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The aim of the paper is to assess the effects of an intervention program derived from the contact theory of 
intergroup attitudes toward the Roma minority. A sample of 150 high school students from two midsized 
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included project management lessons, a lesson on the discriminated minority and positive, cooperative 
direct contact with the Roma minority in work settings. Participant attitudes were measured prior to and 
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intergroup trust, approach/avoid tendencies and intended future cooperation. The results indicate that 
this was the first successful attempt to change intergroup attitudes using direct contact in a Slovak context. 

Key words: adolescents, intervention program, prejudice reduction, Roma minority

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Juraj Petrík, Institute of Applied Psycholo-
gy, Faculty of Social and Economic Sciences, Comenius University, Mlynské Luhy 4, 82105 Bratislava, Slovak 
Republic. E-mail: petrik38@uniba.sk 
Supplementary information for this article can be accessed at https://journals.savba.sk/index.php/studi-
apsychologica/article/view/85 

Received November 5, 2019

Introduction

The study of intergroup attitudes and rela-
tions has a long history in social psychology 
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Stereotypes, “cog-
nitive structures that contain the perceiver’s 
knowledge, beliefs, and expectancies about 
some human group” (Hamilton & Trolier, 
1986, p. 133), are often accompanied by prej-
udice. There is a growing need to study ethnic 
based prejudice and develop tools to reduce 

it. Reasons range from societal ones, such as 
the recent escalation in support for extreme 
right-wing parties in Europe (Minkenberg, 
2017), to individual ones, like the clear con-
nection between discrimination and deteri-
oration in psychological and mental health 
(Pascoe & Richman, 2009). Additionally, peo-
ple living in communities with higher levels of 
racial prejudice are at an elevated risk of mor-
tality (Lee, Muennig, Kawachi, & Hatzenbue-
hler, 2015). The last Eurobarometer survey on 
discrimination (European Commission, 2015) 
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showed that ethnic prejudice was increasing 
across countries, particularly in relation to the 
Roma (+8% on the previous survey in 2012). In 
Slovakia a survey of 1,084 adolescent showed 
28% of them would prefer to maintain their 
distance from the Roma, 14% of them would 
prefer there are no Roma people in Slovakia 
and 43% of those between 17 and 20 years 
old would vote for the Slovak radical right-
wing party, ĽSNS (Tomková, 2016). Analyses 
of free associations about the Roma popu-
lation among a mixed sample of Slovak high 
school and university students revealed that 
the following categories were most saturated: 
1) living conditions–disgusts, 2) dependent on 
state support, 3) categorization–stereotypes 
and 4) negative attributes–behavior (Lášti-
cová & Andraščiková, 2016).

It is important to emphasize that the Slovak 
cultural context is highly prejudicial, which 
presents challenges when conducting attitu-
dinal interventions (Lášticová & Findor, 2016). 
The main purpose of our study was to change 
intergroup attitudes through direct contact. 
There has been little research investigating 
the effectiveness of contact prejudice reduc-
tion strategies in a highly prejudicial social 
environment (e.g., Kende, Tropp, & Lantos, 
2017). Our aim is to contribute to the scholar-
ly literature in this domain by creating a more 
optimal experimental design. Recent skepti-
cism regarding direct contact (Paluck, Green, 
& Green, 2018) has highlighted the lack of ex-
perimental field studies using randomization.

Prejudice Against the Roma and the Labor 
Market

The Slovak Roma population can be divided 
into three groups of approximately the same 
size: fully integrated Roma, partially integrat-
ed Roma and segregated Roma (Popper, Sze-
ghy, & Sarkózy, 2009). The segregated group 
consists of Slovak Roma faced with great 

social and economic difficulties, and high 
unemployment rates (Lajčáková, Gallová-Kri-
glerová, Kadlečíková, Balážová, & Chudžíková, 
2017; Mušinka, Škobla, Hurrle, Matlovičová, 
& Kling, 2014). Vašečka (2011) points out that 
although the Slovak Roma are ethnically, so-
cially and culturally diverse, the majority of 
the Slovak population perceives them nega-
tively, as a single group living on the edge of 
society. The consequences can be observed 
in the Roma minority’s ability to access the 
Slovak labor market (Marcinčin & Marcinči-
nová, 2014). Previous research on minority 
societal inclusion has identified labor market 
integration as a key area (Mušinka & Pollák, 
2014). We argue that organizations and work-
places need to be tested to see whether they 
are suitable for direct intergroup contact as, 
besides reducing prejudice, it could increase 
intergroup cooperation intention. 

Interventions for Reducing Prejudice

Adolescents are an important target group for 
attitude focused interventions, as their cogni-
tive traits are still being formed and prejudice 
can affect cognition and behavior in a wide va-
riety of domains (Bigler & Liben, 2006). There 
is a wide range of interventions and theoret-
ical approaches for reducing intergroup prej-
udice among adolescents (see e.g., Oskamp, 
2000; Paluck & Green, 2009). The most prom-
inent theoretical concept is the intergroup 
contact hypothesis. Allport’s intergroup con-
tact hypothesis posits that intergroup preju-
dice decreases following intergroup contact 
under conditions of equal status, common 
goals and intergroup cooperation, third party 
support and an absence of competition (All-
port, 1954; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Dráľ 
and Findor (2016) have noted unrepresenta-
tive results showing that greater acceptance 
of Roma is generally associated with higher 
levels of direct experience. So far there is no 
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empirical evidence of the effect of direct con-
tact in a Slovak context. 

Improving knowledge of the outgroup is 
one of the factors mediating prejudice reduc-
tion within groups (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008) 
and that leads to more positive intergroup 
relations (Beelmann & Heinemann, 2014). 
Although direct contact and information ac-
quisition have proved effective in reducing 
prejudice in single intervention studies (e.g., 
Orosz, Bánki, Bőthe, Tóth-Király, & Tropp, 
2016), there are benefits to using a combi-
nation of these two approaches (Krahé & Al-
twasser, 2006). In the present study, we are 
not interested in investigating knowledge and 
its role as a mediator, as this is well docu-
mented (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008; Zagefka et 
al., 2017; Gordijn, Koomen, & Stapel, 2001). 
Instead, our focus is on using the knowledge 
to develop a way of influencing intergroup at-
titudes and behaviors that support the effect 
of direct contact.

Purpose of the Study

The existing research has focused on reducing 
intergroup prejudice in schools, and various 
effective interventions have been identified, 
including ones based on direct contact (Palu-
ck & Green, 2009; Ülger, Dette-Hagenmeyer, 
Reichle, & Gaertner, 2018). Given the growing 
need to reduce prejudice against the stigma-
tized Roma minority, we wished to test the 
effectiveness of a direct contact based inter-
vention in a Slovak workplace setting. 

We hypothesized that the contact based 
intervention program would 1) improve at-
titudes among adolescents belonging to the 
majority population toward Roma people liv-
ing on the edge of poverty; 2) reduce inter-
group distance; 3) reduce intergroup anxiety; 
4) raise intergroup trust; 5) improve intergroup 
approach/avoid tendencies; and 6) increase in-
tergroup intentions to cooperate. 

Method

Following recommendations of the Center for 
Open Science, we are disclosing all the mea-
sures, conditions, data exclusions and so on in 
the section below. Our data set can be found 
on the authors’ ResearchGate profile. 

Participants 

The participants were 150 first and second year 
students from selective high schools in two mid-
sized towns in the Bratislava region of Slovakia. 
The sample of 150 children for the pre-inter-
vention analyses consisted of 83 students from 
School 1 (55.3%) and 67 students from School 

2. The average participant age was 16.1 years 
(SD = 0.6), and ages ranged from 15 to 18 years. 
We expected to find a medium effect size (f = 
.25) and using G*Power calculated that 54 was 
the appropriate total sample size for our mixed 
design experimental study (2 groups, 2 mea-
surements). Therefore, we aimed for at least 27 
participants in both groups. This condition was 
fulfilled, but we ended up with very unequal 
sample sizes (experimental group N = 39 and 
control group N = 111), since we did not want 
to leave out any peers, who did not participate 
in the experimental group, but attended the 
same school. The final dataset of 150 did not 
include 4 students, who were excluded from 
the experimental group as they did not attend 
at least half of the program lessons. 

There were no statistically significant differ-
ences in the proportion of male students (first 
school – 38, second school – 29) and female 
students (first school – 45, second school – 38) 
from the two schools (χ2(1) = .94; p = .76; φ = 
.03). Equally, there were no statistically signif-
icant differences between the two schools in 
terms of participant intergroup attitudes toward 
the Roma on the edge of poverty (see Table 1), 
so we merged the datasets for the analysis. 
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To ensure the recruitment process was ran-
domized, we asked schools to allocate a code 
to each of the first and second year students’ 
surnames. In the next step, we randomly se-
lected an equal number of codes (i.e., students) 
from each class and gave them the opportunity 
to enroll in the program (i.e., the experimental 
group). All the students that were approached 
agreed to this and so were given parental con-
sent forms. No specific measures were applied 
to prevent selection bias. The remaining stu-
dents, who were not given the opportunity to 
enroll in the program were placed in the con-
trol group. The pre-intervention analyses were 
performed on all the first and second year stu-
dents. There were no statistically significant 

differences in intergroup attitudes toward the 
Roma between the control group and the ex-
perimental group (see Table 2).

Procedure

The intervention program consisted of six dif-
ferent sessions (see Table 3). 

Two of these, direct contact in a work set-
ting and a knowledge based lecture, were 
designed to influence intergroup attitudes. 
At the beginning of the program, the partic-
ipants in the experimental group were told 
that the aim of the program was to teach 
them the basics of project management and 
about the problems facing a discriminated mi-

Table 1 Comparison of pre-intervention analyses of school 1 and school 2 
Variables School 1 

n = 83 
School 2 

n = 67 
t(148) p 

M SD M SD 
Intergroup attitudes 43.1 21.6 39.9 21.2 .907 .366 
Social distance 4.6 1.8 4.6 1.8 .025 .980 
Intergroup anxiety 3.3 1.4 2.9 1.5 1.611 .109 
Intergroup trust 3.1 1.3 3.2 1.2 -.791 .430 
Approach/Avoid 
tendencies 

4.0 1.6 3.5 1.7 1.713 .089 

Cooperation intention 4.2 1.6 4.4 1.5 .802 .424 
 

Table 2 Comparison of control group and experimental group in pre-intervention analyses 
Variables Control group 

n = 111 
Experimental 

group 

n = 39 

t(148) p 

M SD M SD 
Intergroup attitudes 43.0 21.5 37.7 21.0 1.324 .187 
Social distance 4.7 1.8 4.2 1.7 1.456 .147 
Intergroup anxiety 3.1 1.5 3.2 1.2 -.145 .897 
Intergroup trust 3.2 1.2 2.9 1.3 1.433 .154 
Approach/Avoid 
tendencies 

3.7 1.6 3.5 1.6 1.129 .261 

Cooperation intention 4.4 1.5 3.9 1.6 1.793 .075 
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nority group. The researcher was introduced 
as an employee of the company running the 
school program. The participants were told 
that in order to successfully complete the 
program they would have to produce a simple 
plan concerning a fictitious assistance project 
for the selected minority group and attend at 
least five of the six lectures.

Two weeks before and after the manipula-
tion, participants completed a social attitudes 
questionnaire. We marked the questionnaires 

with unique codes for pre- and post-measure-
ment purposes. They were distributed by the 
local teachers in the classroom and included a 
set of questions on social media use and eco-
logical problems in Slovakia. This was done so 
that the participants would think the ques-
tionnaire was a general survey tracking their 
opinions over time and unrelated to the inter-
vention program. After the second measure 
had been completed, the participants were 
thanked and debriefed. 

Table 3 continues

Table 3  Description of procedure and program content 
Session 

(presenter) 
Length in 

hours 
Content of session 

1. Program invitation 
meeting (Researcher) 

.25 
 

Meeting with randomly selected students and 
introduction to the program.  
 
Once students had shown an interest in 
enrolling, we distributed parental consent forms. 
 
Students were added to group communication 
channel. 
 

2. Lecture on project 
management basics 
(Manager of company 
running the program)  

.75 Formal lesson on the basics of project 
management: 1) What is project management? 
2) What are examples of common projects?        
3) Why do projects fail? 4) Measuring the success 
rate and effectiveness of a project, 5) The life 
cycle of a project, 6) How to create your own 
project 7) How to collect data, use resources, set 
an attainable goal and avoid mistakes in project 
management.  
 
Final student assignment: “based on the 
knowledge you have gained, you will be 
presenting your own prosocial project on helping 
the Roma minority during the final session of the 
program” You will receive a certificate for this. 
Details of how projects were to be structured 
were given in Session 5. 
 

 



               Studia Psychologica, Vol. 62, No. 3, 2020, 232-245              237

Table 3 continued
Session 

(presenter) 
Length in 

hours 
Content of session 

3. Lecture about creating 
prosocial projects (External 
expert  managing prosocial 
projects) 

.75 Presentation of a variety of successful prosocial 
projects.  
 
Short discussion about the demography of the 
Slovak Roma population and a short 
brainstorming session on the sorts of problems 
students could consider in their prosocial 
projects 
 

4. Lecture on “The cost to the 
State” connected to the 
“Roma myth” lecture 
(Economics lecturer) 

 
Knowledge based 
Intervention (enhancing 6.) 

.75 Lesson on State spending in a variety of domains 
contrasted with State spending on the Roma 
minority.   
 
Provision of estimated data on economic well-
being of Slovak Roma stressing socio-geocultural 
benefits of raising Roma employment (see Dinga, 
Ďurana, & Chovanculiak, 2016) 
 
Students given task of preparing first draft of 
their prosocial project.  
 

5. Workshop on creating a 
prosocial project 
(Researcher)  

1.5 Students given prosocial project task, including: 
1) project goals, 2) expected results,                     
3) description of project activities, 4) additional 
information on project (How will the project 
work? What is the logic behind the project? etc.), 
5) budget and timeline, 6) pros and cons of 
project.    
  
Discussion of students’ project drafts from 
Lecture 4. Assessment of strong and weak points, 
suggestions for improvement  
 

6. Educational excursion to a 
factory with Roma 
employees and visit to the 
organization running the 
school program (Head of 
the factory with Roma 
employees/Organization 
employees)  

 
Direct contact 
intervention 

6 Visit to factory tied in with lecture on factory 
project management by head of factory. 
 
Students see work stations and Roma employees 
at work. Roma employees demonstrate their 
work duties and give students small gifts.  
 
Following factory trip, students visit the 
organization running the program. They present 
their fictitious prosocial projects and receive 
program attendance certificates and feedback 
from company employees. 
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Measures

To assess intergroup attitudes, social dis-
tance, intergroup anxiety, intergroup trust 
and approach/avoid tendencies, we adapted 
the INTERMIN questionnaire, which has been 
validated for the Slovak population (Lášticová 
& Findor, 2016). To ensure the participants 
would think of the same group members, we 
redesigned the questions to focus on Roma 
people living on the edge of poverty. 

To assess intergroup attitudes, we asked 
participants to complete a feeling thermom-
eter to rate, on a scale of 0 to 100, how pos-
itive they felt toward Roma people living on 
the edge of poverty. To assess social distance, 
participants were asked to indicate how ac-
ceptable they thought situations such as “If 
a Roma person living on the edge of poverty 
was your classmate” were, on a 7-point scale 
ranging from 1 = not acceptable at all, to 7 = 
completely acceptable (3 items; Cronbach α 
= .94). To assess intergroup anxiety, partici-
pants were given statements (e.g., “If a new 
classmate who was a Roma person living on 
the edge of poverty joined your class”) and a 
set of various possible answers (e.g., “I would 
feel positive about it”) and were then asked 
to rate the extent to which these answers re-
flected their feelings, on a 7-point scale rang-
ing from 1 = does not reflect my feelings at all, 
to 7 = fully reflects my feelings (R); (4 items, α 
= .82). To assess intergroup trust, participants 
were asked to do the same with statements 
like “I think Roma people living on the edge 
of poverty can be trusted”, rated on a 7-point 
scale ranging from 1 = does not reflect my 
feelings at all, to 7 = fully reflects my feelings; 
(3 items, α = .74). To assess approach/avoid 
tendencies, participants were asked “How 
would you react if you had a new classmate 
in your class who was a Roma person living 
on the edge of poverty?” with answers such 

as “I would like to get to know that person”, 
which they had to rate on a 7-point scale 
ranging from 1 = I strongly disagree, to 7 = I 
strongly agree; (3 items, α = .92). To assess co-
operation tendency, participants were asked 
to indicate agreement with two statements: 
“I would be able to consider cooperating with 
a Roma person living on the edge of poverty 
in the future“, and “Organizations employing 
Roma people living on the edge of poverty 
do not put local inhabitants in danger”, rated 
on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 = I strongly 
disagree, to 7 = I strongly agree; (2 items, α 
= .77). All measures showed satisfactory reli-
ability. 

To measure intergroup cooperation tenden-
cy, we constructed a 2-item scale to accom-
pany the INTERMIN questionnaire. The scale 
of cooperation intention had satisfactory cor-
relations with all the intergroup factors. 

Data Analysis

We analyzed the data using SPSS and R soft-
ware, following the standard procedure for 
descriptive and inferential analyses. We test-
ed the significance of interaction between 
two factors – time of measurement and 
group. Both factors had two levels. Pre-inter-
vention and post-intervention measurements 
were the two time levels, and experimental 
and control were the two group levels. Based 
on Levene’s test of homogeneity of varianc-
es, a robust version of a mixed-design ANOVA 
had to be applied to intergroup trust and in-
tergroup anxiety, using R package WRS2. This 
procedure uses trimmed means (trimmed by 
20% by default) to calculate the F-test value, 
which prevents the results being distorted by 
outlier observations (Wilcox, 2011). The same 
procedure was applied to every other inter-
group factor as we obtained significant results 
in the Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirn-
ov normality tests, and there is currently no 
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non-parametric alternative to a mixed design 
ANOVA (Field, 2018). To test simple main ef-
fects within the control and experimental 
groups separately, paired samples T-test and 
the robust version of T-test from the WRS2 
package were used. The robust version of the 
paired samples T-test was used for non-nor-
mal distributions instead of the Wilcoxon 
signed rank test, to ensure our methods of 
statistical analysis were consistent. 

Results

Below we start by describing the differences 
between the control group and the experi-
mental group for the two pre- and post-inter-
vention time points (see Table 4).

For intergroup attitudes, we found a sta-
tistically significant interaction between the 
levels of the time measures and the groups; 
the effect was medium (F(1, 92.08) = 7.752,            
p = .077, = .08). Students in the experimen-

tal group reported more positive attitudes af-
ter the intervention than they had before. The 
difference was statistically significant, and the 
effect was medium to large (t(24) = 3.16, p = 
.004, d = .77). The post-intervention measure 
showed no difference between the control 
group and the experimental group (t(66) = 
-0.226, p = .82). 

For intergroup trust, we found a statistically 
significant interaction between the levels of 
the time measures and the groups; the effect 
size was small (F(1,91.95) = 4.0697; p = 0.047, 

 = .04). Students in the experimental group 
reported a higher level of intergroup trust 
than they had before the intervention. The 
difference was statistically significant, and the 
effect was medium (t(24) = 3.16; p = .004; d = 
.57). The post-intervention measure showed 
no difference between the control group and 
the experimental group (t(66) = -0.51, p = .61). 

For approach/avoid tendencies, we found 
a statistically significant interaction between  

Table 4 Means and standard deviations of pre- and post-intervention measurements within 
experimental and control group 
  Pre-intervention Post-intervention  
Measure Group M 

(trimmed) 
SD 

(trimmed) 
M 

(trimmed) 
SD 

(trimmed) 
95% CI 

Intergroup 
attitudes 

control 43.0 (44.1) 21.5 (20.9) 43.2 (44.5) 21.0 (19.1) [-2.3, 3.4] 
exp. 37.7 (38.7) 21.0 (20.9) 48.2 (49.2) 19.8 (15.7) [3.7, 17.5] 

Social 
distance 

control 4.7 (4.9) 1.8 (2.1) 4.4 (4.3) 1.6 (1.7) [-0.8, -0.2] 
exp. 4.2 (4.2) 1.7 (2.0) 4.4 (4.4) 1.6 (1.9) [-0.4, 0.7] 

Intergroup 
anxiety 

control 3.1 (3.0) 1.5 (1.9) 3.5 (3.4) 1.5 (1.5) [0.1, 0.7] 
exp. 3.2 1.2 3.2 1.3 [-0.5, 0.4] 

Intergroup 
trust 

control 3.2 (3.2) 1.2 (1.4) 3.3 (3.3) 1.2 (1.4) [-0.2, 0.3] 
exp. 2.9 (2.9) 1.3 (1.6) 3.6 (3.6) 1.6 (1.9) [0.1, 1.3] 

Approach / 
Avoid tend. 

control 3.9 (3.9) 1.6 (1.8) 3.8 (3.8) 1.6 (1.5) [-0.3, 0.2] 
exp. 3.5 1.6 4.4 1.7 [1.4, 3.6] 

Cooperation 
intention 

control 4.4 (4.4) 1.5 (1.7) 4.3 (4.3) 1.5 (1.8) [-0.4, 0.2] 
exp. 3.9 (3.9) 1.5 (1.8) 4.7 (4.7) 1.7 (2.5) [0.2, 1.5] 

Note. trimmed values are not stated if a standard parametric paired-samples T-test was used to 
test the differences between pre- and post-intervention measurement   
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the levels of the time measures and the groups; 
the effect size was medium (F(1, 87.14) = 9.15; 
p = .003, = .095). Students in the experimen-
tal group reported more positive approach/
avoid tendencies than they had before the 
intervention. The difference was statistically 
significant, and the effect size was medium to 
large (t(38) = 3.45; p = .001; d = .78). No sta-
tistically significant change in approach/avoid 
tendencies was found in the control group 
(t(66) = 0.48, p = .64)  

For cooperation intention, we found a sta-
tistically significant interaction between the 
levels of the time measures and the groups; 
the effect size was medium (F(1, 88.67) = 
7.16; p = .009, = .075). Students in the ex-
perimental group reported a higher coop-
eration intention than they had before the 
intervention. The difference was statistically 
significant and the effect was small (t(24) = 
2.55; p = .02; d = .38). The difference between 
the two measures in the control group was 
not significant (t(66) = .83, p = .41). 

For social distance, we found a statistically 
significant interaction between the levels of 
the time measures and the groups; the effect 
size was small (F(1, 108.65) = 5.19; p = .025, 
= .046). Students in the experimental group 
reported a smaller social distance after the 
intervention than they had before the inter-
vention, but the difference was not statistical-
ly significant (t(24) = .67, p = .51). However, in 
the control group social distance was reduced 
and statistically significant, and the effect size 
was small (t(66) = 3.289, p = .002, d = 0.26) 

For intergroup anxiety, we found a statisti-
cally non-significant interaction between the 
levels of the time measures and the groups; 
the effect was small (F(1,102.06) = 1.59; p = 
.21). Students in the experimental group re-
ported approximately the same attitudes af-
ter the intervention as they had before the 
intervention (t(38) = .203, p = .84). In the 
control group, intergroup anxiety increased 

significantly with a small effect (t(66) = 2.834, 
p = .01, d = 0.24)

The results support the hypothesis that the 
intervention program has a positive influence 
on intergroup attitudes, trust, approach/
avoid tendencies and cooperation intention. 
Intergroup anxiety was not affected by the 
intervention and social distance remained un-
changed in the experimental group, but de-
creased in the control group.

Discussion

The present applied study sought to assess 
the effectiveness of a direct contact interven-
tion in a work setting that was part of a com-
plex intervention program tackling intergroup 
prejudice against the Roma minority among 
Slovak adolescents. Taken together, the re-
sults of the present study indicate that this 
is the first positive attempt to reduce Roma 
prejudice in Slovakia, a country with a high 
level of prejudice (European Commission, 
2015), using an intervention which includes 
direct contact in a work setting. More specifi-
cally, we found that participants in the exper-
imental group who attended the Junior Proj-
ect Manager program, which included direct 
contact experience in a work setting and an 
anti-prejudice lecture, reported more positive 
intergroup attitudes, greater intergroup trust, 
more positive intergroup approach/avoid ten-
dencies and a more positive tendency for co-
operation intention. 

To a large extent, our findings on direct 
contact are in line with Allport’s (1954) inter-
group concept and the findings of Pettigrew 
and Tropp (2006, 2008) and Kende, Tropp, and 
Lantos (2017). The findings are also in line with 
those of Krahé and Altwasser (2006), which 
show that complex cognitive and behavioral 
interventions can be effective in reducing prej-
udice. Data collected on the intergroup factors 
of social distance and intergroup anxiety did 
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not support the hypothesis that the interven-
tion program would have a positive influence. 
Binder et al. (2009) point out that when con-
tact with outgroup members is perceived as 
typical then contact effects become stronger, 
especially on social distance and negative emo-
tions. On the other hand, in cases where there 
is typically less contact with outgroup members 
– such as between members of the Slovak ma-
jority population and the Roma – the influence 
may be insignificant. One reason why inter-
group anxiety was not reduced could be that 
the anxiety consists of three interrelated com-
ponents – affective, cognitive and physiologi-
cal – (Stephan, 2014) and that our short-term 
prevention program was extensive enough to 
address the cognitive component, but not to 
reduce intergroup anxiety.

The present study has several important 
theoretical and practical implications. Pre-
vious research has produced some unrepre-
sentative results showing that greater accep-
tance of Roma is generally associated with 
higher levels of direct experience (see Dráľ & 
Findor, 2016). In some cases, greater contact 
with Roma may even correspond with stron-
ger anti-Roma attitudes among the non-Roma 
(Kende, Tropp, & Lantos, 2017). Our empirical 
research shows that in Slovakia, where preju-
dice is often explicit among adult respondents 
(Kövérová, 2016), the Junior Project Manager 
program has the potential to reduce inter-
group prejudice among adolescents. 

The recent skepticism regarding direct con-
tact (Paluck, Green, & Green, 2018) has been 
raised in relation to the canonical meta-analy-
sis of contact hypothesis published in 2006 by 
Pettigrew and Tropp. Objections relate to the 
effect of contact on prejudice based on 515 
contact studies, which varied widely in terms 
of research design. Just 5% of the studies in 
the database employed an experimental de-
sign. As our study included a field experiment 
design, it contributes further to the research 

on direct contact hypothesis effects in a nat-
ural non-laboratory factory setting. As school 
trips are part of the Slovak curriculum, con-
ducting contact research in a factory setting 
is important as is researching other possible 
contact settings. Due to field experiment de-
sign, we also could not prevent students, who 
participated but did not participate in the 
intervention, to talk to each other after ses-
sions, which may have influenced the results.

The experiment has limitations that could 
be addressed in future research. First, previ-
ous studies have shown that intensity of in-
tergroup contact with the Roma minority may 
have a moderating effect on prejudice (Gall-
ová-Kriglerová, 2006). For example, teachers 
living in regions with a higher concentration 
of segregated Roma settlements had more 
negative attitudes compared to those living 
with lower concentration, and there was no 
correlation with age or years of teaching prac-
tice (Rosinský, 2009). As all our participants 
were from the Bratislava region, which has 
a lower number of Roma settlements than 
some other regions (Mušinka et al., 2014), 
our results cannot be generalized to all Slovak 
adolescents. Ideally, future research would in-
volve participants from various regions. 

Another methodological issue we faced 
was the large difference between the sam-
ple sizes of the control group and the experi-
mental group. The unequal sample size led to 
more observations for some combinations of 
factor levels, making it more difficult to dis-
tinguish the effects of the separate factors 
(Shaw & Mitchell-Olds, 1993). It also reduc-
es the robustness of the parametric ANOVA 
(Field, 2018). However, we dealt with this 
issue by using a robust version of a mixed 
design   ANOVA that is appropriate where as-
sumptions of normality and homoscedasticity 
are not met (Wilcox, 2013).

Social desirability, “the tendency to give an-
swers that make the respondent look good” 
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(Paulhus, 1991, p. 17), is another limitation of 
our study that could have skewed the results. 
We tried to achieve that participants will not 
connect filling questionnaires with the inter-
vention program by applying these precau-
tions: there were 1) various other measures 
not related to intergroup relations in the 
questionnaires; 2) questionnaires distribut-
ed by individuals who were not part of the 
program; 3) questionnaires distributed over 
a relatively long period of time between pre- 
and post-intervention. Nonetheless the inter-
group behavioral measurements may elicit 
social desirability in respondents, prompting 
them to answer in the way they feel is expect-
ed. We suggest that a variety of techniques 
be used together to mitigate against social 
desirability and achieve better validity control 
(Durmaz, Dursun, & Kabadayi, 2020), still, no 
one method for coping with social desirability 
bias can provide success completely (Neder-
hof, 1985).

According to the ingroup identity mod-
el (Gaertner, Rust, Bachman, Anastasio, & 
Dovidio, 1994), when the setting in which 
the direct contact takes place reinforces a 
feeling of shared identity among partici-
pants, social distance tends to diminish. 
Looking back at this sixth session, greater 
emphasis on Allport’s condition of group 
cooperation could have enhanced the ef-
fect of the intervention (Allport, 1954; 
Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). The participants 
met members of the Roma minority in their 
work setting but did not work alongside 
them. It is possible that negative aspects 
like anxiety may have negatively impacted 
the sense of shared ingroup identity. As in 
other studies assessing the role of shared 
ingroup identity (Gómez, Dovidio, Gaertner, 
Fernández, & Vázquez, 2013; Riek, Mania, 
Gaertner, McDonald, & Lamoreaux, 2010), 
we suggest this mediator should be inves-
tigated in future research, as should the 

moderating role of the perceived quality of 
the program and the contact itself. 

Conclusion

The present study is further evidence of the 
efficacy of direct contact based interventions. 
It has also produced the first results indicat-
ing that direct contact in a work setting is ef-
fective in a Slovak context, where prejudices 
toward Roma are high. The research based 
on the Junior Program Manager intervention 
revealed significant positive effects on sever-
al behavioral tendencies: positive intergroup 
attitudes, intergroup trust, approach/avoid 
tendencies and cooperation intention.

Given recent European surveys on Roma 
prejudice, it seems likely that there will be a 
continued, and probably even more pressing, 
need to understand the complex forces that 
shape social stereotyping and intergroup rela-
tions. Also further research is needed to bet-
ter understand the processes, vulnerabilities 
and resiliencies that mediate stereotypes and 
prejudice especially regarding ethnicity. 
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