing
to be overwritten by contact.

Methods

We used the Comprehensive Meta-Analysis program for the analysis, relying on
correlation coefficient and sample size as effect size indications. We used random
effect models to calculate the summary effect and confidence intervals (Lipsey &
Wilson, 2001; Raudenbush, 2009). See the description of the method in Appendix 1.

Although we ran all analyses on the combination of different types of attitude
measures, we also distinguished between them based on the different attitude
components: (a) comprehensive prejudice measure if it included cognitive, affective,



and behavioural intentions; (b) affective; and (c) behavioural. We ran the meta-analysis
of the connection between the variables with all measures combined but checked
whether the results changed when tested against only one attitude component. We
also distinguished our data based on the type of contact that was measured: (a)
quantity of contact or (b) positive quality contact, and we ran all analyses separately for
these two types of contact. Results related to the specific analyses are presented in
appendix 3.

Studies conducted in the same research labs are relatively high, limiting the
effects' diversity. This is somewhat compensated by the fact that the total number of
respondents and the average number of respondents per effect included in the meta-
analysis is clearly higher, and the samples are more diverse than the typical
psychological studies included in a similar meta-analysis.

For the secondary data analysis, we applied data from the 2019 “Special
Eurobarometer 91.4: Discrimination in the European Union” dataset, which contains
variables related to both personal contacts with Roma people (having Roma
friends/acquaintances), and personal attitudes towards the Roma (social distance
items measuring into the direction of positive attitudes).

Country-level cultural values were taken from the 9" round of the European
Social Survey (2019). Country-level mean scores were computed for the four main
value orientations defined by Schwartz: Conservation, Openness, Self-Enhancement,
and Self-Transcendence. These country-level scores were merged with the individual-
level Eurobarometer data.

To test our assumptions, multilevel models were set up to predict individual-
level attitudes towards the Roma. The predictors were intergroup contact,
demographics (gender, age, education level, size of residency, political orientation),
and cross-level interaction term between intergroup contact and the above-
mentioned cultural characteristics.

Data and results

Based on 199 effect sizes from 18 countries, we found a connection between
contact and anti-Gypsyism in the way that those who have more contact with Roma
people have lower anti-Gypsyism (z =-11.53 p < 0.001 see Appendix 3). Also, breaking
down the data to the type of contact, we found that both higher quantity contact (z = -
5.13 p «0.001, e.g. meeting with a Roma person on the bus) and quality contact (z = -
11.34 p <0.001, e.g. friendship) is related to lower anti-Gypsyism. Also, this relation is
stronger between quality contact and anti-Gypsyism than quantity contact. Examining
the type of anti-Gypsyism we found that lower contact is related to higher (a)
comprehensive types of prejudice (z = -5.00 p < 0.001), (b) affective (z=-10.66 p «
0.001, and (c) behavioural prejudice (z = -4.20 p < 0.001, see Appendix 3).
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The main results of our secondary data analysis are presented below in Table 1.
These results show that intergroup contact predicts a more positive personal attitude
towards the Roma (B =.18; p <.001), as expected. The cross-level interactions indicate
that cultural values do not moderate the relationship between contact and attitudes
towards the Roma (conservation: B = -.26; p = .366; openness: B = -.44; p = .150; self-
enhancement: B = -.16; p = .670; self-transcendence: B = -.29; p = 458). Nonetheless,
the significant negative interaction between contact and country-level Roma attitude
(B =-.66; p =.022) indicates that contact has a stronger effect on attitudes towards the
Roma in countries with more negative aggregated views about the Roma.

Table 1

Multilevel model predicting individual (within level) attitudes towards the Roma with
cross-level interactions

Estimates (Fixed effects) Standardized (SD) 95% ClI P
Contact 181 (.007) [.168;.194] < .001
Gender 026 (.006) [.014; .037] <.001

Age -.131(.006) [-.144; -119] < .001



Education .081 (.006) [.069;.093] < .001

Size of residence .050 (.006) [.038; .061] < .001

Lef-right ideology -.125(.007) [-.138;-.112] < .001

Contact X Country-level Roma- -.659(.211) [-.920;-.113] .022

attitude

Contact X Conservation -.256 (.246) [-.602; .361] 366

Contact X Openness -.438(.236) [-.737; .189] 150

Contact X Self-enhancement -.163(.335) [-.594. .618] 670

Contact X Self-transcendence -.293(.304) [-.666; .463] 458
R2 (within) 079

Note. Reported estimates are the median points of the Bayesian posterior
distributions. SD = Posterior standard deviation; 95% CI = Upper and lower bounds
of the 95% Bayesian credibility interval.

Subsequent simple slope analyses confirmed this latter result, since the
relationship between intergroup contact and Roma-attitudes turned out to be
significant only at a low level (-1 SD) of country-level Roma-attitudes (b = 2.88; p <
.001), but not at a high level (+1 SD) of it (b = -.29; p = .340).

Conclusions

We conducted our meta-analysis in 17 European countries where Roma people
are a significant minority. Even though Roma are one of the most significant minorities
in Europe, during our search, we found that the topic is severely underresearched and
we mostly found studies conducted by the same laboratories. This emphasises the
importance of our project.

Based on our meta-analytical results, we found that
However, this relationship is more robust in
case of quality contact and case of affective prejudice.

Our secondary data analysis, based on Eurobarometer and European Social
Survey data, indicates that the

While we could not confirm that either egalitarian or conservative cultural values
influence the effectiveness of intergroup contact, we found that the prevalence of anti-
Gypsyism in a given country can have such an effect. Specifically, our results indicate



that close contact with Roma people prevents individual-level prejudice to a greater
extent in countries with a deeper embeddedness of anti-Roma sentiments.

It is possible that citizens of more prejudiced countries develop their negative
attitudes to create a shared construction of reality with their ingroup members, but
personal contact with Roma people prevents this process. Consequently, in these
countries, there might be a larger gap in terms of Roma-attitudes between people
with Roma friends or acquaintances compared to others without such contacts.
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Appendix

Appendix 1. Method of the meta-analysis

This model considers the variation between studies because of different
designs, participants, and measurements, and it does not require the assumption of
true effect size. To establish the heterogeneity of the effect size, we used Q statistics. A
significant Q value indicated heterogeneity; that is, the variability of the studies was
greater than it may be expected from the sampling error only on the subject level
(Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). We used the visual examination of the funnel plot to identify
publication bias (Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein 2009). However, we did
not expect a publication bias, considering that most unpublished work we identified
was not prepared for publication (research papers or theses) or were very recent. The
classic fail-safe N suggests the confidence of the effect. This number shows how many
studies should be included for the identified significant relationship to become
nonsignificant. The result is robust if the fail-safe N is above 5k+10 (k = number of
studies in the meta-analysis; Rosenthal, 1979).

We identified the relevant researches by personal contacts and by online search
in the relevant databases, using the equivalents of the following keywords in every
local languages: (a) Romaphobia, anti-Roma/gypsy attitude, anti-Roma/gypsy
stereotype, anti-Roma/gypsy prejudice, anti-Roma/gypsy discrimination, antigypsyism,
AND (b) Intergroup contact, intergroup friendship, intergroup relations, contact.
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However, there were 3 countries where we did not find any research examining the
connection between contact and anti-Roma attitudes.

Appendix 2.

List of countries where data was collected:

Albani

Bosnia-Herzegovina

a

Bulgaria
Croatia
Czech Republic
France
Greece
Hungary

Iltaly

Kosovo
Macedonia

Montenegro

Moldova
Poland

Portugal
Romania

Serbia

Slovakia
Slovenia

Spain

Turkey

Appendix 3.

Summarised results of the meta-analysis

Model | N Point Lower | Upper | Z- P- Q-value | df(Q) | P- I- Tau- Standard
Studies | estimate | limit Limit value value value | squared | squared | error
Summerized Fixed 198 -0,18 -0,19 -0,18 -59,28 <0,001 | 4232,93 197 <0,001 | 95,35 <0,001 0,20
Random | 198 0,17 0,20 | -0,14 11,53 | <0,001
effects
Quantity of Fixed 73 -0,08 -0,09 -0,07 -14,33 <0,001 | 815,09 72 <0,001 | 91,17 <0,001 0,15
contact
Random | 73 -0,10 -0,14 -0,06 -5,13 <0,001
effects
Quality of 125 -0,23 -0,23 -0,22 -61,72 <0,001 | 2916,48 124 <0,001 | 95,75 <0,001 0,20

contact

Fixed




Random | 125 -0,21 -0,24 -0,17 -11,34 <0,001
effects

Comprehensive 55 -0,11 -0,12 -0,10 -10,56 <0,001 | 882,69 54 <0,001 | 93,88 <0,001 0,17

types of Fixed

prejudice
Random | 55 -0,12 -0,17 -0,07 -4,99 <0,001

Affective Fixed 89 0,23 024 |-023 54,95 | <0,001 | 186868 | 88 <0,001 | 95,29 <0,001 0,18
Random | 89 0,22 026 |-018 |-1065 | <0,001

Behavioural Fixed 54 -0,15 -0,16 -0,13 -21,49 <0,001 | 1135,963 | 53 <0,001 | 95,33 <0,001 0,23
Random | 54 0,14 020 |-0,75 -4,20 <0,001

Appendix 4.

Funnel plot of the results
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