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Gender stereotypes permeate peer groups, often functioning as the norms, or
conventions, whicleontribute to group identityLittle is known about the condiins
under which children wiltesist thenorms of theipeer group, including normghat
reflect stereotypic expectationsLhis studyinvestigatedthis issue by measuririgow
children responedto members of their gender graypho disagree with the group
about gender stereotyped aggressive behaviors (female gpere@iational aggression,
male stereotype: physical aggression) as well as about social activities (football and
ballet). Social domain theorysawell assocal identity theoryprovided the basis for
formulating the design and the hypotheses. It wagebed that children and adolescents
would expect their peers to challenge the group, but that they would be concerned about
the consequences of challenging the group in terms of social exclRaiticipantsl =
292, 910 and 1314 years of age) assedseembers ofamegender peegroups who

disagred with their group The findingsreveakédthat children and adolescents generally

expecedt hat their peers wil/ resist the groupi



aggression, but that this may be mdificult for boys when voicing their counter

stereotyjc opinions Further, participants themselves beletreat they would be less
influenced by gender stereotypes than would their p&bes asseddthat they would,
individually, be more likely to resist the group than they expect a peer woulbthixe.
researclalso reveadimportant barriers to resisting the group. Specifically, children and
adolescents expextthat group members whibssent fron or resist the group are likely

to be excluded from the group for voicing their dissent. This stands in sharp contrast to
much research which indicates that children are not accepting of exclusion. Rejecting the
behavior of oneos hentha behayior bas pegative gitpnsic i al |y
consequences for others, is a key step towards changing the culture of peer groups more
broadly. However, the findings indicate that, while children and adolescents are
optimistic about their peers challenging tieer group, they also see exclusion as a very

real possibility and consequence for such resistance.
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Chapter |
Introduction

Children form groups from an early age, and decisions about group membership
often create conflict among friend@ne way to better under st anit
to study the decisiemaking process behind their group interactionhen do children
think it is okay to be different from the group? When do children believe that it is okay to
let the group know that they want to change the activity of the grding?overall focus
of this research is on how children evaluate peer group decisionsudearanid exclude
others. The contexts examined for this stwdye those associated with gender
stereotypic expectatiorabout aggressive behavior. Specifically, the research question
focused orthe legitimacy of excluding someone from a group based ategeand when
children expectedroupsto condondlifferent forms ofaggresive behavior due to the
genderstereotypesurrounding different types of aggressioGenderassociated
aggressive behavior refers to behavior that is assoqéedaps only ttough
stereotypesyvith boys, such as physical aggression, and with girls, such as relational
aggression (e.g., gossiping, teasing, with negative intenfiseaard, Stucky,
Sawalani, & Little, 2008Crick & Grotpeter, 19950strov & Godleski, 2010 for a
summary of research on gender differences in aggrgs3ioa empiical question

centeren when children view these forms of aggression todneloned in the context



of peer group dynamics, and when children viewed it as legitimate to challenge the group
norms that perpetuate aggressive behavior (relational or physical)

A further consideration isow children will respond to members of their gender
group who disagree with or dissent from the group based on gender stereotypic
expectationsGenderassociated forms of aggression and gesstiEnreotypiactivities
were incuded for aalysis in this project and werg) gendered forms of aggression,
physical (male) and relational (female) ; and 2) gendered types of activities, football
(male) and ballet (female).

It is important to note that the research literaturerbesntly shown thaacross
many cultural contextand in many studiesn fact, boys engage in more physical
aggression than do girls, but that there are no differences in mean levels of relational
aggression between boys and gi@srd et al., 2008_ansford et al., 2002 However,
the stereotype indicating that girls engage in more relational aggression and boys engage
in more physical aggression pists.For instance, even the most recent research on
gender and aggression often relies upon these stereotypes as a foundation behind the
research desigfKochel, Miller, Updegraff, Ladd, & Kochenderféadd, 2012. This
continued reliance upon gender stereotypic conceptions of aggression is problematic and
this research aims to examine if children actually do perceive these behaviors as
stereotypic and if they use such stereotypes in evaluating thest pee

Thus, the aim of this study is to examimav children react to changes within the
group, specifically when group members challenge the stereotypic expectations of their
group. Tte findings from this projeatill help to provide information that cayuide

teachers and counselors in establishing classroom and school environments where



children feel comfortable in their group interactions, even when this involves challenging
or resisting stereotypes. This is a critically important research area,faenoa in
challenging group behaviors, which are unacceptable because they are founded upon
stereotypes or exhibit prejudicial or biased attitudes, or group behaviors, which cause
harm to othergs the first step towards chiéd forms of social justiceshere children
influence their peers to change group behaviors.

This study draws from theories and methodologies in social development which
have investigated childrends and adol esce
Rutland, 2011), specifitlg social domain theoryKillen, 2007 Turiel, 200§ and
developmental subjective group dynamidbrams & Rutland, 2008 This study will
extend previous research by examining resistance to norms which also involve widely
held stereotypes. Previdysresearclers haveshown that childremiew deviating from a
group as acceptable when the group distributes resources unequally or breaks social
conventions about dress codislen, Rutland, Abrams, Mulvey, & Hitti, 20)2but no
research has examined what children think aboutdbts of resistingroup normser
whether it is okay to challenge a group when the norms are about gender appropriate or
gender stereotypic expectations. The general aithi®fesearch is to examine whether
children consider resistance to gendireotypic behaviors to be grounds for exclusion
from a group. The goals are to: 1) to examine evaluations of exclusion from groups
which hold norms that are related to the gendentitjeof the group, and 2) to examine
the role of sociatognitive skills, such as theory of mind, in evaluations of resisting

stereotypes and gender exclusion.



In order to understand how children respond to resistance to peer group norms, or

behaviorsthis study employetlypothetical scenarios involving groups that adhere to
and resist gender stereotypes. Participaradejudgments about members of these
groups who disagree with their group in the context of physical aggression, relational
aggressionand gender stereotypic activities (football and ballet). As an example, do
children think it is okay for a girl to te
aggression) is not okay when the group has been known to gossip? Or a boy to tell his
boy group that pushing and shoving (physic:
has been known to act rough? These questions are important because children encounter
these types of situations, and how children construe the norms of groups in thests conte
i's not known. To compare participantso ev
aggression with other activities associated with gender, evaluations of resistance
regarding general social activities associated with gemdezalso studied in thiproject
(e.g., football and ballet). Thus, gender stereotypic activities surround choices about
activities for social interactions, while physical and relational aggression involve
psychological decisions about behaviors that are potentially harmfuie¢csowWhile
some research has examined childrends reac
aggression, relational aggression and social conventional violations (cheering for a
di fferent team), this research sthasepeerassess
and did so in gender neutral contefdskin & Gummerum, 201p

What factors contribute to childrends |
particularly in contexts in which the norms may be wrong from a moral perspective (e.g.,

inflicting harm on ot herasopshich@asecewexipect of



attention recently has to do with theory of mind, which is a form of perspective taking.
In fact, research indicates that theory of mind abilities are related to exclusion judgments
(Abrams, Rutland, Pelletier, & Ferrell, 2008s well as to understanding of gender
discrimination(Brown, Bigler, & Chu, 2010and moral transgressiofisillen, Mulvey,
Richardson, Jampol, & Woodward, 2Q1Additionally, some research indicates that
hol ding gender stereotypes may i nelyct onebo
Mulvey, Hitti, Moin, & Killen, May 2011 Terwogt & Rieffe, 2008
Understanding the relation between theory of mind competence and evaluations

of peer group interactions is important, as theory of mind is developing at the same time
as children are becoming more experienced in group contexts. Little is known, however,
about how theory of mind may impact how children perceive peers who challenge group
norms. Are children witlgreater or more sophisticatéteory of mind skilldbetter able
to understand the perspective of the child who disagrees with the group? Can they also
understand the groupds perspective? I f c¢h
expectations will this i mpaspectivesheir abil it
Understanding more about the relation between theory of mind competence and
evaluations of peers who challenge stereotypic group norms will provide insight into how
teachers, parents and group leaders can better guide children towards dypeesssfu
relationships. Thus, assessments of theo
exclusion judgments in order to determine the relation between understanding group
dynamics surrounding gender stereotypes and scagalitive skills.

In sum,the first aim of this researchts better understand evaluations of social

exclusion in the context of complex peer group interactions where stereotypes come into



play, group norms are clearly delineated, and resistance to these norms is experimentally
manipulated Additionally, the second aim of this researctiasdentify relations between
sociatcognitive judgments in peer relationgiiand sociatognitive skills.

Theoretical Rationale

As children engage with peer groups, they frequently encoutuatisns in
which they must balance information about their social worlds and make moral decisions.
Very early in childhood, concepts of fairness and equality emerge, enabling even children
as young as 2 ¥z to 3 years of age to make moral judgmentsahesooounters. At the
same time, children are able to distinguish issues which involve rights, justice, welfare
and harm from those which involve conventions, traditions or customs, and those which
involve personal preferenc@ducci, 1981 Smetana, 20Q6 uriel, 1983 2008.

Chil drendés differenti a tisaalectecnirdtleeir reasaningdi ng o f
about moral and social decisions which they make.

While children are developing concepts of fairness, they also develop a sense of
group identity, and stereotypes and prejudicial attitudes about others unlike themselves
(Rutland, Killen, & Abrams, 2010 Quite early, children begin to understand group
dynamics, and the complex interplay between distinct social g{digpams & Rutland,

2008. From as early as 6 years of age, children can and do differentiate between ingroup

and outgroup members who either adhere to or resist the norms, or conventions, practices

and beliefs of their groups. Finally,duringhi s ti me period, chil dre
skills, such as theory of mir@@Vellman & Liu, 2004, are increasing, as is their reliance

upon stereotypes, including those about gefideen & Bigler, 2002 Mulvey, Hitti, &

Killen, 2010.



Two distinct, yet complementary theoretical frameworks drive much of our
understanding of how children balance their complex social worldsal stomain
theory (SDT), which distinguishes between the societal, moral, and psychological
domains of knowledge used in making judgmémtsiel, 1983, and developmental
subjective group dynamics (DSGDvhich argues that children differentiate distinctly
between ingroup and outgroup members who express deviant and normative views
(Abrams, Rutland, & Cameron, 2008oth frameworks include a recognition of the
growing socialcognitive competencies of children, as well as the stereotypes and biases
which they may bring to social interactions.
Social Domain Theoy

Social domain theory provides a key fra
interactions and moral decisionaking. Specifically, domain theory identifies three
domains children use in making judgments: moral (fairness, justice, rights and welfare),
societal (customs, conventions, group functioning, traditions) and psychological
(personal preference, autonomy, intentions and understanding mental(Jiates)
1983. Over 30 years of research indicates that, in many situations, individuals clearly
and systematically identify a single domain in their reasofforga review, see Smetana,
2006. These are considersttaightforward or prototypic scenarios. As an example,
children overwhelming identify hitting another person as wrong and justify this
evaluation by referencing the intrinsic negative consequences of hitting (harm to
another), classifying the event amaral transgression.

Whereasnany events which children encounter are prototypic, and thus, easily

identified as falling within one particular domain, increasingly, children also encounter



multifaceted situations, where children must weigh competingecoadrom multiple

domains in making an evaluation or judgment. For instance, stereotypes are an example

of a multifaceted issue: children may recognize the harmful or unfair nature of holding a
stereotype about someone else (moral domain), while alsoatsddging that some

stereotypes may enable children to distinguish their group from others and to define their
groupds customs (societal domai n) . When i
acts and issues, they must balance and weigh differenteoatsons, reasoning, at times,

using multiple domains.

As early as age three, children clearly differentiate between moral acts, as those
involving harm to others; societal acts, as those surrounding customs and traditions; and
psychological acts as tee which should not be regulated by oti{hscci, 1981
Smetana, 1983 uriel, 1983. Early in development, children clearly use moral
reasoning when addressing issues involving physical harm. Soon after, they also use
moral reasonig for psychological harm. And, by middle childhood or early adolescence,
issues of group functioning begin to play an important role in how children conceptualize
acts(Horn, 2003. While initial research using social domain theory focused on
prototypic isues, in the past decade researshaveregun to examine more complex
social interactions, including those involving intergroup componilien, Margie, &

Sinno, 2005

The recent focus on intergroup relations by social domain researchers has
involved, in particular, childrends assess
(Killen, 2007. This research provides a particularly effective means of understanding

the intersection between childrenbds concep



biases, and the moral, societal angcpslogical domains. Research on social exclusion
has occurred around the world, finding that children, at times, view exclusion as
acceptable, especially because of societal reasons such as traditions or group functioning,
and at times, unacceptable, fmarlarly when exclusion is based on group membership,
such as gender or ethniciiitti, Mulvey, & Killen, 2011).
Developmental Subjective Group Dynamics
Developmental subjective group dynamics (D9&izuses on group identity and
the relation between judgments about membe
ingroups and outgroups generglAbrams, Rutland, & Cameron, 2008brams,
Rutland, Cameron, & Marques, 2Q00S$pecifically, DSGDea mi nes chi |l dr ends
evaluations ofngroup and outgroup members who express deviant and normative
attitudes towards the gropbrams & Rutland, 2008 For exampleesearch in this field
has examimdgr oup norms involving loyalty to the
ingroup sports teaniResearch has found that children prefer individuals who express
normatve, or loyal, ideas about the ingroup, regardless of their group affiliation and
likewise express greater dislike for individuals who deviate from the group norms
(Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, & Ferrell, 2Q@brams, Rutland, Cameron, et al., 2003
Abrams, Rutland, Ferrell, & Pelletier, 2Q08&rams et al., 2009 Additionally, research
on DSGD has shown that whewaluating moral or immoral peers versus loyal or
disloyal peers, children use intergroup bias for group based evaluations (about loyalty),
but not morality based evaluatiof®brams, Rutland, et al., 208 SGD has also
revealed thablderchildren adhere more to group northan do younger childresnd

rely more on growunctioning in decisiomrmakingthan do younger childref®brams et
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al., 2007. This has ledesearchrstoe x ami nes chil drends Theory
(ToSM), or their understanding of how groups funci{i@brams et al., 2009 ToSM
predicts that support for exclusion is greater in those who better understand group
functioning and that ToSM increases with age.

Thus, DSGD brings to the study of exclusion a focuthersalience of group
identity and an understanding of how individuals evaluate ingroup and outgroup
members who are either loyal or deviant towards group norms. SDT, additionally, brings
a clear system for delineating different domains of reasoningg &xlis on the
complexity of childrends social interactio
frameworksprovided the foundation for the current study

Study Rationale

Challenging the Group: Morality and Group Identity

A recent study wadesigned to focus agenderbased groups, assessing how
children respond to deviance from group nofiiflen, Rutland, et al., 2012 In this
study, children and adolescent® @hd &" graders) were asked to evaluate peer groups
which either held conventional norms about dress or moral norms about distribution of
resources. Additionally, in some conditions, the group norm adhered to a generic norm,
which is one that reflected societal conventions or moral pringjpleams, Rutland, et
al., 2008, and some adhered to a gresgecific norm, which was counter to the generic
norm.

Thus, in the coventional domain, participants assessed a group that wanted to
wear a club teshirt to a school event (traditional: conventional domain, generic norm),

and a group that did not want to wear a clubsteiet to a school event (ndraditional:
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conventionablomain, grougspecific norm). In the moral domain, participants assessed a
group that wanted to distribute resources evenly between their group and another group
(equal: moral domain, generic norm), and a group that wanted to keep more resources for
their own group than they gave to another group (unequal: moral domain;gpeaific
norm). In each condition, participants assessed members of the group who disagreed
with or deviated from the group, and instead adhered to the opposite norm. For instance,
if the group held an equal norm, the deviant member would espouse an unequal norm,
suggesting that the group should keep more resources for themselves.

In contrast to findings from DSGD, which has previously only examined generic
norms, children and adescents were supportive of some forms of deviance.
Specifically, while they asserted that groups would negatively evaluate all members who
deviate from group norms, participants identified the equal and traditional deviant acts
positively and asserted thitney would individually like the equal and traditional deviant
membergMulvey, Hitti, Rutland, Abrams, & Killen, under revigwFurther, participants
did not see any of these forms of deviame be grounds for exclusion from the group.

Additionally, little ingroup bias was found. When participants were asked to
choose between including someone who shared the gender identity of the group, but
resisted the group9os shaethagenderidersity of the groep, wh o
but adhered to the groupds norm, they paid
the valance of that norm, than to gender identity. Specifically, they were especially
willing to include in the group a peer wldid not share the gender of the group, but did
share the groupdés norm (for instance inclu

when the group norm was also a generic norm (equal and traditional). Further, when they
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did choose to include an ingroagember in a group, this was often when the group held
a groupspecific norm (unequal and noraditional). In these cases, they recognized, not
the gendeidentity of the individual they chose to include, but rather the generic nature
of t hat snonmd(saying tbuirsstan@e that including an equal girl into an unequal
girls group was the best choice because she was being fair).
This study introduces a number of quest
willingness to accept deviance from groupmsr Whereashildren and adolescents
were willing to accept deviance if it adhered to generic norms, they were less willing to
accept deviance that resisted generic norms. Moreover, they still asserted that groups
would not like deviant members, regagiieof the valance of the deviance. This study,
further, was conducted in the context of gender groups, but the norms of the groups were
free from gender stereotypesorgerslgp e ci f i ¢ i nf or mati on. I
lives, however, gender stereotgf@e abundantandcanshapé i | dr ends t hi nki
their peer groupfLiben & Bigler, 20032.
Types of Gender Stereotypes
Thus, thecurrentstudywas designed to extend this previous research by
examining group norms which explicitly also inve gender stereotype&lnderstanding
how children perceive resistance to gender stereotypes will provide key information that
can be used to help childreansbat harmful stereotypes as well as to design
environments where children will feel comfortable expressing resistance to gender
stereotypes. CHanging gender stereotypes ¢ammany situationde vitally important.
For instance, gender stereotypbsw appropriate activities can lead to prejudice, bias

and discrimination that exteridrough adulthood. Further, gender stereotypes condoning
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aggression directly involve harm to others. Such stereotypes may perpetuate societal
condoned differences in agemics, sports and the workplace, leading to unequal
opportunities and differential expectations for each gender.

This researclwvas designedhen,to examinedifferent types of gender
stereotypes. Though stereotypes regarding conventions (such asoftamteities or
clothing) are most commonly studied, not all gender stereotypes are conventional, or
about traditions, customs and practices. In fact, some gender stereotypes surround moral
behaviors. Specifically, aggression has been identified assteaéotype (labeled a
Atraito stereotype hiyenandRigher (2009. Addigonallyi t er at u
outside of the stereotypy literature foundationafindings from peer relations
researchers have identified physical aggression as atypaie form of aggression and
relational, or social, aggression as a fentgpeed form of aggressiaiCrick & Grotpeter,
1995. Physical aggression is identified as behaviors such as hitting, and fighting, while
relational aggression involves gossiping, excluding others, and sayimgtinnegs to
others. More recent researfoidings are mixed, with some reseamcticaing that boys
engage in more of both types of aggression, and girls engage in more relational
aggressiorfOstrov & Godleski, 2010 Other reseattindicates that the differences
between genders iforms of aggression are minand that whereas boys do engage in
more physical aggression than do girls, that there are no differences for relational
aggression between gendéransford et al., 2002Thus, it appears that associations
between eeh gender and particular forms of aggression, are, in fact, stereofypere
is also some evidence that children who participate in genderardarming types of

aggression are more at risk for externalizing problems (girls who are physically
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aggressie and boys who are relationally aggress(@)ck, Ostrov, & Werner, 2006
Further, recent research indicates that girls who are aggressive (physical or relational) are
more likely to be rejected and excluded than are boys who are agg(&ssitel et al.,
2012 Thus,though recent research findings are mixed regarding actual mean differences
between the genders regarding difféfemms of aggressiomessages about gender
appropriate forms of aggression are condoned by society and there are implications for
non-conformity in terms of aggression. Moreover, however, both physical and relational
aggression have intrinsic negativansequences for the recipients of these forms of
aggressiorfBuhs, Ladd, & Herald, 2006and, thus, should be considered moral
transgressionsFinally, research indicates that aggressive behavior (physoad)y
rare, but that ipeaks by 27 months of age, and following this peak, childiéwfo
distinct and different trajectories, with some children showing persistent high levels of
aggression throughout childhood and into adolesc(reene, Nagin, & Tremblay,
200% Broidy et al., 2003Hartup, 200%. Further, some children who are highly
aggressive are also quite popular, while others are socially re{&dtedl, Cairns,
Farmer, & Cairns, 2002

Whereagesearchers examining gender stereotypes leagecommonly examined
forms of aggressigrithe peer relationindings indicate that children do perceive these
aggressive behaviors to be linked to ger{@eick & Grotpeter, 1996 Physical
aggression asraale stereotyped behavior and relational aggression as a female
stereotyped behavior have primarily been examinedmiitie peer relations literature,
howeverit is important to examine these forms of aggression as involving gender

stereotypes. Examinirthese stereotypes about aggres will enableus to better
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understand how children perceive these behaviors and, specifically, under what
circumstances children will be willing to reject these behaviors as unfair or unjust.

Further, more needs to bedanstood about how children respond to conventional
gender stereotypes, such as those regardingsafteol activities, both as a comparison
to stereotypesvolving morally relevant behaviors and norrasd in light of the
significant societal messagesndoning gender segregated play and activities from
childhood through adulthood. Research has also established that strong gender
stereotypes are held about choices of afterschool activities, and that deviating from
gender stereotypic activities is pexas negatively(Horn, 2007.

Thus, new research is needed, which extendKitien, Rutland, et al. (2012
study, and examines how children and adolescents view gender stereotyped group norms,
both moral (about physical and relational aggression) and conventional (about activities,
such as football and balletExtensive research indicates that groups do hold group
norms, which are the conventions and practices of the group, including norm$abo
groups treat other individua{slesdale, 2008 No researchhoweverjo date has
compared how children respotalmoral and conventional gender stereotypic group
norms. This will clarify if, as found in the previous study, children attend more to the
nature of the group norm than to group identity (gender), even in the face of stereotypic
group norms. Will childen reject both forms of aggression from both boys and girls, or
will gender stereotypes which condone different forms of aggression impact the
evaluations? This studyill provide more information about if children and adolescents
perceive group normshich involve gender stereotypes as salient and what pressures

they experience to adhere to these norms.
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Evaluating Resistanceo Peer Group Behavior

It is also important that new research identify exactly how likely children and
adolescents think groupeambers who disagree with their gender stereotypic group
norms are to express their resistance to their groups. Previous research has not assessed
how likely children think resistance to group norms is, but, rather, has always established
that resistanceraleviance has occurred, and then asked children for their evaluations of
the deviant group membéghbrams &Rutland, 2008 Research examining peer
influence, though, indicates how strong an influence peer groups are, particularly for
young adolescen(8rechwald & Prinstein, 2031 Additionally, research indicates that,
with age, adolescents are better able to resist peer infl(®acger, Bokhorst, Steinberg,
& Westenberg, 2009 Further, it has been documented that children and adolescents
conform to a range of peer group norms, including those condoning or promoting
aggressive behavigBrechwald & Prinstein, 2031 Research is needed, then, which
clarifies under what conditions children and adolescents feel comfortable resisting their
group. This is important as challenges to gender steresdyypleaggressive behavjor
which come from within the peer group may be an effective way to combat harmful and
resilient gender stereotypas well as aggressiorThus, it is important to understand if,
and in what circumstances, children will speak ug, @work as the agents of change to
resist gender stereotypes.

Research has also identified a bystander effect, whereby individuals may not go to
the aid victimgLatane & Darley, 1970 Findings with children indicate the importance
of bystanders, documenting that higher instances of defending victielatesdrto lower

levels of aggression and bullying in classrodq®almivalli, Voeten, & Poskiparta, 2011
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Additionally, research has documented that higher classroom attitudes about cellective
efficacy (beliefs about a groupds ability
higher levels of empathy, are related to more instances of intervening iaggeession

(Barchia & Bussey, 2031 Further, research on children
responses to unfair treatment reveals thagdey7, children evaluate resisting

victimization positively(Shaw & Wainryb, 2008 It is important to note that research

which actually includes observations of bystanderbih is quite rare; much of this

work instead documents self report of bystander behavior. Furtbst,afthis research

involves true bystanders, those who observe, butardirectly involved in a situation,

or the victims, themselves. It is oftdretcase, though, that children and adolescents may
directly be part of groups which engage in aggressive behavior or perpetuation of
stereotyped-urther, research documents that if adolescents are part of groups which

engage irantisocial behaviors, likaggression, talking about these behaviors actually

increases instances of these antisocial behaffoekler & Dishion, 200)¢ This
indicates that something | i keentBa@artiofancy tr
their conversations in their peer gropsehler & Dishion, 200){ Less is known,

however, about if peers can influence members of their own peer group in positive ways.
Thus, new reseah is needed which examines if children view resistance to the norms of
oneds own group as I|likely, or not. Thi s i
influence of peergBrechwald & Pringein, 201}, on the one hand, and the positive

impact that resisting aggression can have on future instances of agg(8asminalli et

al., 201).
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Whereasthe peer influence literature and developmental subjective group
dynamics, generally, show how powerful the influence of peer group norms can be on
children and adolescents, thesalso research that shows little relation between the
prejudices and stereotypes held by adolescents who are ftRitad®ey & Fishbein,

200]). This indicates that, while a peer group may hold a stereotypic norm, there may be
individualmembers of that group who do not subscribe to that stereotypic belief.

Further, research indicates that children do recognize the importance of personal
opinion and personal choicé/hen asked to decide between a personal preference and a
friemrdkedserence, younger children prioritize
conditions, wereaad ol escents asserted that fulfilli
acceptable decisigikomolova & Wainryb, 2011 In these situations, however, neither
gender stereopes nor norms about aggression were involved. Additionally, these were
dyadic exchanges, where asserting oneds ow
group scenario. This research does indicate, however, the importance of personal choice
(Nucci, 198) and autonomy for children, which suggests that children may, especially in
the context of sociatonventional norms involving gender stereotypes (such as which
activity to participate in, football or ballet), see a role failoaomy and personal choice.
Across all scenarios, the question remains, though, do children think that these dissenting
members can and will voice their resistance? Further, how will they, personally, evaluate
such resistance, and how do they think geowill evaluate it?
Repercussions for Resistance: Exclusion?

It may be that one of the key factors which determines if children think that

resisting stereotypic group norms is likely will be their sense of what the repercussions,
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or consequences, forsisting the group will be. Children may be unwilling to express
resistance when they are part of the group that is perpetuating stereotypes or aggression
because of fear that changing the status quo may negatively impact their position in the
group(Juvonen & Galvan, 2008Research with adults indicates that addigtike peers
who do not conform to negat(Monie Samyen,&p behayv
Marquez, 2008 but research with children indicates that childies peers whaesist
the group in order to asserlmviors that align with moral principlé@sillen, Rutland, et
al.,,2012. It may be though, that while children, individually evaluate such forms of
deviance positively, they also think that deviating from group norms will have
consequences, making such deviance less likely.
One potential, and particularly harmfafnsequence for resisting the peer group
is exclusion from that peer group. Research has documented thateswbigion can
have significant i mpacts on childrend6s aca
as on their mental health and wieéing (Buhs et al., 2006 Additionally, children who
fail to adhere to social group norms ateisk for exclusion from those groups and
rejection by their peerf@brams & Rutland, 2008Juvonen & Galvan, 2008 Finally,
extensive research with children and adolescents indicates that children reject exclusion
as unacceptabigillen, Sinno, & Margie, 200), but may use information about
stereotypes¢Killen, Pisacane, Le&im, & Ardila-Rey, 200}, personality trait¢Park &
Killen, 2010, or group norm¢Killen, Rutland, et al., 20)2to justify exclusion.
Further, while much research has focused on the social deficits of thedfaegelusion
or rejection from the peer group, exclusio

membership. A recent proposal urged researchers to consider the role that both
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interpersonal and intergroup components could play in exclusion deqikitas,

Mulvey, & Hitti, 2012). I n the context of challenging
stereotypes regarding aggression, little is known ailb@eters are concerned that they

will be rejected from the group because they advocate for gende&onéorming

behaviors (for instance, a boy urging his group to play nicely instead of roQgie)

may, in fact, be excluded from a group with whom oneeshgroup membership for not
exhibiting normative (stereotypic) group behavior (in terms of gender, in this context).

Thus, this research aims to identiffretherexclusion is viewed as a likely
consequence for resi st i ngivendines, agivhethemd s st er
relationexistsb et ween chil drends judgments about t|
consequence for resistance and their judgments about the likelihood of resistance, itself.
Previous reseah has assessed if participantsud supporexclusion as a consequence
for a particular behavior, for instance resisting the group norm; no research to date,
however, has assessed if participants think that groups would be likely to exclude
someone because they challenge the group ndha.difference here is that while
children generally reject exclusion, they may, in fact, believegiftatpswould condone
exclusion. Een if children evaluate exclusion as morally unacceptable, they may think
that groups will use exclusion as a conseue for resisting the group. Thus, itis
important to assess if children and adolescents think that exclusion will be a consequence
for disagreeing with the group. If children do perceive exclusion to be a potential
consequence for resisting genderedéypic norms, will they be less likely to express
their disagreemerd the group? Understanding this relation will provide key new

information to aid teachers, policyakers and group leaders in fostering peer group



21

relationships where resisting negatpeer behavior is seen as a possibility and where
children do not fear repercussions such as exclusion.
SociatCognitive Skills

Thecurrentstudy, thus, examise hi | dr ends evaluati ons
resistance, and of exclusion, as well asvittlial and group responses to resistance, in
the context of group norms about so@ahventional and moral gender stereotypes.
Whil e under st andi-nmkng withpravedinsightfud, & may leedhie saseo n
that underlying sociatognitive skilsk may i mpact c¢ h(Mllvey Hith, 6 s
& Killen, 2013). Specifically, research has identified the relation between theory of
mind, the ability to recogniWeknman&luer 6s
2004, and moral judgmeniKillen et al., 201). Further, research indicates that a
relation may exist betwegrerspectivaaking and shared experieng€handler & Helm,
1984, gender stereotypes and theory of miielly, Mulvey, Hitti, & Moin, 2011
Terwogt & Rieffe, 2003 between theory of mind and understanding of gender
discrimination(Brown et al., 201)) and betweetheory of mind and evaluations of
exclusion(Abrams et al., 2009 Additionally, poor theory of mind skills have been
linked to problematic outcomes: young children with poor theory of mind skills predict
the likelihood that one becomes a victim, a bully or a bultyim in later childhood
(Shakoor et al., 203Z'hus, one aim of this study is to identify if children who exhibit
theory of mind competence differ from children who do not exhibit theory of mind
competence in their evaluations ebgp members who challenge gender stereotypic
group norms.This research will examine more complex forms of theory of mind. While

much research with theory of mind uses simple labordiasgd assessments, such as the

of

eval
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traditional falsebelief taskgWellman & Liu, 2004, recent research indicates that, when
assessed in complex peer interactions, including those involving a potential victim, it may
be more challenging to employ theory of mind sKidlen et al., 201). Further, this
research indicates that employing theory of mind skills may be more challenging in
complex social scenarios. This will clarify if potential agited differences are driven
by sociatcognitive development. Specifically,may be the case that possessing theory
of mind skills will enable participants to better take into account both the perspective of
the group and the perspective of the individual member, in evaluating the likelihood of
resistance as well as the consaees for resistance in terms of exclusion.

In sum, this research addressinder what conditiomsdividuals view
stereotypic expectations as legitimate or unfair and how children conceptualize the costs
to challenging gender stereotypes, and the scoghitive requirements for making such
judgments. How do children and adolescents weigh the negative moral nature of these
genderstereotyped aggressive behaviors with the prevailing social acceptance of these
behaviors for each gender? Can and do theggnize the value of breaking these gender
stereotypes and how do they think their peer groups will respond to such resistance?

Current Study: Design and Hypotheses

Study Design

Two agegroups(9-10 year olds and 184 year olds) were chosen for tsisidy
as these grouppan development from childhood to adolescence. Additionally, as
research indicates both that children become more flexible in their thinking about

stereotypes with ag@rthur, Bigler, Liben, Gelman, & Ruble, 20p8and that they are
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still quite unwilling to accept gender naonformitythroughadolescencéorn, 2007,
examining both children and adolescents is theoretically of interest.
Participants assessedenarios about groups that conform to and resist

stereotypesbout: @) physical aggressiob) relational aggression, amjigender
stereotypic activies.Finally, participantcompletel aninterpretive Theory of Mind Task
(Carpendale & Chandler, 19p&nd aStereotype Awareness Taskich was modified
from Signorella Bigler, and Liben (1993 SeeAppendixB, for an example protocol.

Participantsevaluaté how likely they think resistance to the group nornass,
well as how likely it is that they, personally, would resist the group néfhile research
has examined how children respond to deviance from gi@upams & Rutland, 2003
less is known about if children and adolescents think that resistance is likely.
Understanding more about likelihood of resistance will fill an important gap in our
knowledgeofch| dr endés eval uat i oRutheroefearshondicated r el a't
that children, individually, do not always agree with the decisions of dMulvey et
al., under revieyy but less is known about if children willr@g with an individual group
member 6s decision to resist a group norm i

Additionally, participants maglfavorability judgments, assessing their
expectations of how much the group would like a member who challenges the group and
rating how much they would individually like such a memfdérese measuresdlowed
for an examination of if participants are able to distinguish their own perspective from the
groupdbds perspective and to assess instance

group may hold a belief which they do not share.
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Additionally, two measures assedpotential repercussions for resisting group
norms involving gender stereotypes. While previous research has most often assessed
acceptability of exclusion, finding &t children and adolescents are not willing to exclude
others(Killen & Rutland, 201}, exclusion is still pervasive among children. Tdtisdy
extended previous measures by assesielghood of exclusion. This item measured
not if participants approve of exclusion, but rather, if participants think a dissenting
membewill be excluded for expressing disagreement. Thus, in order to better understand
this discrepancy, this study includlan assessment of if participants thth&t exclusion
wi || be a repercussion for challenging a g

In many situations, children must choose between peers and only include one
person. The last measusgjuiredthatparticipants make a forced choice inctusi
decision. This mease also assessirepercussions for resisting the group: do
participants think that a targstould bedenied enly into a group because he or she
disagrees with the group? Additionally, this measure asdtss relative weighthat
participants put ogroup identity (gender) and group norms in assessing who should be
part of different social groups.

For each of these measu(egcept for the first twQ)reasoningvas also assessed,
drawing on social domain theory. Measuring reasoningriscplarly important, as it
helps to identify why children and adolescents make the decisions they do and what is
driving such decisionsLi t t | e research which has examine
group dynamics has also assessed reasoning, yehirggasan provide essential insight
into precisely why children condone or reject certain behaviors in group contexts.

Study Hypotheses
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SeeTablel for an overview of hypotheses and analybkes wereconducted.
Overall, it was expected that participants woulely less on gender stereotypes for the
moral conditions than for the conventional conditions. Additionallyagt expected that
participants will be more favorable to targets who resist aggressive behavior. There may
be a shifting standar@iernat & Manis, 1994 whereby gender neconformity
(resisting gender stereotypes) will be less acceptable for boys than for girls, in both the
moral and conventional domains.

Likelihood of resistanceand individual likelihood of resistance It was
expected that participants will be more likelyetxpect targets will resist the group when
the group is stereotype na@onforming than when the @up conforms to stereotypes.
Further, resistance will be less likely for the gender stereotypic activities when the group
adheres to stereqigs than wherhey do not. It waexpected that participants would
least expect resistance from a boy who wants to do ballet when his group wants to do
football, given the research on the shifting standBrernat & Manis, 199

In terms of age group, it was expected that children weetddeviance as more
likely than will adolescents due to greater concern by adolescents for group functioning
(Horn, 2003 and concern over peer influen@rechwald & Prinstein, 2031 Finally, it
was an open question if particigarwoulddiffer in their responses depending on if they
are assessing their ingroup or their outgroup.

It was expected that participants, theetves, woulde more attuned to
challengng aggressive behavior threywould expect their peers to be. Thuswyas
expected that participants woulate their own likelihood of resistance to aggressive

norms to be higér than the ratings they provide for their peers.
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Group favorability toward dissenting member. Participants wouldikely
expect that groups will not like dissenting memberstlustwouldvaryif the dissenter is
resisting or condoningg@ression. Fuhter, groups woulthe more favorable to dissenting
members who redigggression, as aggression wolitdly be viewed as a moral
transgression. There may be a shifting standard, with pentits asserting that groups
would find deviance towards neconfaming behaviors as less acceptable, especially for
boyswho want to do ballet There wouldikely be differences in reasoning for this
assessment as well, with participants citing group functioning and other societal
justifications wien asserting that thggoup wouldnot like dissenting members who resis
stereotypes. Adolescents woldd more likely to refemce group functioning than
would children. Additionally,someparticipants wouldikely justify their responses in
terms of stereotypic concernmticularly in the conventional context.

Individual favorability toward dissenting member. While it wasexpected that
group favorability judgments woulde influenced ¥ stereotypic expectations, it wa
expected that individual favorabilitpward thedissenting member woulze more
strongly influenced by the norm of the group, with participants supporting dissenting
members who adhere to generic moral principles and resist aggression, regardless of their
gender. Status differences may emerfye the gender stereotypic activitiewith non
conformity being seen as more positive for girls, than for boys, because participants may
believe that boys should not move down the status ladder to act in stereotypically female

ways.
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There wouldikely also be diferences by theory of mind ability, with participants
with more developed theory of mind skittsore likely to positively evaluate members
who chall enge a groupd6és aggressive nor ms

There wouldikely be differences in reasoning used as well, with paditip
referencing moral reasons when supporting the dissenting members who avoid
aggression, and referencing harm, in particular, when evaluating the dissenting members
who engage in aggression ramegatively. Adolescents woullely focus on group
functioning, particular in the context of gender stereotypic activities (football and ballet)
and physical aggression during a sports game. Finally, with age, particiamds w
reference autonomy, saying that it is up to the dissenting member.

Likelihood of exclusion.It was expected that, unlike prior research which has
found that children view exclusion as unaccbfgan most cases, children wouttentify
exclusion as a likely repercussion for resgtihe group. Generally, childrevould be
more likely to expectexclusioms t heir soci al groups may be
and, thus, more malleabl&@here may be a shifting standard, with participants expecting
exclusion of the boy who wants to play ballet when the group waupisy football.

Exclusion wouldbe seen as more acceptable for the dissenting members who advocate
for aggression (going against moral principles by gossiping and playing rough) than for
those who resist aggression.

Reasoning woultlkely vary based condition. Finally, it veeexpected that
participants may make more use of multiple domains in their reasoning for this question,

recognizing the unfairness of exclusion by using the moral domain, but also noting the
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likelihood of exclusion by refencing conventional forms of reasoning such as group
goals and group functioning.

Inclusion Choice. Dissenting member who go against moral principles (by
gossiping and playing rough) wdess likely to be includedOn the other hand,
participantswoldc hoose to include someone who does
identity, but doeaggresdiva noans,tfohimesiance phaying nige@rsd n o n
being impartial.

Reasoning wouldlkely focus on moral reasons when participants choose to
include the noraggressive target, regardless of if the target is conforming to or resisting
stereotypes. Participants with alimeg awareness of stereotypes were expdotade
conventional reasoning supporting stereotypes, including appeals to mtietgender
identity of the group. Finally, participants may reference social justice and resisting
stereotypes when choosing to include the-si@neotypic child in the group, regardless of
the group norm.
Implications

Overal, this research will reveaew information about how children evaluate
resistance to gender stereotypes, including those condoning different forms of aggression.
| mportantly, it wildl al so reveal <childreno
stereotypes, speaifally in terms of exclusionThis research will have important
implications for understanding how and under what conditions children choose to resist
gender stereotypes, particularly about aggressive behavior. Challenging groups about
gender stereotyped aggresdehavior may not be easy for children, because of

concerns about repercussion from the group in terms of exclusion.
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Examining dissent from gender norms will provide insight into important social
issues. Specifically, this study has implications for dhsicration based on gender norms
and expectations, and will provide insight into the developmental origins of moral
judgments as well as prejudicial attitudes and behaviors. The findings will help to
improve intergroup relations by informing educators, pauwnts of best practices for
teaching tolerance, diversity, and acceptance of others, and for reducing stereotyping.
This study will provide a greater understanding of how children and adolescents respond
to gender stereotypes which can lead to intergastand curriculum to be used with

children to encourage acceptance, and reduce gender discrimination.
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Chapter I
Literature Review

As children and adolescents form social relationships and become part of social
peer groups, they experience exclusiowal as opportunities to include or exclude
others(Killen, Lee-Kim, McGlothlin, & Stangor, 2002 Researchers in developmental
and social psychology have studied social exclusion in a wide range of contexts, from
situations in which exclusion occurs between dyads, individuals and groups. The focus of
this review will be on gender exclusion, sgieailly when exclusion from peer groups
occurs based on gender identity, as well as on the smgaitive skills children bring to
evaluations of gender exclusion.

In the peer relationships literature, exclusion has often been studied in terms of
individual differences, where peer rejection is identified as being an outcome of social
competence deficits (e.g., aggression; social anxiBiylin, Bukowski, & Parker, 2006
Exclusion does not always occur because of individual social deficits on the part of the
excluded child, howeveRather, exclusion is often based on stereotypes, or biases about
a particular group, including stereotypes about ge(i<iden, Mulvey, et al.,
2012.While exclusion based on gender has existed in cultures for millennia, only in recent
decades has there been an explicit research focus in developmental psychology on gender
exclusion, that is, how children and adolescents evaluate contexts in wisdar giolys are
excluded from a group based solely on gender. Research conducted on gender exclusion
with children and adolescents in the U.S., Korea, Denmark, and Switzerland (to date) has
revealed that gender exclusion is viewed as more acceptable thasicexbased on race

and ethnicity(for a review see Hitti et al., 20L1nderstanding exactly why and under
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what conditions exclusion based on gender is still seen as legitimate will provide insight
into the developmental origins of the mtal conventions regarding education, occupation
and gender roles that contribute to exclusionary decisions and outcomes. Gender
exclusion differs from many other forms of exclusion due to the societal affirmation of
gender exclusion in sports, schoalsd social contexts. Yet, how individuals evaluate it
and the sociatognitive processes involved in this evaluation remain less well understood.
Further, researchers have pointed out that more attention should be focused on how
gender roles inhibitboty i r | sé6 and boysd academic, athl et
(Eccles, Roeser, Vida, Fredricks, & Wigdfield, 208&ible, Martin, & Berenbaum, 2006
Sinno & Killen, 2009. For instance, boys are often typest as aggressive, tougida
sportsoriented, with little focus on their academic or artistic potential. Girls, on the other
hand, are seen as fragile and+adnletic and continue to be excluded from athletic
opportunities, despite Title IX legislation. In fact, the gap betwtdeatie opportunities
for girls and boys has been widening in recent y@&@NGE, 2007. Finally, gender
segregated youth programming (for instance Girl Scouts and Cub Scouts) continues to be
offered to childrerand research indicates that even into adolescence children most
frequently socialize in singlsex groupgMaccoby, 2002 Further, socialicondoned
messages about gender roles for girls and boys impact thesstedin, as well as their
motivation in a range of academic and social domiien & Bigler, 2002 Ruble et al.,
2006. Gender based exclusion is complex, aftén begins in childhood in socially
condoned, yet discriminatory, forms, and carries into adulthood in pernicious ways.
One reason for the complexity of gendbersed exclusion is that these forms of

exclusion are not often explicitly labeled ashbased o nedés gender or adh
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identity norms. Rather, gendeased exclusion is often rather ambiguous. Research in
the peetrejection literature suggests that there is a significant amount of variation in how
children respond to ambiguous instas of potential exclusion. Specifically, Downey et
al. (1998 found that some children are more sensitive to rejection than are others and that
some children interpret many more scenarios as involving exclusion and rejection than do
others. This suggests thatleast some children may have difficultyaimticipating,
interpreting and understanding potential exclusion experiences based on gender.

Children may differ in their responses to exclusion messages because of
differences in their sociaognitive aldities due to their ages. What it is not yet known is
how children bring their cognitive skills and psychological knowledge into play when
making evaluations about thikelihood of exclusion. Specifically, exclusion decisions,
particularly those cented on gender issues, often involve ambiguous situations which
include stereotypes and require that <chil d
psychological states. They need to balance a range of information in making exclusion
decisions, includig: a) the intentions of the target and the group that is potentially
excluding the target; arlg) the perspective of the target and the group that is potentially
excluding (i.e. what do they think is happening). Some children may not be able to
attend tahe multiple competing perspectives in making such exclusion decisions,
however.

This may be particularly challenging when considering gebdsed exclusion as
children may struggle to interpret the perspective and intentions of a group or individual
who is of the opposite gender. Additionally, some research suggests that stereotypes

regarding behavior and activities for a particular gender may cloud-sogaitive
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abilities (Kelly, Mulvey, Hitti, & Killen, May 201Q Terwogt & Rieffe, 2008
Understanding the varied perspectives and intentions of those involved and balancing this
understanding in making judgments may rely upon saaghitive skills, such as theory
ofmnd(ToM , the ability to understa@Wlmant her s o
& Liu, 2004). Thus, more research is needed which unravels how children and adolescents
respond to instances of gend@sed exclusion, and, in particular, what cogaiskills
they bring to this task. Better understanding of the cognitive processes surrounding
decisions to include or exclude based on gender will provide insight into how -Gperseer
exclusion should be addressed to reduce prejudice and discrimination.
Overview of the goals of the paper

In this review, current research on social exclusion and the development of social
cognitive abilities will be discussed with the goal of pointing to new directions for future
research which can address gaps in teeglitire Two areas of research will be addressed:
a) social exclusion and gender identity; d)dhe potential links between socially
relevant forms of theory of mind and evaluations of social exclusion. This review will
first briefly introduce thewo focal areas, examine theoretical perspectives which
influence research on evaluations of exclu
evaluations of exclusi on, -aagnitiveabiliies,dhen r es e a
conclude withan analys of the current gaps in the literature, which can be filled with
the current study
Research on gender exclusion in childhood

Social exclusion from groups is mufticeted. Sometimes exclusion is legitimate

for groupfunctioning reasons and other times wrong because it is based solely on
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group membership, including gendRutland et al., 2000 For instance, while it may be
legitimate to exclude a girl from a soccer team in aib@yls league, it might be viewed
as wrong by some individuals to extclude a
adhere to male gendstereotypes. While many forms of exclusion are acceptable for
conventional or prudential reasons, exclusion can also be based on group membership
alone. This form of exclusion is problematic because it can be related to bias and
prejudice(Killen et al., 2002 Exclusion can have negative consequences on the mental
health and future social interactiofMurray-Close & Ostrov, 2009Rubinet al., 200%
and academic motivation and succéBshs et al., 2008Buhs, McGinley, & Toland,
201Q Eccles et al., 2006f those who are excluded. Moreover, as discussed above,
research reveals that children and adolescents are more accepting of social exclusion
based omgender than they are of other forms of social exclu@{dten et al., 2007,
which indicates the importance of conited focus on gender exclusion in particular.
Further, the peer relations literature indicates that children are often excluded because of
aggressive personality tra@ubin et al., 2006 and that children may hold stereotypes
condoning physical aggression for boys and relational aggression fqCgidk &
Grotpeter, 1995 even though this may not reflect actual behaviors for girls and boys
(Card et al., 2008_ansford et al., 2002 Thus examining exclusion decisions in light of
behavior which either aligns with or resists these gender stereotypes is important.

Social exclusion often occurs in intergroup contexts, when children are interacting
with others who do not share membership in the same gender, ethnicity or religious
groups. Thus, when children evaluate instances of exclusion their identification with

their group and their sense of the groupos
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often come into play. Additionally, in some instances, children may bring stereotypic
knowledge of other groups to their intergroup interactions. Reskarola social

reasoning developmental perspecinithin the field of developmental intergroup

relations has examined the interplay between group identity, morality and social decision
making(Rutland et al., 2000 Research reveals that children often express a bias
towards their ingroup and express derogation efoitgroup, and strive to bpld the

norms of their ingroup Understanding how children interpret conflicts between
conceptions of what is fair and their loyalty to their ingroup will be particularly important
in studying gender based forms of exclusisrchildren do strongly identify with their

gender ingroufgLiben & Bigler, 2003.

The specific focus of this literature review will be to describeaesh on gender
exclusion, gender group norms, and gender stereqtgppscially those related to
aggressionResearch on these dimensions of gender exclusion in childhood will provide
insight into how children balance information about stereotypes,uhderstanding of
what is fair and just, and their notions of group dynamics. Additionally, this research has
the potential to clarify why it is that gender exclusion is still seen as acceptable in many
instances, and in particular, may clarify the caumtig reliance upon gender roles in
shaping academic, social and occupational trajectories.

Evaluating exclusion: The role of sociatognitive abilities

Evaluations of exclusion have rarely

cognitive capaciés and the variety of forms of psychological knowledge that come into

play in instances of social exclusion. Traditional measures of smgaitive abilitesto

evaluate intentions and ot {hssedademoved t al st

a
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fromt he rich social context of childrends |
intentions, goals and emotions of those involved in exclusion scenarios involving gender
may, however, hinge upon their soetalgniive development. Recentlggesearch has
identified ways to examine sociebgnitive skills, particularly theory of mind, in more
contextualized and authentic ways. Yet, these new means of measuring more-socially
relevant forms of theory of npdeasionnakng r ar el
processes and their evaluations of exclusion. This research, however, does indicate that
studying how this might play out within the context of gender stereotypes will provide
insight into how children resolve tensions between their understandinigiofions, their
own allegiance to their group and its goals, and stereotypes which they may hold
regarding gender. Thus, research examining scomition, and theory of mind, in
particular, in sociallyrelevant ways, as well as research that suggesential conflicts
between sociatognition and gender stereotypes will be described.

This review, then, will examine research on gender exclusion with a new focus
the role of the development of soea@gnitive abilities and how these are related to
social exclusion and moral judgments.
A Framework for Studying Exclusion: Integrating Social Domain Theory, Social
Identity Theory and Examinations of Theory of Mind

While social exclusion research has been approached within many different
contexts, twdalifferent yet complementary frameworks have been drawn upon when
studying inclusion and exclusion: Social Domain Theory, which distinguishes between
the societal, moral and psychological domains of knowledge used in making judgments

(Turiel, 1983, and Social Identity Theory (SIT), which argues that individuals strive to
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maintain heir ingroup identity by viewing their own social group more positively than
other social groups, and that individuals identify with social groups with positive or
higher social statu@ ajfel & Turner, 1979 Recent research has begun drawing upon
both of these frameworks, in order to examine both moral judgments about social
exclusion as well as to recognize the importander&m place on group identity and

group norms in peer interactio(isillen, Mulvey, et al., 2012Killen & Rutland, 2011
Rutland et al., 2070 Children simultaneously develop moral beliefs about issues such as
welfare, fairness and justicecha sense of group identifRutland et al., 2000 In some
instances, children, when balancing their developing moral beliefs and their sense of
group identity, may turn to ingroup bias and prejudicial attitudes in making decisions to
exclude others based on group membership.

In making these decigang, children will necessarily have to weigh their
understanding of the intentions, goals and desires of the potential target for exclusion, the
group that may exclude, and individual members of this gf®utvey et al., 2013 To
effectively balance these perspectives they may rely upon complex theory of mind skills,
in recogni zi ng (Wdllhaa & kiwg 200de Thusainh undertstandiegs
instances of exclusion when group identity and norms as welliesis$ fairness are at
play, research should draw upon theory of mind reseS8adialDomain Theory and
Social Identity Theory. The following section will provide a brief overview of these
three frameworks for understanding so@agnition.

SocialDomain Theory
Extensive research within Social Domain The@ynetana, 20Q6 uriel, 1983

has shown that children from a very young age (3 years) differentiate their experiences
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within the social world, including experiences of exclusimased on different domains:
1) the moral domain, which includes concerns with welfare, fairness, justice and rights;
2) the societal domain, which includes situations contingent on socially agreed upon rules
that are alterable and that, if not presenll, sguse no direct harm to be inflicted on
another; and 3) the psychological domain, which includes personal preferences and
choiceg(Smetana, 2006 Social Domain Theory has guided research revealing the
i mportance of examining childrends reasoni
provided support for the recognition that children distinguikom very early ages,
between decisions which inherently center on issues such as fairness and justice and
those which, drawing on conventions, promote group functioning and social interactions
(for a review see Killen et al., 2007

Social Domain Theory has been a primary framework for the study of exclusion,
first in the United States, but also increasingly in other areas of the world, siheh as
United Kingdom Spain, The Netherlands, Germany, Korea, Switzerland, China, and
Japan(see Hitti et al., 2011, for a revigwAs will be described in greater detail below,
exclusion based solely on group membership, including gender, is generally evaluated as
unfair and judged as wrong by most child(&illen et al., 2002, however in complex or
ambiguous situations children will often make exclusion judgments based on stereotypes
about group identityKillen et al., 200). Additionally, children evaluate peer group
exclusion based on gender as wrong, however many children still rely upon stereotypes
when they reason that exclusion might be act#p{&illen & Stangor, 2001 Thus,
Soci al Domain Theory has revealed the comp

about social exclusion based on group membership.
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Socialldentity Theory and Subjective Group Dynamics

Exclusion has also been studied by drawing on Social Identity T€ajfel &

Tumer, 1979, particularly in Europe and Australia. Attempts to see the ingroup in
increasingly positive ways can lead to prejudice towards members of out@faijips &

Turner, 1979 Even very early research examining intergroup relations revealed the
manifestation of intergroup bias in social interacti®iserif, Harvey, White, Hood, &

Sherif, 196). Seli-categorization theory (SCT; Turner, et al., 1987) suggests that, based
on cognitive grouping, individuals devel op
2004). Thus, people place themss in a group that they view as most similar to

themselves based on some classification label, which is cognitively contrasted with
another classification. Such settegorization emphasizes positive similarities between
individuals of the ingroup, thysromoting ingroup bias, while also focusing on the

negative differences of the outgroup, which may lead to outgroup prejudice. This process,
then, creates opportunities for the development of stereotypes and acts of exclusion based
on group membership (Abms & Rutland, 2008).

One extension of Social Identity Theory, Developmental Subjective Group
Dynamics (DSGD), proposes that individuals differentially evaluate and include others
based on their adherence to or deviance from group n@&ionams & Rutland, 2008
As will be described in more detail below, research drawing on DSGD finds that children
preferoutgroup members who deviate from their group norms and, thus, espouse the
childdés ingroup norms more than they 1|ike
norms(Abrams, Rutland, & Cameron, 2008brams et al., 2009 Thus, the framework

of Social Identity Theory, and Developmental Subjective Group Dynamics, in particular,
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has emerged as a way to focus exclusiseaech on attending to group norms and group
identity.
Intentionality, Theory of Mind and the Psychological States of Others

In addition to sociatognitive theories of development, theories concerning the
cognitive development of the ability to undersd the psychological states of others will
be important to consider when studying social exclusion. This is in part because
decisions about social exclusion involve a heavy cognitive load: children must balance
information about all of the characters atwed in the scenario, while also attending to
these charactersdé intentions, beliefs and
dynamics involved, including the role group identity might play, the norms or
conventions held by the group, and stereotypesssumptions they may hold about a
particular group. Two different theoretical approaches have been taken to understanding
chil drenbés developing theory of mind abil.i

Some researchers suggest an fdearly comp
of Mind Mechanism/Selection Processing Model, which suggests that humans possess an
innate capacity for theory of mind abilities which are triggered by environmental factors
(Scholl & Leslie, 2001 Essentially,his theory suggests that during the preschool years,
children begin to selectively attend to mental states of others through a ekpaaific
mechanism, which enables them to begin understanding mental represe(iiastias
Friedman, & German, 200&choll & Leslie, 2001 While this theory has some support
from empirical findinggScholl & Leslie, 200}, others argue that it is either an
unnecessary theoretical propositi@tone & Gerrans, 2000r that the empirical

evidence doesot support this theory because there does appear to be such a strong age
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related pattern associated with the development of theory of(Watiman, Cross, &
Watson, 2001

Gopnik and her colleagues have proposeddbateptual change durirnige
preschool years enablekildrento understand thatot all representations which
individuals hold about the world are necessarily accyaopnik & Wellman, 1994
Wellman et al., 2001 This form of conceptual change is thought to occur, according to
TheoryTheay (Gopnik & Wellman, 199% the primary framework which advocates for
conceptual cange as a driving force behind development of understanding of things like
ot hersd6 mental states, because children ap
hypotheses, observing evidence, and refining their understanding based on what they
discover(Gopnik & Meltzoff, 1997. Evidence within the theory of mind research
provides support for the conceptual change model as research suggests that children do
show agerelated improvements in theory of mind abiktyd can successfully complete
different tasks at different ages, which may reflect improvement of their conceptual
understandi ng of (WelimanekrCeos$s, 2D0Mekman etvdl.,t2001 a g e
What has not fulljpeen addressed by theory of mind researchers are the mechanisms of
change. Carpendale and Le(#806 have proposed that peer interactions facilitate
change in the ability to understand mental states. More research is needed to examine
this aspect of developmental social cognition.

While both theories continue to be debated in the research literat@aiesentains
uncontested isthatcbllend evel op the ability to underst a
abilities are most commonly studied in laboratory experiments that are fairly removed

from chil dr en Ohssisaespitheany researchlwahindeaes that
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improvement in perspectiviaking abilities occurs in situations in which children have
opportunities for rich social interaction with their peers, in particular, through shared
experiencéChandler & Helm, 1984 Theory of mind abilities, though, have significant

i mplications f or ¢ hmdntdabeuhdihers desires| intentpnsttrmd ma k
motivations, all of which play an important role in evaluating social exclusion. There has
been a call in the research literature for more work which examines theaidel

implications of the development of tmy of mind competenc@stington, 200L

Within this review, research which has taken on that challenge will be examined and
proposals for n& ways in which theory of mind can be applied to studies of social
exclusion, and gender based exclusion in particular, will be explored.

Gender Stereotypes

In popular culture, gender stereotypes regarding behavior abound, with physical
aggressionbydby s excused as fAboys wildl be boys, o
AGossip Girlo reinforcing and even glorify
From a very early age, children develop stereotypes about géitaem & Bigler, 2002
Mulvey et al., 201 At the same time, even very young children are capable of making
moral decisiongTuriel, 1983. Gender stereotypes about behavior permeate peer groups,
often functioning as the norms, or conventions,chitghape groups.

A large body of research on gender stereotypes exists, and identifies the early
emergence of gender stereotypes, as well as the pervasive influence of gender stereotypes
on chil dr en 0 sundestaraingi ©here arenachuntiadifferent
theoretical models which address how children begin to understand gender, and the

relationship between understanding gender and gender stereotyping. As an example,
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Martin and Halverson (198 propose a gender scheme theory, indicating that children
learn gender and gendappropriate activities, behaviors, and objects through interaction
with their social worlds: they hear peers, adults and theiarindicate what behaviors
and activities are appropriate for each gender and begin to act in ways which reflect those
societal messages. More recenflythur et al. (2008have proposed a developmental
intergraup theory for explaining the emergence of stereotyping in young children. They
argue that children are able to perceptually distinguish males from females, even as early
as infancy, that differences in the proportions of each gender taking part incspecifi
activities (for instance few boys attend dance lessons) heightens their understanding of
males and females as different, that explicit labeling of gender (for instance by teachers
who ask all the girls to line up and then all the boys to line up) reedmstereotypes, and
that implicit differentiation by adults (for instance through segregation of boys and girls
during some activities) further enhances

Trautner et al. (20Q05ound that gender stereotypes increase during early childhood,
with children peking in their rigidity by approximately age 7, but that stereotypes
continue to play a strongly influential role for children beyond age 10, even though most
children are much more flexible in their thinking about gender stereotypes by this time.
Further,research on gender stereotypes has examined stereotypes in a range of unique
domains, including activities, occupations, and trdiilsen & Bigler, 20@).

One particular area in which gender stereotypes abound is in regards to aggressive

behavior. Rsearch on peer relationships has extensively examined gender differences in
frequency of physical and relational aggression for boys and girlsstatdincluding that

boys engaged in more physical aggression and girls in more relational aggf€ssion
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& Grotpeter, 1995 and more recently determining that, in fact, boys engage in more
physical aggression but that there are not differences, or there are scant differences, in
mean rates of relational aggression between boys and@atd et al., 2008_ansford et
al., 2012. What has not yet been examined closely is if and how children use these
stereotypes about gender and aggression when evaluating their peers iagdsoasl
decisions in groups.
Stereotypes and Exclusion

One result of childrends rigid adherenc
Specifically, if children hold rigidly to stereotypes, they may deny children who do not
adhere to such stereosgpwith the opportunity to engage in gender-nonforming
activities. For instance, research indicates that preschool children may rely upon
stereotypes about activities (playing with dolls and trucks), and willingly exclude
someone who does not matchgemnder stereotypdheimer, Killen, & Stangor, 2001
but that older children may be more attuned to issues of equity, and reject straigtuf
exclusion of gender neconforming children because of moral reasg@fiien &
Stangor, 2001l This is important as research indicates that as children spend more time
playing in singlegender groups, they become increasingly invested in playing with
gender conforming toy@Vartin & Fabes, 2001l In more complex scenarios, however,
when children are asked to weigh information about skill and gender stereotypes,
children are more likely to exclude a rRoonforming target, justifying their decision
through references to group functionifijllen & Stangor, 200L Across these studies,
however, exclusion based on gender was seen as more acceptable than exclusion based

on race, thus children may attend to societal messagesringdjender stereotypes. For
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instance, research indicates that adolescents do not accept gendenfoomity in
behavior and activitieHorn, 2®7). Further, there is some indication that willingness to
exclude others is related to soetalgnitive abilities, in particular, theory of mind
(Abrams et al., 2009 Thus, research on these different types of stereotypes has firmly
established that children hold such stereotypes and use them in their everyday lives, less
is knownabout when children are willing to resist such stereotypes and the social
cognitive abilities that they may bring to such evaluations.
Chil drenés and Adol escentsd Reasoning Ab
Membership
Returning to the foundational mannemwhich social exclusion has been studied
will provide insight into what is already
exclusion as well as suggest potential areas for future research. Much of the foundational
literature on exclusion explored childées j udgment s of excl usi on
membership, including gender. Children can be excluded from groups or activities
because of their gender, ethnicity, religion, school affiliation, or natior(&litign,
Mulvey, et al., 201P The research reviewed here will focus on exclusion due to gender
and ethnicity, because the majority of research conducted thus far focuses on these forms
of group membrship.
Theimer, Killen and Stangor (2001) analyzed Europ&arerican preschool
c hi | dN=6&Q) évaluat{on of inclusion in an activity based on gestieneotypic
expectations of peer activities (e.g., dakying, truckplaying) and peer roles (e.qg.,
deciding who will be the teacher and firefighter). Participants evaluated straightforward

exdusion scenarios based on gender (for instance a boy wants to join a group of girls
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playing with dolls), as well as multifaceted exclusion scenarios, where participants were
given information about the experience of the child who wants to join the ghotipe

equal experience context, participants were asked to choose between a gender stereotype
consistent child (e.g., a boy wanting to join a group of boys playing with a truck) and a
gender stereotype inconsistent child (e.g., a girl wanting to joiowgp@f boys playing

with a truck) when both children weeexperienced with playing with the target toy or
performing the target role. In the unequal experience context, participants were asked to
choose between a gender stereotype consistent and a g&mdetype inconsistent child

when the gender stereotype inconsistent child has no experience playing with the target
toy or performing the target role.

Results indicated that participants were generalbpasepting of exclusion in the
straightforwad context and used moral reasoning to justify these decisions. In the
multifaceted context, children chose to include the child who did not fit the stereotype
more often in the unequal experience context. In the equal experience context, more than
in theunequal experience context, children did use stereotypes to justify exclusion (e.g.,
Agirls dondét I|ike to play with truckso). E
use stereotypes in making exclusion judgments. This research reveals pexdgraf
chil drenbés reasoning about gender exclusi o
stereotypes in inclusion and exclusion decisions.

In a follow-up study assessing', 14" and 7" graders, Killen and Stang¢2001),
found a slightly different pattern. In this study, which looked at both gender and
ethnicity, the children generally chose the 1sbereotyped child in the equal skill context

multifaceted situation, which suggestsiae inclusivity. These findings are different
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from the Theimer, Killen and Stangor (2001) study, where thagheol aged children
primarily chose the stereotyped child in the equal context. Thus, older children may be
more sensitive to issues of equitThe reasoning used in choosing the-stareotyped

child was moral reasoning, focused on issues of fairness and equal opportunity,
suggesting that with age children may be more attuned issues of diversity and more
willing to reject stereotypes in favof equal access.

This body of research provided important information about the use of gender
stereotypes in making exclusion decisions in everyday contexts. Additionally, the
researchers coded stereotypes when they were mentioned, but did not prltairest th
consider gender stereotypes in their responses. Thus, although many children did not use
stereotypes, a surprising number did spontaneously turn to stereotypic information when
making these decisions. In particular, it appears that in theabeénther information,
and when forced to make a decision, children are particularly likely to rely upon
stereotypes about which activities are appropriate for each gender. This suggests that
more research needs to be conducted on use of gender §tesdatynderstanding
groups. While this research suggests that children do hold stereotypes about gender
appropriate activities, it does not reveal under what circumstances children see those
stereotypes as inflexible.

Additionally, in this paradigm, the group was described as participating in a
genderappropriate activity, and potential new members who were gender stereotype
consistent or inconsistent asked to join the group. What is not yet known is how children
will respond if a child who is already a member of the group rejects the gender

stereotypic activity of the group and asserts that the group should not conform to the
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stereotype. Understanding deviant behavior (rejecting a norm that your group adheres to)
from within the group will provide greater insight into the range of exclusiperiences
surrounding gender group membership. Additionally, what is also not yet known is how
children will react if the group itself rejects the gender stereotype and engagewier
nonconformist behavior or activities. Understanding groups which both adhere to and
resist gender stereotypes will improve our knowledge not just about gender stereotypes,
but will have significant implications for understanding group dynammdsn@rms.

Further, the type of gender stereotype must be considered. This research has
examined gender stereotypes about traditional social (play) activities, but there are also
firm gender norms in place about a range of other types of activities hadides, for
both girls and boys. For instance, there are strong gender stereotypes associated with
types of aggressive behaviors, with early research suggesting that girls engage in more
relatioral aggression and boys engagerore physical aggressig@rick & Grotpeter,

1995. While metaanalyses have indicated that these patterns are not as strong as once
believed(Card et al.2008 and examinations across a range of different cultural xtante
have confirmed thigLansford et al., 2092 Ostrov and GodleskR010 recently

proposed a genddinked model of aggression siypes, which suggests that girls and

boys do still associate relational aggression with girls and physical aggression with boys.
Moreover, their modeduggests that children would prefer to express gemoienative

forms of aggression and that they would also see gamhesistent forms of aggression

as more wrong than gend@consistent forms. Additionally, they call for research which
examineschilde n s t hi n k Himked foarts of aggresgienrusing a variety of

methodologies.
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One area about which little is knowout which the current study addresses,
whether children think that one should be excluded for advocating geogistent or
gendesinconsistent aggression. Research has shown thataehsideringelational
aggression, in particular, adolescents reference relationship maintenance as an important
consideratior{Goldstein & Tisak, 201)0) suggesting that further research exploring the
consequenceas terms of group acceptantor aggressive behavior should be exptbr
This is particularly important considering research that shows continuity in aggressive
behavior (especially physical aggression) from childhood through adoleg8zoity et
al., 2003. Finally, this type of research could have significant impacts on how parents
and educators talk with children about gender stereotypes and the rigidity of gender roles.

An additional area of concern, though, is the role ofpearf | uence on chi
exclusionary decisiemaking. In social scenarios, children must weigh their own
interpretation of the scenario with their expectations about the viewantsof the
growp. Thus, while some children did reference stereotypes in the study by Theimer and
colleagueg200)), it is unclear if they would continue to apply thesereotypes when
faced with peers who disaffirm stereotypes or vice versa. Thus, in order to address these
additional questions, Killen, Pisacane, L&en and ArdilaRey(2001) counterprobed
children about their inclusion decisions by offering them an alternative reason to include
the child they did not pick, ogwoedetidoat r ef |
This techniqgue tested childrends convictio
differences (3to5yearoldd=72) i n assessing childrends wu
reasoning about similar inclusion scenarios as those used in Theimen, &l Stangor

(2001).
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Most children who initially used stereotypic information to make their decision
changed their decisions to focus on moral judgment when given the opportunity (after a
probe by the interviewer in which the fairness of #taking wa mentioned), while those
who initially focused on the moral aspects of the situation did not change their decisions
to consider the stereotypic argument as often (after a probe by the interviewer in which
the stereotype about who plays with toys was mesti). The study also showed that
younger children were more likely than older children to choose the stereotypic child
prior to probing, and were more likely to base their judgment on stereotypic expectations.

The strong impact which probing had on redgaise of stereotypes suggests the
very important influence of peers on children and the potential deficits that very young
children may have in judging the beliefs and desires of those around Tinésnis
confirmed by research on bullying, which indesithat bystanders can play a vital role in
reducing aggressive behavior of their p&almivalli et al., 201l Less is known,
however, about how peers who are actually part of a group that engages in stereotypic or
aggressive behavior might influence the gr
also assessing theory mind ability in these studies would have been insightful as it may
be the case that children who have theory of mind were better able to anticipate and take
into account the potential response of the peer group. This may be especially important
when stalying gendetbased stereotypes, as children do encounter sesetigtioned
gender stereotypes in a range of contexts.

Understanding the peer groupds perspect
exclusion decisions may, thus, impact the exclusion evatutitai is made, either

because children will want to align themselves with the peer group or because they may
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be more skilled at recognizing that this perspective may not be the best or the right
perspective at times (for instance, if it is based on dtgres) and want to reject this peer
group perspective. Thus, research on group membership and social exclusion suggests
that future studies should include information about the intentions of those involved in
the scenario as well as measures of ToM.

This body of research on exclusion because of group membership, including
gender, reveals the complexity of children
children are, in general, unwilling to accept exclusion and advocate for inclusivity using
moral reasoning, children do view some forms of exclusion as acceptable. In particular,
many of the studies reviewed thus far reveal that children are more accepting of exclusion
based on gender than exclusion based on race or etl{iitieyn et al., 200J. When
children view exclusion as acceptable, this may be due to a reliance upon stereotypes or
assumptions about approge activities for members of different groups. For instance, a
child might support exclusion of a girl from a football time by arguing that girls should
not play certain spori®ark, LeeKim, Killen, Kim, & Park, 201). Supporting
exclusion of another becausehis or her group membership may lead to more serious
forms of prejudicial behavior and treatment of others.

While we know that children do at times support exclusion for reasons associated
with stereotypes, including gender stereotypes, we do not yetehalear picture of why
they think that this form of exclusion is acceptable. On the one hand, they could be
simply relying upon stereotypes and ignoring the potential harm to the victim that may
occur because of this exclusion. On the other hand ntlagybe putting more weight on

issues of group functioning and be thinking that including someone from another group
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will be disruptive. Research on social exclusion should be designed to unpack these
alternative explanations, as gender exclusion may aft® involve stereotypes about
behavior or appearance. Stereotypes could be invoked by the excluder implicitly or
explicitly when the exclusion occurs, or the child who is excluded could infer a reliance
upon stereotypes which may or may not be predemt.instance, research with ethnic
minority students reveals that even when exclusion is not explicitly about race, they are
concerned that the target of exclusion may interpret the exclusion as behbgsade
(Margie, Killen, Sinno, & McGlothlin, 2005 Research should examine if this is also the
case for exclusion in situatis which invoke gender stereotypdsis is particularly
important in light of findings which indicate that children with more sophisticated
interpretative theory of mind skills are less likely to infer the presence of gender
discrimination than those thiout such skill§Brown et al., 201D

Is Exclusion Always About Group Membership?

While exclusion is often based upon group membership, as often, exclusion is
based on personal traits, such as individu
personality. For instance, a group may exclude a child who is shy from the debate team
becauseltey assume that someone shy will not be comfortable in this context. Forms of
exclusion not based solely on group membership are a unique area for research, as
children may evaluate these forms of exclusion as more legitimate because of
conventions or norsof the group. Thus, exclusion based on personality traits may be
viewed by the group as legitimate. It is possible, however, that those who are excluded
may struggle in interpreting the intentions of a group or individual who excludes them

because of personality trait and oveattribute negative intentions to the excluders.
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Specifically, the child who is excluded from the debate team for being shy may interpret
this exclusion as malicious (for instance, exclusion of her because of assumptions about
grl s6 ability to engage in such debates) wh
prevent the excluded child from experiencing what they might have assumed would be an
uncomfortable environment for someone shy. Thus, it is important to examine research
which has explored both group (or category) and personal reasons for exclusion.
Research has begun to examine if there are differences in how legitimate
exclusion based on group membership is versus exclusion based on personality traits,
such as shyness orgrgssion. Park and Killef2010 conducted a crossultural study
(Korea and the USA) that assessed exclusion due to group membership as well as
individual characteristics he sample included 10 and 13y®ld children il = 333
from the United States of America aNd= 397 from Korea).The aims of the study
included examining if evaluations of exclusioased on personality traits (shy or
aggressiveand group characteristics (gender or nationaliyy based on sociabntext
and type of exclusion. Specifically, the study included an intergroup, interpersonal, and
intrapersonal context. The intergroup context was a@edusion scenario where a child
is excluded from a group working on a groupjpct in school, the interpersonal context
was a friendshipejection scenario where one child does not want to be friends with
another, and the intrapersonal context involved a victimization scenario where one child
is picked on because of a group or pegdity trait.
All participants received stories presenting all contexts and all personality and
group characteristics, with the personality and group characteristics cbataeced.

Participants judged the acceptability of exclusion and provideifigasons. Using just
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two assessments and choosing two (judgment and justification) which have been highly
validated within Social Domain resear@metana, 20Q6rovided a simple, clear way to
assess both group and personal types of exclusion using the same measures.

The findings included that, across all contexts and boltures, girls were less
accepting of exclusion than were boys. Additionally, the victimization context was seen
as the least acceptable form of exclusion by all participants. In terms of personality and
group characteristics, it was seen as mostpabée to exclude aggressive peers, and
Americans were more willing than Koreans to justify exclusion of an aggressive peer.
Generally, participants viewed exclusion based on group characteristics (gender and
nationality) as unfair because of moral reasddditionally, perhaps due to greater
experience with people from different nationalities, Americans were more inclusive of
different nationality peers than Koreans. Older children were more likely than were
younger children to endorse exclusion becadseggression and reject exclusion based
on nationality. Findings suggest different degrees of acceptability by context, as well.
Friendship rejection was the most acceptable, followed by group exclusion and then
victimization

Thus, this research suggestat children may perceive exclusion because of
group membership as less legitimate than exclusion because of personalityhisits.
raises the additional question, however, of how children will respond to and anticipate
exclusion when group membersiipersects with stereotypes about personality traits.

For instance, how do children evaluate exclusion which occurs because a girl is
physically aggressive, essentially engaging in a form of aggression which does not

conformto gender stereotypes fgirls? Further, hisresearcldoes not clarify, however,
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how those children who are excluded for these different types of reasons will experience
the exclusion.

Nesdale and colleagué2007) wereable to test this, however, by having
participants undergo a simulated exclusion experience. In this study, exclusion was
either because of personal reasons (lack of drawing skill) or group membership reasons
(referred to i n t hs, ieskeingdaynenaber offapaaticuealg or y o
school). In particular, the study assessed 6 and 8 year old-Angtealian childrenN =
160) using a modification of a minimgloup paradignithe same methodology as is
used in a nmber of studies includingesdale, Maass, Durkin, & Griffiths, 2005
Nesdale, Maass, Griffiths, & Durkin, 2003Participants were first assigned tgraup.

Then participants in the experimental condition were told that they were rejected from
their group because of either personal (drawing skill) or categorical (member of a certain
school) reasons. Participants in the control condition were nexhatithe experimenter
remembered that the first group was full. Following this, participants were reassigned to

a new group which either held an inclusive or exclusive group norm towards others.

Finally, researcher s methesStatelead Anpietyr t i ci pant s

Inventory for Children) and attitudes towards the original, and new groups as well as an
outgroup. Attitudes towards the groups were measured using three items: like, trust and
desire to play with the group.

Results revealed thatross the conditions, younger children expressed more
negative affect than did older children and more positive group attitudes. Children in the
group with the inclusive norm expressed more positive group attitudes than did children

inthe groupwithth excl usi ve nor m. When rejected

f
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attitudes were more negative than when rejected for a personal reason. Thus, not only do
children appear to differentiate between exclusion because of group membership and
exclusion basedn personal characteristics as was shown by Park and Killen (2010), but
their future attitudes are also impacted in a similar way, with group membership rejection
resulting in a stronger impact on attitudes. This suggests that, in fact, children who are
excluded because of group membership reasons do perceive this as less legitimate than
exclusion based on personality traits. Additionally, all participants who experienced
rejection (as opposed to participants in the control condition), held much mote@ega
attitudes towards the outgroup after rejection. This suggests that rejection can create a
cycle of negative intergroup relatiotsillen, Mulvey, etal., 2012.

These two studies reveal that personality traits or personal characteristics are seen
as more legitimate bases for exclusion than is group membership, and that exclusion
based on group membership can have significant impacts on outgrugiqge@nd
negative attitudes. Howevexrs mentioned aboveften personality traits are conflated
with group membership. Children may hol d
personality traits (for instance, children in the Park and Killed@28tudy may have
thought that Korean children are also shy based on stereotypes about the reserved nature
of Asians or may have thought that boys are more aggressive than girls based on
stereotypes about behavior for each gender).

This is particularly oncerning when examining issues of gercanformity
(Horn, 2007. While a boy may express personality traits which are traditionally
considerednore feminine, children may conflate this with group membership and

exclude this boy based on negative stereotypes that they hold toward homoseeuals
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Horn, 2008. This would be problematic on three counts: 1) the boy may not actually
identify as homosexual; 2) the group is relying on stereotypes aboritculaa group
(homosexuals); and 3) the group is expressing prejudice towards this group. On the other
hand, when a girl wishes to engage in a stereotypically male activity (for instance playing
football), she may be excluded because of stereotypes@bout| sé strengt h,
aggressiveness or skill in athletics. In both of these instances, children may justify
exclusion based on a personality trait which is assumed to be present because of an
underlying stereotype about a particular genesearch whichiids a relation in
middle childhoodbetween social acceptance and gender appropriate forms of play,
particularly among boygMoller, Hymel, & Rubin, 199Psupports the fact that
underlying stereotypes about gender may play a role in how children justify inclusion and
exclusion of peerslhus, futurek esear ch should aim to carefu
reasoning about exclusion to attempt to determine whether underlying stereotypes or
biases are involved in exclusion decisions which appear to be focused on personality
traits.
Research on Conflating Persoality Traits with Group Membership

Some research already has examined how children might use external cues, such
as behavior or appearance, which would likely be markers of personality traits, in making
judgments about group membership. H@@07 interviewed 18 and 13" grade
studentsl = 264) about their judgments of how acceptable ssexepeers were who
varied in terms of their edormity to gender norms about appearance and activity
choices and who varied in terms of their sexual orientation (homosexual or heterosexual).

Participants, thus, evaluated genrdenforming and nowonforming peers who were



58

both straight and gay. Farstance, for females, the gender swomforming activity was
football and the conforming activity was volleyball. For males, the gender non
conforming appearance was wearing eyeliner andooégh and the gender conforming
appearance wassifimgtliinkje amastdref t he ot her
The results indicated that appearance and activity choice had a significant impact
on judgments. Both straight and gay or lesbian targets who were gendssniormist
were rated as less acceptable by their peemswviiese the gender conforming targets.
Additionally, the boys rated the straight individual who was-ocomnformist as least
acceptable. Thus, choice of outward appearance and activities, which might be thought
of as features of dbypadescensas sgiimatelbaséesyor wer e
making judgments. This suggests that appearancehancke ofactiviiesmay at times
be the source of powerful stereotypes and that children and adolescents may turn to these
stereotypes in making judgments. Atahally, while we know from this study how
adolescents respond to gender conformity andaamrfiormity in making general
judgments about others, we do not yet know how this will play out for younger children
and in more complex contexts. For instanceessing gender conformity and Ron
conformity in a group situation will be particularly insightful, as groups do often hold
norms about behavior or appearance that are related explicitly to their identity as a group
(for instance a group of girls may alwagylay with their dolls together).
Thus,the currentesearctwill examine groups whbh hold either gender
conforming or norconformingnorms, in terms of appearance or activities, in order to
elucidate this relationship between group membership andnaditgdraits. Assessing

chil drends r eas oni n g-coafdrmistand gerederoneonfarreist f r om ¢
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groups as well as their judgments about the acceptability of exclusion will clarify if
children do conflate personality traits with group membprshstereotypic ways. If so,
children might, then, find exclusion of a roanforming child from a conforming group
as acceptable because this child may be viewed as part of a-gierdigy outgroup due
to appearance or behavior. Likewise, they maynch less accepting of groupkich
are gender neoonformingbecause of stereotypes that they may hold. Thus, while
research has begun to address the differences in judgments and experiences of exclusion
based on group membership or other features, more work needs to be done that examines
the interplay between sentypes about group membership and personality traits. These
new lines of research may clarify what stereotypes children do hold about personality
traits, norms and behaviors for different groups and how they may implicitly or explicitly
rely upon thesstereotypes in making exclusion decisions.
The Role of Group Membership, Norms and Identity in Exclusion Decisions

Understanding how children perceive deviance from group norms, in general, will
help to explain what expectations children hold for individual members of groups. The
research reviewed thus far has examined children who are excluded from groups. A
significant body of research drawing on Subjective Group DynafAlmams & Rutland,
2008, has examined evaluans of deviant members of groups and the group reaction to
these members. Individuals can deviate (reject or depart from) from many types of group
norms (or practices, beliefs or conventions of a group) and can deviate in many ways.
For instance, one naleviate from an explicitly stated norm (such as a group rule) or an
implicit one (for example a convention that has just arisen over time but is not stated) and

can deviate through simply voicing an alternate opinion or by actually acting in a manner
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cortrary to the group norm. Children, who are developing a sense of self, may, at times,

not want to go along with their group because they do not agree with the group practices,
norms or opinions. Children commonly experience deviance and opportunities for

deviance from social groups, and, in particular, opportunities for deviance from-gender
based norms and expectations. Thus, resea
these types of deviance will shed light on the conditions under which exchesianse

of deviance may be viewed as acceptable. This will be particularly important for

examining exclusion based on gender as so many groups (formal and informal) which
children are part of are singégex groups.

In one study, focused on summer scHoaled groups, which are minimal in that
children have not had time to form strong bonds or relationships with their ingroup
members, Abrams, Rutland, Cameron and Marques (2003), surveyed chitdrgad6
olds and 16011 year oldsN= 67) about normative ardkviant members of summer
school groups, assessing ingroup bias and favorability of normative and deviant group
members. Children were told about normative group members, who made positive
statements about their summer school and deviant group membersjade positive
statements about both their summer school and another summer school. Children
evaluated normative and deviant members of both an ingroup (their summer school) and
an outgroup (another summer school). The deviant members supported themirtg
both conditions (for instance, a deviant ingroup member expresses support for the other
summer school, the outgroup).

They found that participants showed a strong ingroup bias and were more

favorable towards normative than deviant group membedsliti@nally, participants
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were more favorable towards deviant outgroup members than deviant ingroup members,
especially with age. Older children were even more focused on differentiating their
responses to loyal and deviant amd outgroup members thanuymer children. Thus,

older children seem better able to consider the implications for deviance, which leads to a
greater dislike for group members who deviate from their own ingroup norms and greater
like for group members who support ingroup norms. e®tdildren, then, in some ways

are able to overcome their conceptions of the outgroup, and value individual outgroup
members who express deviant views, thus supporting the ingroup.

From a Social Domain Theory viewpoint, this study only assessed geaeiat
conventional group norms (the normative and deviant group members made statements
about general favorability towards the group). In social interactions, however, children
are faced with a range of types of group norms, both soeralentional grop norms
about the customs, traditions and rules of a group, as well as moral group norms, about
issues of fairness, justice and welfare. Additionally, groups can hold both positive and
negative group norms (for instance, as an extreme example, a gandahgh morally
unacceptable group norm about fighting with rival gangs). Children must negotiate their
social worlds by making decisions about if they feel that group norms are reasonable and
if deviance from group norms, may at times, be acceptable.

Thus, Killen, Rutland, et al. (20)2assessed dance from both moral and
sociatconventional group norms when the deviance either aligned with general societal
principles or grougspecific principles. Additionally, they evaluated exclusion
acceptability more directly than had been done before inndseaaing Subjective Group

Dynamics. Finally, this study examined gentdlased groups, providing insight into how
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children use gender in making decisions about deviants. Participants incfuded &'
grade childrenN= 381). Participants evaluated mggtes in which groups excluded
members who deviated from social conventional (e.g. wearing or not wearing a club
shirt) or moral (e.g. equitable or inequitable distribution of funds) norms.

Analyses revealed that children and adolescents differentiatedretifferent
types of deviance: deviance that is considered morally unacceptable (advocating unequal
distribution of resources) and that is considered conventionally unacceptable (not wearing
an assigned group teshirt) is judged as wrong and, potenyiahs grounds for exclusion
from groups, whereas morally acceptable and conventionally acceptable deviance is
judged as appropriate and exclusion because of these forms of deviance is judged as
inappropriate. Ageelated differences were found, with chéd focusing strictly on
issues of fairness, while adolescents recognized a role for both fairness as well as group
functioning. Additionally, analyses revealed that participants differentiated between their
rating of the group favorability toward the d&nt target and their own rating of
favorability toward the deviant target. In all conditions except when the deviant was
advocating for unequal distribution of resources, participants judged that the group would
rate the deviant less positively than hihwe participants themselves would judge the
deviant.

This research reveals the sophisticatio
dynamics and exclusion decisions. Additionally, it suggests that children do not always
agree with their own groups and ogoize that a group may hold different intentions,
beliefs and goals than an individual. Generally, children did not use gender ingroup and

outgroup distinctions when evaluating the acceptability of the act or of exclusion,
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however, children who decidelat a same gender child who does not share the norm of

the group should be included in the group over an opposite gender child who shares the
norm of the group relied much more frequently upon gender stereotypes than did other
participants in reasoning almothis decision. Thus, it appears that gender stereotypes do
under |l i e some as pe-maksgabdutinclision addrerclusion. deci s i

This body of research collectively reveals the importance of group norms to
children and the large range offnons whi ch i nfl uence childrenbo
decisionmaking. Generally, findings reveal that deviance from groups is considered
negative: deviant ingroup members are liked less than deviant outgroup members.

However, when the forms of deviance aligned with general societal principles (for
instance advocating for fair distribution
distribution of resources), deviance from group norms is not judged as negative.

The study described however, includedy norms that did not relate to the
groupdbdés identity in terms of group members
boys, but the norms did not relate to gender identity). Research has also been conducted
where the norms of the group have towdth the national identity of the group: for
instance, a group of English children cheers for the English socceiitiems,

Rutland, & Cameron, 2003This has not yet been done wifoup norms related the
gender identity of the groups.

For instance, how will deviance from a female group which has a norm that they
play ballet together be viewed if the deviant wants to play football? Further, how might
deviance in terms of moral behaviors which are gesgecific be seen? For instance,

girls are often associated with relational aggression and boys with physicedsigg
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(Crick & Grotpeter, 19956 How might children respond when a girl advocates for
engaging in physical aggression or a boy in relationglragge s si on ? What i f
advocates for physical aggression and one member dissents and pushes for adherence to
the stereotype (girls do not engage in physical aggression? These forms of deviance from
norms related to gender group membership mewed as positive or negative. Children
who recognize the negative impacts of stereotypes may view these forms of deviance as
positive as they may see the group norms as being based on stereotypes which may be
holding the group back. On the other hardldcen may view these forms of deviance as
negative, if they hold tightly to stereotypic expectations about groups. Further, the moral
principles may matter, with children supporting behaviors which are morally acceptable
(resistance of physical and retanal aggression) regardless of gender. Examining
deviance involving norms related to forms of aggression which are gamaeris
particularly important, as research indicates that children who participate in gender non
conforming types of aggressioreaat risk for externalizing probleniSrick et al., 2008
Evaluations of these forms of deviance, however, are necessarily complex.

An important component of how chikeln will evaluate these forms of deviance
and exclusion will be their own sociabgnitive abilities. Social relationships require
balancing information about justice, group identity, group norms and societal
expectations and stereotypes, as well as irgéng the social cues of those around you
(Rutlandet al., 201D. As children develop the ability to recognize that others may not
have access to the same knowledge or that they may think and judge situations

differently, they will use this information in interpreting social relationships. Thus,
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understanding childrends developing abilit
and beliefs will clarify some of the agelated changes in making exclusion decisions.
Judging Othersoé I ntentions

When evaluating an exclusion decision, undearding intentions is a central part
of determining whether exclusion is legitimate or wrong. Returning to the idea that
some forms of exclusion may be viewed as legitimate and others as illegitimate,
intentionality could play an essential role in makdiferent judgments. For instance, if
a child has a difficult time judging intentions, he or she may not perceive that some
exclusion messages may have neutral intentions and instead perceive all messages as
driven by negative intentions. Thus, examin@hgsely at what point children are able to
understand intentions accurately will clarify judgments that children make, particularly in
exclusion scenarios. This will be particularly important for the study of gdraded
exclusion, as children often needjudge the intentions of those who are different (in
terms of gender, or gendeorm conformity) than themselves.

Early research on judging intentions suggested that younger children tend to focus

on outcomes, while older children can coordinate betwaitcomes and intentions
(Piaget, 1932 Since that point, research has begun to recognize the complex
devel opment otiestecuhderstahd and appreciatd thel mental states of
others, including their intentions. Young children (between the age§)d&velop
theory of mind (ToM), the ability to recognize that others have desires, intentions and
beliefs dif bw(Welhman & Lu,2004. Childreh follow a
developmental trajectory for theory of mind abilit®gellman & Liu, 2004, showing

skill with increasingly cognitively complex forms of theory of mind with age.
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Research has shown thatetation exists between early understanding of
intentional actions and theory of mind competefWellman, LopezDuran, &
LaBounty, 2008 Thus, by 35 years of age, normatively developing children should
havefalse belietheory of mind competence, and have skills in recognizing the intentions
of others. Application of these skills to social situations should enable children to
accuratéy interpret the intentions of other individuals and groups in interactions
including exclusion or rejection contexts.

Research within the field of peer rejection sensitigitg social information
processinghowever, reveals that not all children iptet situations the same way, even
in normative populations where children should exhibit theory of mind competence.
Social information processing research indicates that there is variation in how children
interpret the same scenario, with some childedml®ting a hostile attribution bias,
which results in them attributing hostile intentions in ambiguous conf@xtk &
Dodge, 1996DeWall, Twenge, Gitter, & Baumeister, 20@¥robio de Castro, Veerman,
Koops, Bosch, & Monshouwer, 20D2Further, here is variation in how children
interpret social situations and some children are acutely sensitive to re{@ztioney et
al., 1998. Downey, et. a{1998 conducted three studies with tarough 7' graders
(Study 1:N = 382, Study 2N = 76, Study 3N = 228). In Study 1, participants
compl eted the Childrends Rejection Sensiti
how likely children are to react to ambiguous scenarios as thouglvéreyejected or
disliked, how likely they are to overreact to being rejected and how angrily or anxiously
they expect rejection. In Study 2, children who had taken the CRSQ as part of Study 1

were subjected to an experimentally manipulated rejectiarasce They were told that
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they could invite a friend to join them as part of the interview. Then, they were told that
the child they had chosen did not want to join them. Children completed a measure of
distress before and after the rejection manipadat Children who scored as high on

angry expectation of rejection were more distressed in an experimentally manipulated
rejection scenario. Finally, Study 3 included self and teacher reports of aggression and
victimization. This study showed that sivgty to rejection was related to reports of
greater aggression. Additionally, rejection sensitivity was shown to predict problems
with teachers and peers.

This research suggests that children who are less skilled at interpreting intentions
in ambiguog potential rejection or exclusion scenarios struggle in a variety of ways.
These children who are more sensitive to rejection also often experience rejection.
Research has also shown that peer rejected children do not differ frerejected
children,however, in performance on the traditional theory of mind téB&denes,

Estevan, & Bacete, 20D0But, these children are showing some type of deficit in
interpretly ot her s intentions and actions. Per
are so controlled and removed from social interactions that children who struggle with
sociatcognitive skills in realvorld contexts are still able to succeed on these |adryrat
based tasks. Thus, while even very young children begin to interpret actions as
intentional, accurately judging intentions as positive or negative is a more complex task
than simply knowing that an action was done intentionally or successfully passing
simple task showing that one individual holds different beliefs than another.
Rather, understanding what information children are attending to in social

situations is essential. Specifically, in making an exclusion decision or interpreting a
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potentialexclusionary interaction, children must balance information about the goals and
norms of the group, the intentions of the individual who wants to interact with the group,
the intentions of the group itself and the individual members within that group,
staeotypes, biases or assumptions that individuals involved in the interaction may hold,
the legitimacy or illegitimacy of the exclusion decision, and the prior information that
children may have about the actors involved in the exchange. Social intesargon
rarely simple or straightforward. ToM is usually measured irsumial scenarios, while
exclusion and peer rejection occur in rich social environments. What is not yet known is
if ToM competence, when measured in a socially relevant mannertisdéd ability to
interpret exclusion scenarios. Some research on theory of mind has begun to try to fill
this gap.
Intentionality, Theory of Mind and Social Relationships

While theory of mind is often measured using simplejdased contexts, it is
ikel y that cdognitivd abditiesdde nosfunctionanl the same way in
controlled laboratory setting as they do in the social world, when children have to also
balance information about groups, relationships and social expectations. Farenstan
while a child may show theory of mind competence in traditional tasks, if he or she also
holds strong gender stereotypes, these cognitive constructs may create dissonance and
interfere with a childds abi |l iotindicatethatj udge
when children are making judgments about situations which involve stereotypes,
including gender stereotypes, they may use those stereotypes to make attributions of
intentions, regardless of their theory of mind abili{i€slly et al., May 201D

Additionally, research indicates that when children evaluate the emotions of a child who
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desires a gender stereotype nonconforming
emotions when that child either receives the desired toy or the nondesi(@etoggt &
Rieffe, 2003. Specifically, even when the children exhibit diverse desires theory of
mind competence, they misinterpret the emotions of the chlggesting the child would
be happy to receive the stereotype consistent toy and unhappy to receive the stereotype
inconsistent toy (even when the child desires the nonconforming #gilitionally,
research indicates that children with interpretatineoty of mind are less likely to
assume gender discrimination in ambiguous scenarios than are children without
interpretative theory of min(Brown et al., B10). Thus, the relation between gender
stereotypes and theory of mind may be complicated. How theory of mind abilities come
into play, then, when gender stereotypes are activated in exclusion scenarios should be
studied in more detail.

Further, Shivack and Moorg2007 showed that children and adults can
di stinguish their own understanding of a c
held by an adult (a teacher) with differentesto information about what has
happened, and can use this information to inform their moral judgments. Specifically, in
this study, participants assessed scenarios in which they had access to information about
an actor6s i nt ent andthe oQtgpmesof an event (neatralonegat i v e
negative). Participants were asked to mak
action. Additionally, they were told about an authority figure who either had access to
information about the intention onlfhe outcome only or both the intention and the
out come. Participants also assessed the a

or bad does the teacher think the actor is?) and completed measures ofosdeond
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theory of mind. While younger cliten were more likely to attribute a belief about
intentions that did not match the prior information given in the story, both children and
adults were shown to use information about intentions and serdad mental states in
making moral evaluations.

Effectively judging othersd emotions an
including those involving gender stereotypes, requires effective interpretation of social
situations, including interpretation of intentions. Research has begun to look aythe wa
in which theory of mind is measured and has tried to frame theory of mind competence
within more sociallyrich environments than is traditional. Often, theory of mind tasks
are devoid of social information. Rather, in the traditional false conteshkisfoa
instance, a puppet or doll is described as concealing an unconventional item within a
unexpected container (for instance placing Smarties candies inside a crayon box) and
children are asked what another puppet or doll will think is in the contailmemany
cases, though, no information is provided
between the puppets. Additionally, the scenarios are usually dyadic, while many social
interactions involve groups of people. Thus, research which hasdaovay from the
traditional false belief tasks while still focusing on assessing intentions and interactions
bet ween social beings should provide a mor
cognition.

Drawing on Developmental Subjective Group Dynes (DSGD) and previous
findings that children show greater favorability to outgroup members who deviate by
endorsing ingroup norms than by ingroup members who deviate from ingroup norms,

Abrams et al(2009) examined if more exclusive children and admets had a greater
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sense of how groups function and a better ability to take the social perspective of others
in intergroup contexts. Their aims were to examine whether children with greater social
perspective taking abiliti@swhich they called Theory @ocial Mind (ToSM$ were

more likely to exclude others, to examine if multiple classification skill (the ability to
classify individuals using more than one trait or feature) led to decreased intergroup bias
and to examine if greater exposure to a valétyroups led to better understanding of
group norms. Finally, they aimed to identify agéated changes in these abilities and in
exclusion judgments.

Abrams et al(2009) designed two studies focused on group identity in
competitive groups, namely, grps of soccer fans from Britain and France (Study 1) and
two imaginary teams (Study 2). Both studies used primarily White British childt&h (5
years old, Study IN = 167, Study 2N = 149). Children were given scenarios about
different ingroups and dagroups (soccer fans and invented Red and Green teams for
Studies 1 and 2, respectively) and asked to make decisions about how much they liked
each group (intergroup bias), how much they would like and thought an individual and a
group would like a group ember after they expressed loyal and deviant group norms
(intragroup bias and understanding of ingroup bias).The multiple classification skill task
asked children to group objects by their traits. The ToSM task asked children to assess a
situation involvng a false evaluation of another character (how would a character feel
about another character who secretly stole from him). Abrams(20@P) found that
social perspective taking was related to understanding group dynamics and, particularly,
understading of social inclusion and exclusion decisions. Interestingly, greater multiple

classification skill was related to decreased intergroup bias. Greater exposure to groups
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led to greater understanding of group norms. However, with age, children gain better
multiple classification skill and greater ToSM. These stand in contrast to each other,
because greater multiple classification skill leads to decreased intergroup bias, but greater
ToSM leads to greater adherence to group norms, and thus greater eydbasied on
group norms. This study indicates future work should examine how exactly ToSM as
well as multiple classification ability are used by youth. While neither of these studies
explicitly examined genddrased exclusion, the findings suggest thatyapg socially
relevant forms of theory of mind to scenarios involving gender exclusion may provide
greater information about why children willingly reject straightforward exclusion based
on gender, but condone gender exclusion in more complex conRextsaps a focus on
group perspectives and group dynamics leads to a prioritizing of the group goals over the
potential harms of exclusion because of gender.

Research examining moraliglevant theory of min¢Killen et al., 201}, which
is an adaptation of the false belief tasks using scenarios which involve authentic social
interactions between a transgressor and a victim, provides more evidence that theory of
mind should be measured in a socially relevant maame that it would be an important
variable for studies of gender exclusion. Specifically, in this study, participants-&ged 3
years N = 162) assessed prototypic and accidental transgressions as well as-morally
relevant and traditional theory of minakks. In the accidental scenario, participants
evaluated a situation in which an accidental transgressor threw out a cupcake, left in a
bag by the protagonist (who went outside). In the prototypic scenario, participants
evaluated a situation in which alitberate transgressor pushed a victim off of a swing.

The novel findings pertained to significant patterns between moral reasoning and theory
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of mind (when age was covaried out). Participants with false belief ToM evaluated the
accident al tentieansas gigniicarlyomo@ all rightithan they themselves
evaluated the act. Participants without false belief ToM did not differ in their judgment
about the transgressoros intentions and th
judgedthepr ot ot ypi ¢ transgressoros intentions a
false belief ToM evaluated the accidental transgression as wrong, they rated it more
acceptable to punish a transgressor in the prototypic scenario than in the accidental
scenam. Participants without false belief ToM did not differentiate punishment between
the scenarias

The findings demonstrate that theory of mind is necessary for a comprehensive
evaluation of moral transgressions. Without false belief ToM, children am Iikely to
attribute negative intentions to an fAaccid
belief ToOM. This error by children may contribute to interpersonal conflict given that
misattributing negative intentions to others accounts for a faamortion of peer
conflict. Additionally, these more socially attuned measures of theory of mind suggest
that there are greater relationships between theory of mind ability and ability to make
moral judgments (including those about exclusion) and emaigigments than
previously thought and that when theory of mind tasks are embedded in rnelealgnt
contexts (involving a transgressor and a victim) theory of mind does not function in the
same manner as when theory of mind is measured in a saealbyed manner as it is
traditionally measured.

Thus, these studies suggest that theory of mind is an important cognitive skill to

measure when studying exclusion. Understanding group goals and intentions aids
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children in evaluating social situations. ifdhen with greater theory of social mind may
be more exclusive due to their greater focus on group goals and group functioning.
Additionally, children may struggle in interpreting the emotions and intentions of
different actors in social exchanges whoam impact their evaluations of a scenario.
What is not yet known is how children interpret collective (group) excluders and balance
their interpretation of the intentions and goals of both the excluders and those who are
excluded. ToSM, and moratelevant ToM all move towards more socialglevant
ToM measures, however sociallglevant ToM needs to be tested more systematically,
drawing on the strengths of these new ToM measures. Seakdyant ToM should
relate to the ability to interpret exsiwnary scenarios and to recognize that some forms
of exclusion are warranted while others are unjustifiable. Soclyant ToM will be
particularly insightful for studies of gender exclusion as exclusion based on gender so
often does involve norms abt the behavior or appearance of each gender or stereotypes
about typical activities or personality ¢tr
perspective of another or of a group in situations where complex gender dynamics are at
play may be impeed, thus, measuring theory of mind and other seaghitive abilities
within authentic social contexts will provide a better sense of how social cognition plays
a role in exclusion decisions surrounding gender.

Yet another way in which research hasvenbtowards assessing a more socially
rich form of theory of mind is through interpretative theory of n{i@drpendale &
Chandler, 1996 which requires that one recognize that when given the same
information, two people can come to equally likebnclusions. This form of theory of

mind has been found to develop later than false belief understanding, typically by 8 years
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of age(Carpendale & Chandler, 199@hough some findings suggest even more
prolonged developmeiiull & Evans, 2010. Interpretave theory of mind requires
that one consider social interactions and relationships to a greater degree than false belief
theory of mind, however, it is still not fully socialgontextualized. Research using
interpretative theory of mind, however, suggebat this may be a particularly
appropriate measure to use when examining use of gender stereotypes, as it has been
shown that children with interpretative theory of mind are less likely to make accusations
of gender discrimination in situations in whidiscrimination may have occurr@@rown
et al., 2019 They may have judged that while it was possible that gender discrimination
had occurred, it wasappropriate to jump to conclusions about discrimination if the
situation was somewhat ambiguous.

Thus, some research suggests that theory of mind competence aids one in
recognizing intentions and using this information to make moral judgrti€itien et al.,
2011); some research suggests that having theory of mind competence is related to
greater exclusivity due to a better understanding of group dyng§abeams et al.,
2009; and some suggests that having theory of mind is related to being less willing to
perceive gender discrimination iusations where it may have occurr@town et al.,
2010. This suggests that sociabgnitive abilities such as theorymind are intimately
involved in moral decisiomaking, including situations involving group membership,
such as gender. Further, the relation between such judgments and theory of mind is not
yet clear. Research should aim, then, to continue unpackimgninections between
sociatcognitive capacities and moral decisimaking, particularly in situations

involving exclusion.
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Conclusions

The research reviewed here reveals that social cognition about exclusion/inclusion
decisions is multfaceted. Childrercan reason in complex ways about exclusion,
including exclusion based on gender, and children must weigh information about group
membership, the goals of the group, the reasons for exclusion and the norms of the group
in making exclusion decisions. Reomgjng the importance of reasoning as well as
interpreting intentions is essential in studying exclusion. This review revealed that, while
children do reject many forms of exclusion, they are more willing to accept gleaskl
exclusion than other forntd groupbased exclusion, such as race or ethnicity.
Additionally, as reviewed, research indicates that children and adolescents do
differentiate between forms of exclusion, viewing some forms of exclusion as acceptable
because of socidonventions Futther, they distinguish between different forms of
deviance from groups, seeing some forms of deviance positively, but do not condone
exclusion of any deviant group members. The bulk of the research that has been
conducted on exclusion, however, has assesseeptability of exclusion. What is still
unknown is howikely children think that exclusion is in different contexts. Further,
what is still not known, however, is how children evaluate excluding sonwdhe
likelihood of excluding someongho isalready part of a group when they deviate from
the socialconventions or moral practices of that group which surround gender identity.

Thus, future research should continue to examine reasoning about exclusion in
complex peer interactions. This will pide greater insight into when and under what
circumstances children view exclusion and exclusion messages as legitimate and

illegitimate. Understanding when children view exclusion as legitimate will aid
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educators who work to resolve conflicts betweetdcéin because it will provide them

with tools for communicating with children when exclusion occurs and will guide them
in finding ways to help children to only exclude in circumstances where it will not harm
others and where it is based upon legitimateeons. This will be especially helpful in
addressing issues of gender exclusion, where children may receive contradictory
messages from society, parents and peers about appropriate behaviors, activities and
appearance for each gender.

Additionally, while research has revealed that group norms related to group
identity can be important in a nationality context, what is not yet known is how such
norms would play out when they relate to the gender group identity of the groups. Thus,
research should alsoa@xine deviance from group norms that relate to gender group
membershipin particular research should focus on gender stereotypes about aggressive
behavior, as group responses to deviance in terms of gender stereotypes about aggression
is an understudiedhut important areaFor instance, future research might examine
group norms about what it means to be a girl or boy, for instance, and how children
respond to deviance from group norms when the norms themselves either conform to
traditional stereotypes abt gender or move against traditional stereotypes about gender.
This is an important new direction for research because of the strong ingroup biases that
surround gender as well as the early emergence and pervasiveness of negativity towards
those who do ot conform to gender stereotypes. Understanding how children respond to
deviance from groups which conform to or resist gender stereog@scially those
involving aggressive behaviowill aid educators and counselors managing the complex

conflicts hat children have surrounding the development of their gender identity.
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Finally, research needs to more fully explore the relation between exclusion
decisions and understanding of intentions using more finely tuned measures of-socially
relevant theory ofind. This new avenue of research will be particularly insightful as
some research is beginning to reveal the complex and surprising ways that theory of mind
competence is related to a range of types of moral judgment as well as how knowledge of
and useof stereotypes may impact applications of theory of mind competence.
Unraveling the r el at-cognitiveladlities @d their udhgmentd r e n 6 s
will provide essential information that can help guide parents and educators as they find
waysb encourage their children to take other
motives, desires and emotional states of those involved in potential conflicts. This will
be particularly important to study within the context of gender conformity and non
conformity and exclusionlue togender because soc@dgnitionwithin this context
involves not only an assessment of othersbo
assessment of group norms regarding gender identity and societal stereotypes about
gerder.

Thus, within this review, new areas of research have been identified which,
together, will help move research towards a more complete understanding of social
exclusion, with the aim of better informing intervention programs designed to ameliorate

theoften detrimental consequences of experiencing social exclusion in school contexts.
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Chapter IlI

Methodology

Participants

ParticipantgN = 292)included 90 9-10 year oldg§M = 9.63SD=2.99 Range=
9.40 years to 11.61 yeayend20213-14 year oldgM = 13.955D= .43,Range= 13.05
years to 15.88 yearffpm public elementary and middle schools in the Mtthntic
region. Given the varied analyses of interest, and expecting medium effects at best, and
with the desire to achieve powevéds of .80, the a priori power analysis for a 2 group,
2-tailed ANOVA test indicatedn appropriate sample size wouldlude at least 128
participantsParticipantavereapproximately evenly divided by gend&2.4% female)
andwereethnically representative die¢ United States (school demographic information
identified approximatel0% ethnicminority students in the schoglsFurther, school
demographic information indicates that participants were from low temaidle income
schools.Only students receiving parental cons@al0 year olds) and providirgudent
assent (all participantspmplete the Tasks (seAppendixA for Institutional Review
Board Approval and Consent forms).
Design
The study involvd betweenrsubjects and withisubjects factors for an oradl

design that includes a 2 (Agedsip: 9- 10and 13- 14 years) X 2 (Gender: female,
male) X 3 (@ndition: activities, relational aggression, physical aggression) model with
repeated measws®n the last factor. Analysexludel subsets of these variables, to test

specific hypotheses.
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Three tasksvereadministered. Th&ender Exclusion Taskcludeal 2 versions.
Each version include3 conditions (neutral social activities, relational aggression, and
physical aggression). Each condition incld@escenarios: one for a girls group and one
for a boys group. The scenariariedin terms of the confonity norm, depending on
the version. Specifically, Version 1, (CRC: Conform, Resist, Conform) ingigichelps
which conform to the stereotype for neutral social activities and for physical aggression,
but which resist the stereotype for relational aggoessVersion 2 (RCR: Resist,
Conform, Resist) includkgroups which resist the stereotype for neutral social activities
and physical aggression, but which conform for relational aggression. The six scenarios
in each version (12 totalyerevaried in orer to systematically examine differences in
reasoning about resisting group norms depending on the type of norm (conforming or
not), the domain of the norm (moral or societal), and the condition (physical aggression,
relational aggressiomeutral social etivities) (see Figure for task design).
Additionally, as male and female participants at both age groups evHhadleversions,
differences based on age, gender,iagdoup or outgroup status weggamined.

The neutral social activitiesereeither. football (stereotypic male activity) or
ballet (stereotypic female activity). The relational aggression scener@sgossip;
speaking about nepresent othepeers(stereotypic female behavior), or impartiality; not
speakingaboutnon-presenbtherpeers(stereotypic male behavior). The physical
aggression scenariggere rough; pushing and shoving in a soccer game (stereotypic
male behavior), onice playing nicely in a soccer gameggtotypic female behavior).

See Figure for task design.
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Foreach scenario, participants evalaeaemember of the group who disagrees
with or dissents from the group. This resisting member either etioaveresist a
stereotype, depending on if the group is conforming orawriorming to the stereotype.

An Interpretative Theory of Mind Tagkarpendale & Chandler, 199énd a
Gender Stereotype Tag@kodified from Signorella et al., 199®&ereadministered to
assess participar@theory of mind competence and their adherence to gender stereotypes.

Procedure

The three tasks @eadministered by a trained researcher in a quiet room at each
school. Participantaeretold that there are noght or wrong answers and that all
responses are anonymous and confidential. Additionally, particiwanégold that their
participation is voluntary and that they may choose to stop the assessment at any time.
Participantsverealsogiven a warrup task, which involve practicing using the Likert
scale to be used in the survey. Forl® year old participants, the survegsvead aloud
by a trained researcher to small groups43Jarticipants) oparticipants othe same
gender. For 1314 year all participants, the surveyasadministered by a trained
researcher to larger groups (230 participants)The necessity to read the survey aloud
to the younger participants accounts for the difference in sample size betweerithe 9
year old participats and the 1314 year old participants-or both age groups,
participants recomtltheir answers. Any questions the participantswereanswered
by the researcher. The surwepk about40 minutes to complete.

Measures
Participants completethree TasksgeeAppendixB). Participants first completie

the Gender Exclusion Taskollowed by thdnterpretative Theory of Mind Tas&nd then



82

theGender Stereotype Taskhe Gender Exclusion Taskwas modified fronKillen,
Rutland, et al. (2002 The coding categues for theGender Exclusion Taskere also
adapted frm Killen, Rutland, et al. (2002 Thelnterpretative Theory of Mind Tasind
the coding system were modified fraddarpendale and Chandler (1996 he Gender
Stereotype Taskas modified from Signorella, Bigler, ahtben (1993.
Gender Exclusion Task

The Gender Exclusion Tagtonsisedof twelve hypothetical scenarios (6 in each
of 2 versions) in which a member of a group disagrees with his/her group about the
ggoupd6s nor m.dolsx bcenartos. [Theredneéva scenarios for each of
three conditions: social activities, relational aggression, and physical aggression. For
each condition, the two scenarios inclddgposite group norms and one of the scenarios
wasabout a girls group and omeasabout a boys group. For instance, for the relational
aggression scenario, participants migaveresponedto a girls group with a norm of
gossiping and a boys group wamorm of impatrtiality. As described above, thesze
two versions. Version 1 includgroups which conform to the stereotype for neutral
social activities and for physical aggression, but which resist the stereotype for relational
aggression. Versiod includel groups which resist the stereotype for neutral social
activities and physical aggression, but which conform for relational aggreshiote.
that this design is premised not upon the belief that there are differences in mean rates of
aggressin between girls and boys, but rather that there are stereotypes associating girls
with relational aggression and boys with physical aggresa8igoroximately gual
numbers of male and female participants from each age group corgdeteversion.

Femaleseceivels ur veys with the girls groups | abel
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groups | abel ed as fdsineyswiththe moysgroups lddelddass r e ¢
Ayour groupo and the girls groups | abel ed
Dependent Measures for the Gader Exclusion Task. For each scenario in
both versions, the same assessmeetegiven, to allow for a direct comparison
between scenarios. The first assessmest Y Likelihood of resistancéiVhat do you
think the dissenter will do? Participamada dchotomouschoice: Go along with the
group, or tell them what he/she thinks. This meaassessed participants think that
individuals who disagree with their group will express their disagreement to the group.
The second assessment wadngjvidual likelihood of resistancai/hat woud you do?
Participants had achotomous choice: Go along with the group, or tell them what &e/sh
thinks. This measure asses#gqehrticipants themselves would be willing to express
disagreement with the group.
After this assessment, participamtsretold that the dissenting member chose to
tell the group his/her thghts. Participants then rat&) Group favorability, dissenting
memberHow okay or not okay will they think what she says is? This assessrasnt
measured with a Likert scale with ratings from 1 = really not okay to 6 = really okay.
This measure assesthow favorable participants think the group will be towards
someone who is a member of the group, but vocally disagrees with the grougva3 his
followed by an assessment4)fReasoningn order to determine the reasons why
participants believe a group will feel either favorable or not favorable to a dissenting
member. Reasoning daterecoded using the Coding System, See Appendix C.
Next,ihn order to compare how participants?o

how participants think groups will feel about this dissenting mentheisurvey included
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a measure which askearticipantdor their own perspective. Specifically, they
assessed) Individual favorability, dissenting membeéfhen you hear her, how okay or
not okay do you think what she says is? This iesmeasured with a Likert scale from
1 =really not okay to 6 = really okay. This assessment propder t i ci pant sd ow
individual favorability towards the dissenting member. Participants also coohf)ete
ReasoningReasoningvasassessed in order to determine the reasons why participants
feel either favorable or not favorable to a dissenting member. Reasoniwgedataded
using the Coding System, See Appendix C.

Next, participantsveretold that the group must decide how to respond to the
deviance. Participants then asgels§ Intragroup exclusion likelihood, dissenting
memberi Do you think t hecagnréotu pbewiilnl ttheel Ig rhoeurp -
Participants first respoedwith a dichotomous choice between yes and no, followed by
a Likert scale from 1 = very unlikely to 6 = very likely). This asedg®rceptions of
repercussions for dissent. Specifically, it asseif participants think that dissenting
group members wil|l be excluded from within
dissent. Participants also compte® Reasoning Reasoningvasassessed in order to
determine the reasons why participantiselve that exclusion is either likely or not likely.
Reasoning dataerecoded using the Coding System, See Appendix C.

Finally, participantsveretold that the group can invite one more person to join
their group andvereasked to asse&$ Intergroup irclusion preferencei Wh o shoul d
t he gr oup i hadaldiohdtenrius choitelbetween someone who agrees but is
the opposite gender, and someone who disagrees but is the same gender. Téis assess

whether the participant shows any bias in terms oflgieor norm, and what they
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determinedo be more important for the group: shared gender or shared beliefs.
Additionally, 10) Reasoningvasassessed. Reasoning datrecoded using the Coding

System, See

AppendixC.

Coding categories for justifications. A Coding System was established based
on extensive pilot testing, and drawing on prior rese@fdlen et al., 2001Killen,
Rutland, et al., 20)2The Coding Systenmcludedthree broad categories, based on
social domain theory: Moral, Societal and Psychologiddle subcategory for Moral
wasConcern for (@©Oé¢ . hgr 681 fWetl i @ay egossiffhe t hey
ot herorikPdshbng and shoving could mean that
Alt is not fair for them to tell her she <c
think that girl s Ixdiegariésdor SboetabneGroupt . 0) . The
Functioning (e.g., APlaying nice wil!/l me an
gamel.mgl,usi on of Diverse Perspectives (e.g.
or Ait is better t andGandelGuuptentyonBemratypesdi f f er
e. g., AGIi rl s naMewdys igosd si m. oyrs group, SO
b oy . 0 )ubcatefdries fos PsychologicaleAut onomy (e. g. , Alt is

game s he wa n tldentificatiorpwlithathe .Targdt, e . ddikelfootall, to®

or nAWel Il |, Il al s o )wReaadoming &dse idemtifiet! astJmcodgabls si p. 0O
if it is undifferentiated (e. g., Altés bad
I nterrater reliabiRi ty was high, Cohenobs

Interpretative Theory of Mind Task
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I n order to assess participantsdé theory
Mind Task(Carpendale & Chandler, 19p&asused. Interpretive theory of mind
assesses whether participants can recognize that two people who had access to the same
information may come to different conclusions or interpretations of that information. It
typically develops by age 7 or(8arpardale & Chandler, 1996although some recent
studies have found prolonged development past #rIlf & Evans, 2010. The task
used is modeled upon tikarpendale and Chandler (199@easures, withwo changs.
The measure was administered ag pha survey, but originally included puppets and
was an interviewParticipantdirst identified if they think that two people can come to
different conclusions about the same information, as in the original task. In the original
task they were then as#t about a third individual. As some of the hypotheses of the
current study involve understanding the perspective of a group, partionpeneisot
asked about a third individual, but rather about a group of-gemeered peers and their
interpretation othe situation. This providka sens of if participants couldccurately
interpret the perspective of a group of peers.

TheInterpretive Theory of Mind Taskvolved 3 short scenarios. In the first one,
participantsiveretold about two samgendered children playing a game. For instance,
in the female version of the story, participavss e t ol d t hat: dAaJil |l an
game. They are supposed to Await for a ri

should wait for the telephone to ring. Anna says they should wait for a ring that you

(=1}

wear . o I n the secowalessbdoani ¢ hd&talbdbhapg i Ti
Image(Jastrow, 1899 Theywer e t ol d: AJill and Anna see t

duck. Anna s ay sthiid scenar®, participaatbvieeshown 8 imagesn t h
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of cards. Card 1 has a blue block on it. Card 2 has a red triangle on it. Card 3 has a red

block onit. Theywere t ol d: nJdil |l and Anna need to fi.

one of these three cards. The penny is under the card with the blbckldinsays it is

under <card 1. Anna says it is under <card
Dependent measures for the theory of mind taskFor each of the three

scenarios, the same assessmertecompleted. The first assessment for each scenario

wasl) Explanation:ls it okayfor Jill to say X and Anna to say Y? andRgasoning

For theExplanationassessment, participants were scored a O if they either answered

ANoOO to Question 1 or did not provide reas

one could see either interpation as legitimate. They received a score of 1 if they

responded AYesO to Question 1 and also pro

recognized that either interpretation was legitimate. The next assessmenGras(8)

Prediction:Now a group of gid comes over and sees X. What will they say, X, Y, or

would you not know what they would say? AndRBasoningFor theGroup Prediction

assessment, participants were scored a 0 if they did not answer that they would not know

what they would say to Question 3 or did not provide reasoning for Question 4 which

recognized that one could see either interpretation as legitimate. They recetoed af

1 if they responded that they would not know what the group would say to Question 3

and also provided reasoning for Question 4 which recognized that either interpretation

was legitimate.For the scoring of the Interpretative Theory of Mind measknterrater

reliabil ity ka8 Stoiegfor respneeresummed across the 3

scenarios (for a score of 0 = no interpretative theory of mind to 6 = full interpretative

theory of mind).
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Gender Stereotype Task

TheGender Stereotype Tlagvolved assessing gender stereotypes surrounding
each behavior or activity in the survey: football, ballet, gossiping, being impatrtial,
playing nice, and playing rough by pushing and shoving. For each activity or behavior,
participants completesteredype measures.

Dependent measures for the gender stereotype taskhe first assessment,
Stereotype Awareneseadl ) A Who usually does X?0 with t
both provided. This assessment prodiden f or mat i on as tenessdie part
gender stereotypes for each of the behaviors andtest The second assessmens\ga
Peer group experiencé&iHow many of your friends do X avith the choices of none, a
few, some, or most. This assessment praligrmation about how commaénthe peer
group engages in the behavior or activity. The third assessmé&@rs®)nal Experience,
was only measured for the activities (ballet and football) because of the moral valance
associated with the behaviors, and the potential for answerdireflsocial desirability.
Thisassessmentead 3) #ADo you do X?0 with a dichot
assessmentprovidé nf or mati on about the participant 0
activities. Finally, participantwereasked 4Peer Group Gendegi How many of yo
friends are X (same sex as participant)?0,

Plan for Analysis

Data wereanalyzed using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and repeatesures
ANOVA:sS to test hypotheses for between group differences, using age, gender,
interpretative theory of mind competence, and stereotype awareness as the between group

factors. The repeatedeasures factorscluded stereotype norm (conforming or non
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conforming), condition (physical aggression, relational aggression or afterschool activity)
or type of assessment, depending on the specific hypothesis. Follow upetests w
conducted using the Bagrironi Correction to control for Type | errorsicBotomous
responses wereded O or 1.For ease, conditionrefetso t he devi ant group
behavior. For instance, in the ballehddion, the deviant membadvocate for doing
ballet when the grquwants to do footballlustifications wreproportions of responses
for each respective coding category, with the top three justifications analyzed for each
guestion. Regression analysesrerun on thenterpretative Theory of Mindcore, to
assess iflifferencesn theory of mind competence are relateditéerencesn
evaluations of challenging gender stereotypic peer group norms.
Results
Gender Stereotypic Activities
Stereotype Measure
Do children and adolescents hold gender stereotypes about who usually plays
football or does ballet? Descriptive statistizdicate that both children and adolescents
and boys and girlsold strong stereotypes about thesbdviors with over 75% of
paticipants of each gender and age group affirming these stere¢8ge&able?2).
Peer Resistance t@&roup Norms about Gender Stereotypic Activities
Since results confirmed that children and adolescents do hold stereotypes
suggesting that ballet is an activity usually done by girls, and football by boys, the next
guestion was: do children think their peers will resist these stereotypes and challenge
their groups? In order to address this questiga,separat@ (Gender: male, female) X

2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2 €¥sion: conform, resist) ANOVAs were condugted
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onefor theballet andone for thefootball deviance conditions. For the ballet condition,
when a group member wants to do ballet when the group wants to play football, an age
interaction was founds (1,279) = 14.30p< . 026 D4, revkaling that-9earolds M
=.76,SD= .43) weremore likely to expect the group member to resist the group than
were 13yearolds M = .56,SD= .50). Additionally, there was\gersion interaction
effect,F (1,279) = 48.69p< . 0°& 114, which showed that participants were more
likely to expecth at a girl who wanted to dup ball et v
wanted to play football wouldhallenge the group = .81,SD = .39) than wuld a boy
who wanted to do ballet when the réds=t of t
.43,SD= .50).

For the football condition, an age interaction was also foki{,282) =11.73, p
=. 0 0% ,04 dvealing that earolds were more likelyN = .90,SD= .30) to expect
that the group member who wanted to play football when the grougavamtio ballet
would tell the group than were 4@arolds M =.72,SD= .45). Thus, the results
indicate that children are more likely to expect their peers to challenge the group about
playing both football and ballet than are adolescents.

Next, in order to test the hypotheses that participants would be more likely to
expect a group member would challenge the gtoupgay football than ballet, 2
(Gender: male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2 (Version: conform, resist)
X 2 (Condition football, ballet) ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor was
conducted. A main effect for condition was fouRd1,279) = 19.8,p< . 0°G¢ 16, d
revealing that participants expected resistance would be more likely in the folgtlall (

.78,SD= .42) than ballet conditiotM = .62,SD= .49). This was driverby a condition
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by version interactiorfs (1, 279) =21.9,p< . 0%@ 107, which revealed that
participants perceived resistance to be equally likely when the group memisebosas
who wanted to play footbalM = .80,SD= .39) or a girl who wanted to do ball®d &
.81,SD=.39). Howeveras expectedyhen a girl wanted to play footbaM(= .74,SD=
44), participants were much more likely to expect that she would sipeakd tell her
group than when a boy wanted to do baldt.43,SD= .50). Results revealed that
participants may hold a shifting standard: they asserted that ita#lyelijely for
children to speak up and challenge their group when the groupreemé s desi red a
aligns with stereotypes, but when that desire is stereotypeordarming, participants
were more likely to expect that a girl would challenge the group to play football than that
a boy would challenge the group to do ballet.
Individual Resistance tdGroup Norms about Gender Stereotypic Activities

Children and adolescents do expect that their peers will challenge the group, but
this is dependent on the nature of the challenge. It is harder for boys to challenge the
group in gender norconforming ways than it is for girls. The next question is do these
gender stereotypes that regul ate expectat.i
adol escent s éaboatwhallermisntpesgrotip? lo order to answer this
guestion two separat@ (Gender: male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2
(Version: conform, resist) ANOVAs were conducted for individual likelihood of
resistance in the ballet and football deviance conditions. Individual likelihood of
resistance meaeed if participants thought they would be likely to tell the group that they

di sagreed with the groupds chosen activity
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For the ballet condition, a version interaction effect was fobr(d, 277) =
32.747p< . 0%& 10, revkaling that participtswere more likely to challenge the
group when challenging the group conformed to gender sterediypes92,SD= .27)
than when it resisted such stereotyfds= .59,SD= .49) Thus, participants,
themselves, were influenced by gender stereotsggerding ballet in similar ways to
how they expected their peers to be influenced.

Next, in order to confirm that participants were also more likely to resist the peer
group in order to play football than to do ballep, @&sender: male, female) X 2 (Age
Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2 (Version: conform, resist) X @ndition: football, ballet)
ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor was conducted on individual
likelihood of resistance. An effect for condition was fourdl,277) = 25.5%, p < .001,
d? = .08, confirming expectations that participants were more likely to challenge the
group in order to play footbalM = .91,SD=.29) than to do balleM = .75,SD= .43).
Further, a condition by version interaction effeets foundF (1,277) = 2496, p <.001,

d? =.08, revealing that this difference was driven by differences in how participants
evaluated challenging a group by resisting stereotypes. There were no differences
between how they evaluated telling a girls group you want to do fdlet92,SD=

.27)or a boys group that you want to play footl§dl= .92,SD= .27). However,
participants were more likely to challenge a girls group to play footddaH (89,SD=

.31) than a boys group to do ballst € .59,SD= .49). Thus, steregpgs regarding boys
doing ballet are especially strong and

they would challenge their peer group.
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Relationship between Peer and IndividuaResistance tadGroup Norms about Gender
Stereotypic Activities

Football. It was expected that participants would be more likely to resist the
group by advocating for playing football than they would expect their peers to resist. In
order to test this hypothesis2gGender: male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 yéds)o
X 2 (Version: conform, resist) X 2 (f@stion: peer, individual resistance) ANOVA with
repeated measures on the last factor was conducted for the football condition. Results
revealed that participants were more likely to challenge the group to pidpalichan
they expected their peers to resist the gréufl, 279) = 8.92p< . 6=1.03. Rurther,
a question by age group interaction was foumn,,279)= 11.17,p = .001,d* = .03,
revealing thatvhile 9-yearolds did not differentiate between their own likelihood of
resistanceN! = .90,SD= .30) and their expectations for how likely their peer would be
to resist the groug = .91,SD=.29), 13yearolds did differentiate (Peer Resistankk:
=.72,SD= .45, Individual Resistanc® = .91,SD= .43).Thus, younger children may
have more difficulty distinguishing betwee
perspective than do adolescenfnally, a gender by question interaction was found,
(1,279) =4.932p< . 65.01 whiich revealed that whifemale participants asserted
that they would be more likely to challenge their group to play footlb# (93,SD=
.25) than they expected their peers wolld<.76,SD= .43),p < .001, there were no
differences for male participants (Peer Resistalice:.80,SD= .40, Individual
ResistanceM = .87,SD=.33). This suggests th&&male participants may believe that

others adhere more strongly to stereotypes about football tharitbmselves do.
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Ballet. In order to assess if similar differences between individual and peer
resistance to group norms were present for the ballet conditiolG@n2€r: male,
female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2 (Version: conform, resistjQuestion:
peer, individual resistance) ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor was
conducted for the ballet condition. As in the football condition, results indicated that
participants expected that their peers would be less likely to resggtoiing norm in
order to advocate for doing ballét & .62,SD = .49) than would they, individually =
.75,SD= .43),F (1,275) = 8.8, p< . 6=1.Q3. Rlrther, a question by age group
interaction was founds (1,275) =4.55p< . 6 5.01, wtiich showed that-9earolds
did not differentiate between ped € .76 SD= .43) and individualNl = .81, SD= .39
likelihood of resistance, but that-}@arolds diddifferentiate (Peer Resistandd:.= .56,
SD= .50, Individual Resistanc® = .73,3D = .45). Adolescents may be more likely to
expect that their peers will be influenced by stereotypes than do childgerestion by
gender interaction was also found, similar to in the football condi¢h,275)= 8.85p
< . 64.03. Jdst as wdsund in the football condition, females differentiated more
between individuafM = .81,SD= .39)and peefM = .60,SD= .43)responses to
challenging the group by doing ballet than did méR=er Resistanc®! = .65,SD= .48,
Individual ResistanceM = .69,SD= .46) Perhaps females have more personal
experience with stereotypes limiting their opportunities and thus are both more attuned to
the likelihood that others will use stereotypes as well as more likely to resist these
stereotypes themselves

Group Favorability Towards the Deviant Group Member
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After participants assessed the likelihood of resistance, they were told that the
group member who disagreedtithe group did actually devwefrom the group, telling
the group that he or she wadt® do a different activity. The next set of hypotheses
involved how the group would respond to this deviant memberchildren and
adolescents think that groups will dislike group members who want to engage in different
gender stereotypic activitien@ does the gender of the group and the type of activity
matter?t was expected that groups would not like any members who deviated from the
group, but that they would be particularly negative towards members who deviated from
the group and also challerdygender stereotypes (for instance a girl who wanted to play
football and a boy who wanted to do ballet). Further, it was expected that groups would
be least favorable towards a boy who wanted to do ballet, based on prior research
indicating that genderam-conformity by boys is viewed as especially wrghigrn,
2007. In order to test these hypotheses 2 separaterdti@ggemale, female) X 2 (Age
Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2 @rsion: conform, resist) ANOVAs were conducted for
group favorabilityin the ballet and football deviance conditioriResults for the football
condition revealed a version by gender interactiof,281) = 7.8, p< . 6=1.02, d
which showed that while female participants did not differ in their expectations for group
favorability of a boy who wanted to play football and a girl who wanted to play football
(Boy: M = 3.47 SD=1.42 Girl: M = 3.67, SD= 1.42), male participants did differ.
Male participants expected that groups would be more favorable to a boy who wanted to
play football when his group wanted to do ballet than a girl who wanted to play football
when her group wanted to do ballet (Bd=4.15, SD= 1.46 Girl: M =3.29 SD=

1.29. Pairwise comparisons revealed that male and female participants differed
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significantly in their responses to the boy who wanted to play foothallp5 and that
male participants differed significantly in thegsponses to the boy and girl who wanted
to play footballp < .01.

For the ballet condition, a version effect was foual,280) = 630, p < .001,
d? = .18, revealing that participants expected groups to evaluate the girl who wanted to
ballet much mae positively than the boy who wanted to do ballet (Bdy 2.46 SD=
1.51 Girl: M =3.73 SD=1.23. Thus, while participants generally expected that groups
would not like deviant members, they were attuned to the stereotypes associated with the
deviant behaviors. All participants differed in their evaluations of a deviant member who
wanted to do balteexpecting that groups would be more favorable to a girl who wanted
to do ballet when the group wanted to do football than a boy who wanted to do the same
thing. Further, male participants allowed stereotypes to influence their evaluation for the
footbdl condition, expecting that groups would be more favorable to a boy who wanted
to play football than to a girl who wanted to play football.

In order to assess if children and adolescents expected groups to differ in their
evaluations of a deviant membheho wanted to play football or do ballet2gdGender:
male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2 (Version: conform, resist) X 2
(Condition: ballet, football) ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor was
conducted. This revealed that papents expected groups would be more favorable to
the deviant who wanted to play football than do balfiét,,279) = 2270,p< . 0°&1,
.07 (FootballM = 3.63,SD= 1.43, BalletM = 3.08,SD= 1.52). Additionally, a
conditionby version effect wafound,F (1,279) = 23.08p< . 026 107, inditating

that participants expected groups would be more favorable to the girl who wanted to play



97

football than to the boy who wanted to do baltet,.001, but that they did not differ in
their evaluations of the boy who wanted to play football and the girl who wanted to do
ballet.In summary, children and adolescents generally did not think that groups would
like these deviant members, especiallyhdy were deviating by also suggesting the
group engage in a counistereotypic activity.
Justifications for Group Favorability Towards the Deviant Member

The next question involved reasoning: do children and adolescents expect that
groups will use diffeznt reasons to justify how favorable they are towards these deviant
membersAnalyses were conducted ander to test hypotheses concerning differences in
childrenbés and adolescentsd reasoning abou
member by pdicipants who thought the group would like versus would not like the
deviant member Specifically,participant responses to group favorability towards the
deviant member were divided into a dichotomous variaiXey(, not okayusing a mid
point split of3.5. The top four forms of reasoning used by participants to reason about
group favorability towards the idsmwdtandgoimegn
along with what they want to dg)autonomy ii t 6s okay to be differ
somethiy  u n i, igclugom df diverse perspectivesi s he can hel p t hem |
t hat f oot ba])ahdgendenitedtitylorestereatyfjedit hey 61 | t hi nk h
for suggest i ngwotsdpaaye Xgenderbnzle,lfeendle) X 2 (Age Group:
9, 13 year olds) X 2 (Version: conform, resist) X 2 (Groapdfability: okay, not okay
X 2 (dustification: group functioning, autonomy, diverse perspectives, gender) ANOVA
with repeated measures on the last factor were conducted, one for each condition

(football and ballet).
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Football. When the deviant member wanted to play football, participants used
different forms of reasoning if they thought that the group would like the deviant member
than if they thought the group would not like the deviant mem®pecifically, an
interaction was found for participant reasoning by group favorability evalu&ti(®;,

846) = 13.4, p <.001,d? = .04 This interaction revealed that participants who thought
that the group would be favorable to the deviant membenwambed to play football

used all four forms of reasoning, with no significant differences in amount of use. They
cited concerns about group functionifh = .30,SD= .45), described the deviant

me mber 6s (Ma.0PIDe .BO) noted the benefitsf including diverse
perspectivegM = .18,SD=.37), and discussed the traditional gender stereotypes
associated with playing footbdWM = .24,SD= .41) Those participants who thought that
the group would not like the deviant member who wanted tpfplatball referenced
primarily group functionindM = .45,SD= .48)and gender identity and stereotyj&s=
.38,SD=.46) They referenced group functioniagd gender identity and stereotypes
significantly more thamutonomy or the inclusion of dive¥ perspectives witbs < .001,

and referenced group functioning more than gender identity and stereotyppswitb.
There was no difference between the use of autondMny.05,SD= .20) and the

inclusion of diverse perspectivad € .02,SD= .16).Thus, while those who thought the
group would like the deviant member relied upon a range of different reasons, those who
thought the group would not like the deviant memiocused more on group issues,
including group functioning and gender based exgigxts for group activities.

There was also an interaction for age group by group favorability evaluation by

reasoningF (3, 846) =3.76p< . 65.01. This revealed that 9 year olds angdar
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olds who thought the group would like the deviant member who wanted to play football
reason differently about group functioninys .05, with 9 year olds using less group
functioning reasoningM = .20,SD= .40) thardid 13 year old¢$M = .34,SD= .46)

Ballet. The ANOVA conducted for the ballet condition also revealed differences
between participants who thought that the group would versus would not like the deviant
member who wanted to play ballet(3, 843) = 17.8,p< . 0°& D5. Simjilar tothe
football condition, participants who said that the group would like the deviant who
wanted to play ballet cited a range of difference reasons, with no statistical difference in
the proportion using each form of reasoning. They referenced group fungt{M =
.36, SD= 47), the positive effects of including diverse perspectits((20,SD= .38),
the i mportance of theMd.2lySDa.B9),antigemderer 6 s aut
identity and gender stereotyp@$ £ .16,SD= .34). Participants whithought that the
group would not like the deviant member relied most about gender sterediypesdT,
SD=.47), with almost half of participants citing gender stereotypes, followed by
concerns with group functioning/i(= .32,SD= .46). Very few partipants referenced
the inclusion of diverse perspectivé$ € .06,SD=.22), or autonomyM = .01,SD=
.08). Participants made more references to group functioning and gender stereotypes than
diverse perspectives or autonomg< .001. There were nofterences in the use of
gender stereotypes and group functioning or in the use of diverse perspectives or
autonomy.

Thus, overall, the reasoning results for group favorability in both the ballet and

football conditions reveal that participants beligvat igroups who do not like deviant
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members are concerned with how the deviant will impact group functioning and if the
deviant behavior aligns with gender expectations or not.
Individual Favorability Towards the Deviant Member

The results measuring gnedavorability towards the deviant member indicate
that gender stereotypes play a strong role in how children and adolescents think groups
will respond to deviant members. Our next question was whether children attend to the
same issues and concerns whethvidually evaluating how much they would favor
deviant members. We expected that they would, individually, be less influenced by
stereotypes and would show more support for the deviant members. In order to test
hypotheses concerning individual favotdpiof the deviant membep, separat@
(Gender: male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) Xezgidn: conform, resist)
ANOVAs were conducted for individual favorability in the ballet and football deviance
conditions.For the football condition, there were no significant effects for gender, age
group or version. For the ballet condition, there was a signifgemderinteraction
effect,F (1, 279) = 6.6, p< . 0 5=,.02 which revealed that female participants were
more favorableN =5.16, SD= 1.13 to the deviant who wanted to do ballet than were
male participantsM = 4.91 SD= 1.23. Additionally, there was a version interaction
effect,F (1,279) =32.4,p< . 0 0*£ .10, which revealed that participants were more
favorable to the girl who wanted to do ballkt € 4.94,SD= 1.19) than to the boy who
wanted to do ballet = 3.92,SD= 1.71). Thus, these findings indicate that, similar to

the group favorability evaations, gender stereotypes do influence how children and

adol escents evaluate peers who challenge

t
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stereotypic activities and, further, reveal that challenging stereotypes is viewed as less
acceptable for boys than fgirls.

The next hypotheses concerned differences between individual favorability
towards the deviant who wanted to do ballet and the deviant who wanted to play football.
It was expected that participants would prefer the deviant who wanted to plaglfodn
order to assess if children and adolescents differed in their evaluations of a deviant
member who wanted to play football or do balle?, (@&ender: male, female) X 2 (Age
Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2 (Version: conform, resist) X @ndtion: balet, football)
ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor was conducted. An effect for
condition was foundg (1,278) = 4610,p< . 0%@ 114, which confirmed expectations
that participants preferred the deviant who wanted to play fooidat .05, SD= 1.18)
to the deviant who wanted to do ballst £ 4.42 SD= 160). There was, additionally, a
version by condition interaction effe€t,(1,278) = 24.2,p< . 0?& 108, which
showed thaparticipants were more favorable to the girl who wanted to play fogi¥all
=5.00,SD= 1.30)than to the boy who wanted to do ballt£ 3.92 SD= 1.71). There
was no difference between the boy who wanted to do fooa# %.10,SD=1.10) and
the grl who wanted to do balleM =4.94 SD= 1.19). Thus, the differences between
the conditions were accounted for by a rigid adherence to stereotypic expectations
suggesting that ballet is an activity only appropriate for girls.

Justifications for Individ ual Favorability Towards the Deviant Member

Analyses were conducted in order to test hypothiesedving differences in

chil dr en 6cse natnsdd ardeoal seosn i favgrabiityptowartds the dediany i d u a |

member by participants who lideersusdid notlike the deviant memberAs was done
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for group favorability, participant responses to individa&brability were divided into a
dichotomous variable (okay, not oKaysing a migpoint split of 3.5. The top four forms
of reasoning used by participantsreason aboundividual favorability towards the
deviant member we if ghe wanteta pay $omething different inwgl ( A
mess up the grodp) , a u tl likentlbatrhe de€idied to do hisownthing , i ncl usi o
di ver se p e ewilpslkow themvtleaisevefydne dan play footba)l , pessondl
identification with the targdt Ifreally like to play football, just like he do@9 Note that
for individual favorability, gender stereotypes were not one of the top forms of reasoning
usal. Two separate 23ender: male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2
(Version: conform, resisf 2 (Individual Favorability: okay, not okayX 4
(Justification: group functioning, autonuy, diverse perspectives, personal identificgtion
ANOVAs with repeated measures on the last factor were conducted, one for each
condition (football and ballet).

Football. For the football condition, an effect was found for individual
favorability evaluation by reasoning,(3, 846) = 3.56p < .05,d° = .01 This revealed
that participants who like the deviant member who wanted to play foptinatrily
referenced autonomy/A= .41,SD= .47) and their personal identification with the target
(M =.20,SD=.38). They also referenced the importance otigiclg diverse
perspectives\ = .16,SD=.34) and the role of group functioning & .10,SD=.29).
Pairwise comparisons revealed that they used more autonomy reasoning than any other
form of reasoningps< .00], that they used more reasoning refenegc¢he inclusion of
diverse perspectives than they did group functiorpng,05, and that they used more

references to including diverse perspectives than they did to group functipringl.
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Participants who did not like the deviant member who whtdelay football made the

most references to their personal identifi
to play f oot balHewasling iny gdooptcdptayMi=i28,8D=t4h)at s
They also referenced group functionifhd = .15,SD= .36), autonomyN = .11,SD=

.30), inclusion of diverse perspectives (i
to the group, IM =s08,5D=I.25)dRairwsd corhparisan revealed o ,

that the only significant differece was found between inclusion of diverse perspectives

and personal identification with the target .05. Thus, participants focused @nange

of difference concerns when indicating that they did not like the deviant member who

wanted to playootball, while they were more focused on autonomy and their personal
identification with the target if they did like the deviant member.

Ballet. As expected, differences were found between participants who liked the
deviant member who wanted to do badlatl participants who did not like this deviant
memberF (3, 840) = 12.43p < .001,d” = .04. Specifically, almost half of participants
who liked the deviant member who wanted to do ballet focused on autdivomy48,
SD=.49), with a smaller proportiofocusing on group functioning/(= .12,SD= .32),
the inclusion of diverse perspectivés € .13,SD= .32), or personal identification with
the targetll = .11,SD= .29). The use of autonomy differed from the use of each of the
other forms of reasamg atp < .001. For participants who did not like the deviant
member reasoning was more centered on their personal identification with theNbrget (
.22,SD=.41), with almost no participants referencing autonohy:(.05,SD=.19) and
a small numbereferencing group functioning/A = .11,SD=.31) and the inclusion of

diverse perspective$/(= .10,SD= .30). Participants made significantly more references
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to their personal identification with the target than to autonorpy<a05. Note that
paricipants who did not like the deviant member who wanted to do ballet were divided in
their reasoning, referencing a number of different reasons.
Relation between Group and Individual Favorability Towards Deviant Members in
the Context of Gender Stereotym Activities

Were there differences, then, between
would respond to these deviant members and how they would personally rekpesnsl?
expected that participants would rate group favorability towards the deviamtene
who wanted to play ballet and football less than individual favorability, as they would
expect that groups would rely more upon stereotypes about gender appropriate activities
than would participants, themselves. In order to test for these difés2reparat@
(Gender: male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2 (Version: conform, resist)
X 2 (Question: peer, individual resistance) ANOVAs with repeated measures on the last
factor was conducted for the football condition and the balletitond The ANOVA
conducted for the football condition revealed that participants were more favdviable (
5.05,SD= 1.18) to the deviant member who wanted to play football than they expected
groups to béM = 3.63,SD= 1.43) F (1,280)= 280.®, p < .001,d°= .42 The ANOVA
conducted for the ballet condition revealed, similarly, that participants were more
favorable(M = 4.42,SD= 1.6)to the deviant member who wanted to do ballet than they
expected groups to bM(= 3.08 SD=1.52, F (1,277) =168.5%7,p< . 0°G&1B7
Likelihood of Exclusion of the Deviant Member

The next set of hypotheses surrounded the likelihood that the deviant member

would be excluded from the group because

P

o
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norm.Do children and adolescents believe that peers who deviate from group norms
involving gender stereotypic activities will be kicked out of the group for challenging the
group?It was expected that participants would perceive exclusion as most likely for the
boy who wanted to do ballet. In order to test these hypotheses, 2 s@p&ateder:
male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 21@&fon: conform, resist) ANOVAs
were conducted for likelihood of exclusion in the ballet and football deviancdéioosd
For the football condition, a gender by version interaction was fdu(d,279) = 6.8, p
< . 65.02, inlicating that male participants did not differ in their expectations about
the likelihoodof exclusionof a girl (M = 3.08,SD= 1.57)or a boy(M = 2.73,SD= 1.58)
who wanted to play footballFemale participants, however, did diffpr<.05), and were
more likely to expect that a boll(= 3.49,SD= 1.51) would be exclude for playing
football than would a girlN\l = 2.93,SD= 1.52). Thus, female participants may believe
that boys groups are more likely to exclude than are girls groups, showing a form of
ingrouppreference For the ballet condition, an effect was found for verdtofnl,275) =
19.58,p < .001,d* = .06 revealing that, as expected, participants thought that it was more
likely that a boy(M = 3.98,SD= 1.63)would be excluded for wanting to do ballet than a
girl (M = 3.10,SD= 1.59)

It was expected, additionally, that participants would belieaettie member
who deviated by wanting to play football would be less likely to be excluded than the
member who wanted to do ballet. In order to test this hypothezi&Gander: male,
female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2f€ion: conformresisj X 2 (Condition:
ballet, football) ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor was conducted. This

confirmed the expectatiof,(1,272) = 22.2,p< . 0%& 107,revgaling that, while
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participants were generally ambivalent about the likelihoaekolusion of either
member, they thought that the deviant member who wanted to do bakeB.65,SD=
1.67) was more likely to be excluded than the deviant member who wanted to play
football M = 3.07,SD= 1.56). Further, a condition by gendeteraction,F (1,272) =
630,p< . 65.02, reyealed that while female participants did not differ in their
evaluations of these two deviant members, male participants were more likely to expect
that the deviant member who wanted to do ballet(3.65,SD= 1.72) would be
excluded than the member who wanted to play foothal# £.92,SD= 1.57),p < .001.
Additionally, a condition by version effedt,(1,272) = 17.2,p< . 0°G 106, revealed
that participants did not differ in their evaluatsoof the girl and the boy who wanted to
play football(girl: M = 3.01 SD= 1.54 boy:M = 3.14 SD= 1.58, but that they were
much more likely to expect that the boy who wanted to do liMlet 3.98 SD=1.63
would be excluded than the girl who wanted to do bélet 3.10,SD= 1.59) p < .001,
see Figure2.
Justifications for Likelihood of Exclusion ofthe Deviant Member

Analyses were conducted in order to test hypotheses involving differences in
childrenbés and adolescentsd reasoning abou
member, using a dichotomous variable (yes, no) for participants whathioeigeviant
should be versus should not be excluded. This variable was computed usirgarnid
split of 3.5. The tophreeforms of reasoning used by participants to reason about the
likelihood of excluding the deviant memhb&ho wanted to play footbalvere group

functioning,gender stereotypemdinclusion of diverse perspectivebor evaluations of
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the deviant member who wanted to ballet, the top three forms of reasoning were group
functioning, gender stereotypes and aotag.

Football. In order to assess differences in reasoning about the likelihood of
exclusion of a deviant member who wants to play fogtha (Gender: male, female) X
2 (Age Goup: 9, 13 year olds) X 2/ersion: conform, resist) X 2.ikelihood of
Exclusion: yes, npX 3 (dustification: group functioning, gender stereotypes, diverse
perspectives) ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor was conducted. This
revealed that particgnts did differ in their proportional use of reasonif@2,560) =
74.61p< . 0%6 21. Thky used primarily group functioning € .56,SD= .48),
with asmaller proportion referencing gender stereotypes (16,SD= .44), and the
inclusion of diverse perspectivéd = .07,SD=.25) All groups differed significantly
atps< .001. There was no difference between participants who thought the deviant
member would versus would not be excluded.

Ballet. In order to assess differences in reasoning about the likelihood of
exclusion of a de@nt member who wants to do balleR &ender: male, female) X 2
(Age Goup: 9, 13 year olds) X 2 (Version: conform, resist) X 2 (Likelihood of
Exclusion: yes, no) X 3 (tification: group functioning, gender stereotypes, autonomy)
ANOVA with repeated masures on the last factor was conducted. This revealed that
participants who thought that the deviant member would be excluded used different
forms of reasoning than those who thought the deviant member would not be ex€luded,
(2,552) =11.5% < . 0% D4.Speifically, there were no differences in the use of
group functioning, all participants frequently referenced group functidibikgly: M =

.35,SD= .47, Not Likely:M = .52,SD=.47) However, participants who thought that
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exclusion was likelyM = .42,SD= .48)used much more reasoning involving gender
stereotypes than those who did (Mdt=.15,SD= .34) p < .01, and used much less
reasoning about autononiy! = .03,SD=.17)than did those who thought the deviant
would not be exclude@M = .12,SD=.32) p < .05,seeFigure3.
Inclusion Decisions

Our last question regarding gender stereotypic activities involved who
participants would choose to include in a group. If asked to choose between someone
who matches the gender identity of the group or who wants to engage in the same activity
of the grop, what will children and adolescents decitteVas expected that participants
would be more likely to include an outgroup member (by gernvdeo)wants to do the
same activity as the groupto a groupwhen the group plays football than when they do
ballet. In order to test this hypothesis? &Gender: male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13
year olds) X 2 (Version: conform, resist) X 20(@lition: ballet, football) ANOVA with
repeated measures on the last factor was conducted. This analysisednfirm
expecations, revealing thagarticipants were more likely to include an outgroup member
who wanted to play football into a group that was playing foo{hak .80,SD= .40),
than an outgroup member who wanted to do ballet into a group that was doingMballet
=.60,SD=.49) F (1,265) =31.52p< . 0% 10. It ig important to note that
participants were, in fact, quite willing to include a child of the opposite gender into a
group that wanted to play football, indicating that gender divisions mayenotplace
for all typically gender stereotypic activities.

Gendered Forms of Aggression

Stereotype Measure
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The results presented so faveal that children and adolescents do attend to and
use gender stereotypes about activities when evaluating gremers and group
decisions. The next set of questions involved not gender stereotypic activities, but rather
gendered forms of aggression. The first question was: do children and adolescents
actually hold stereotypes indicating that physical aggressimnnected to boys and
relational aggression to girls? Descriptive statistics indicatelildren and adolescents
do hold stereotypes linking boys to physical aggression with almost 75% of participants
endorsing this stereotype, but that fewer pgudicts hold a stereotype linking girls to
relational aggression (gossip, in this conté®geTable2). These descriptive statistics
suggest that ¢liren and adolescents hold stronger stereotypes about gendered forms of
aggression for boys than for girls.
Relation between Peer and Individual Resistance to Group Norms about Aggression

Our first question involving group norms about aggressias dochildren think
that their peers will challenge group norms about aggression and would they,
individually, challenge these norms? drder to address this question, 4 sep&ate
(Gender: male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) Xe2gign conform,resist)
X 2 (Question: peer, individual resistance) ANOVAs with repeated measures on the last
factor were conducted, one for each condition (nice, rough, impartial, and gossip). When
the group wanted to play rough and a group member wanted to plapaniteipants
asserted thaheythought that the group member would speak up to challenge the group
(M =.69,SD= .46) but that they would be even more likely to dq&lo= .86,SD=
.35), F (1,278) = 23.8, p < .001,d° = .07, seeFigure 4. There were no differences,

however, when the group wanted to play nicely and a group member wanted to play
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rough,n.s: both peefM = .74,SD= .44)and individual resistand® = .80,SD= .40)
were evaluated as likelgeeFigure4.

Similarly, when the group wanted to be impartial and a group member wanted to
gossip, both pedM = .71, SD= .46 and individual(M = .72 SD= .45 resistance were
evaluated as likely, there were no differences,. When the group wanted to gossip and
a group member wanted to be impartial, participants asserted that they thought that the
group member would speak up to challenge the gf®up .69,SD= .46) but that they
would be even more likely to do ¢6 = .88,SD= .33) F (1.278) = 34.08p < .001,d° =
.10, seeFigure 4.0verall, then, participants did believe that their peers would stand up to
groups and challenge their norms. They also asserted that they would do the same.
However, when the group was engaging in aggressive behavior, participants,
individually, assertethat they would be even more likely to challenge the group than
they expected their peers to be.

Group Favorability Towards the Deviant Group Member

How do children and adolescents think that groups will respond to peer group
members who do challendeetgroup about group norms involving aggression? It was
expected that participants would assert that groups would not like deviant members, but
that there would be variation based on the
for deviants who advocatfor the group to engage in aggression. In order to test these
hypotheses, repeated measures ANOVAs were conducted comparing responses to group
favorability in the different conditions.

First, a2 (Gender: male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year ofd&)Version:

conform, resist) X 2 (Gndition:rough, nicg ANOVA with repeated measures on the last



111

factor was conductefdr group favorability. This revealed that participants thought
groups would be more favorable toward a deviant member who wam&y/toicely(M
= 3.44,SD= 1.57)than a deviant member who wanted to play roiMk 2.95,SD=
1.62) even though both of these actions went against the group R@in278) = 18.23,
p< . 0°GD6. d

Similarly, a2 (Gender: male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2
(Version: conform, resist) X 2 @dition: impartial, gossip) ANOVA with repeated
measures on the last factor was conducted for group favorability. This revealed that
participants thought gr@s would be more favorable toward a deviant member who
wanted to be impartiaM = 3.27,SD= 1.58) than a deviant member who wanted to
gossip M = 2.55,SD=1.53),F (1,281) =35.8,p< . 0°G11. Idis important to
note, however, that generaliyarticipants thought that groups would not like any of these
deviant members: none of the means cross above thpamtof 3.5.

Two separate ANOVAs were also conducted to assess differences in group
favorability for the different types of aggressaed noraggressive behaviors. Did
participants view one form of aggression as more acceptable to the group than another?
First, a2 (Gender: male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) Xe2§jun:
conform, resist) X ZCondition: rough, gossip) ANOKX with repeated measures on the
last factor was conducted for group favorability. This revealed that participants expected
that groups would be more favorable to a deviant who wanted to play rough than a
deviant who wanted to gossip,(1, 278) = 9.59,p< . 0-1.03. The2 (Gender:
male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2 (Version: conform, resist) X 2

(Condition: nice, impartial) ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor which was
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conducted revealed no differences between the niténapartial conditionsThus,
participants may have recognized the benefit of playing rough to the group when
considering playing rough versus gossiping, but not seen similar distinctions between
playing nice and being impatrtial.
Justifications for Group Favorability Towards the Deviant Member

Children do evaluate group favorability towards different types of deviants
distinctly, but do children and adolescents expect that groups will use different reasons to
justify how favorable they are towards thes®idnt members? Analyses were conducted
in order to test hypotheses concerning dif
reasoning about the groupobés favorability t
thought the group would like versus would hiké the deviant member. As was done for
the social activities, participant responses to group favorability towards the deviant
member were divided into a dichotomous variablag, not okayusing a miepoint
split of 3.5. The top four forms eéasoning used by participants to reason about group
favorability towards the deviant member were group functioning, autonomy, welfare
(Asomeone could get hurt if they play roug
donodot pJsaythelyighkve nfoar 0) .2 (Gerder.unale, ermglepX2at e
(Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2 (Version: conform, resist) X (@ Favorability:
okay, not okay X 2 (dustification: group functioning, autonomy, welfare, gender)
ANOVA with repeated measures dretlast factor were conducted, one for each
condition (rough, nice, gossip and impartial).

The ANOVA for the rough condition, when the group wanted to play nicely and

the deviant wanted to play rough revealed a main effect for reaséni@g840) = 24.7,
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p< . 0?0=108, indicating that participantscused on both group functioning and
welfare in their reasoning, relying less on references to autonomy and gender stereotypes,
seeTable 3 Pairwise comparisons showed that use of both group functianchavelfare
differed significantly from use of both autonomy and gender stereotypssa001.
Participants were centered on the fact that the deviant was both going against the group
and doing something that could hurt others.

Did reasoning also differ for the deviant who wanted to play nicely when the
group wanted to play rough? The ANOVA conducted for the nice condition showed a
main effect for reasoning, (3, 417) =38.6,p< . 0%& R1, and an interaction effect
for reasoning split by group favorability judgmehRt(3, 417) = 6.5, p< . 0°G:104 d
The main effect showed that participants relied primarily upon group functioning
reasoningp < .001. The interaction effect revealed that when they thought thgiaiine
would like the deviant member, they used less group functioning and more autonomy
than when they thought the group would not like the deviant member who wanted to play
nicely,ps< .001, see Table Jhus, participants believe that, at times, groupy malue
individuality and autonomous thinking in their members.

When the deviant wanted to gossip when the group wanted to be impartial, there
was also a main effect for reasonifg(3, 846) =1160, p < .001,d°=.03 and an
interaction effector reasonindy group favorability evaluatigr- (3, 846) = 118 p <
. 0 0%=,04. The main effect revealed that they relied primarily upon group functioning
and welfare reasoning, with less use of autonomy and gender. Pairwise comparisons
showed thause of both group functioning and welfare differed significantly from use of

both autonomy and gender stereotypgssat .001. The interaction effect revealed that
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participantsused more references to group functioning and welfare when they thought the
group would not like the deviant and more references to autonomy and gender
stereotypes when they thought the group would like the devianiadde 3.Use of

autonomy and welfare differed significantlyps< .001 between those participants who
thought the group would likeersuswould not like the deviant who wanted to gossip.

Thus, participants recognize the psychological harm that gossiping can cause, while also
understanding that the group would want peaygho also share their group norms.

Finally, in the condition where the group wanted to gossip and the deviant wanted
to be impartial, a main effect for reasoniffg3, 849) =38.50p< . 0°& 12, and an
interaction effect for reasoning by groupdaability evaluationF (3, 849) = 17.9, p<
. 0 0,05, were foundWhen the deviant wanted to be impartial, most participants
relied upongroup functioning reasonings< .001, but made frequent references to
welfare. When participants thoughattthe group would like the deviant member, they
use all four forms of reasoning, but when they thought the group would not like the
deviant member, they used mostly group functioning reasps@&j able 3. They used
more group functioning reasoning when they thought the group would not like the
deviant,p < .001, and morevelfare and autonomwyhen they thought the group would
like the deviantps<.01.Thus, participantso®é reasoning re
information about the groupébés goals, the w
making decisions about group favorability.

Individual Favorability Towards the Deviant Member
How do participants balance information about group loyalty, group norms

gender stereotypes and their sense of fairness when individudlagvg group
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members who deviafrom group norms about aggressive behavior? It was expected that
participants themselves, would be most inf
support for deviants who advocate for avoiding aggression when their groups are

aggressive. In order to test these hypotheses, 4 sepdfa¢mder: male, female) X 2

(Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2 €¥5ion: conform, resist) ANOVAs were conducted

for individual favorability in each of the conditions.

When the deviant wanted to play rough when the group wanted to play nicely, an
age effect was foundf, (1, 278) = 15.48p< . 0 (4 .05, rdvealing that adolescents
showed more support for the rough dewiM = 3.61,SD= 1.83)than did younger
children(M = 2.67,SD= 1.77) Similarly, whenthe deviant wanted to play nicely when
the group wanted to play rough, an age effect was fdu(t,280)=5.Z,p< . 65, (
.01. Here, a complimentary pattern was found: younger children showed more support for
the nice deviant\] = 4.92,SD= 1.60) than did adolescentd € 4.43,SD= 1.64).

Additionally, a gender effect was found for the nice deviart, 280) = 6.6,p<. 05, d
= .02, revealing that female participant4 £ 4.91, SD= 148) were more favorable to

the nice deviant than were male participgMs= 4.22,SD= 1.74) This may suggest an
implicit adherence to@nder stereotypes, with male participants showing less support for
a deviant who advocates for an action that is cotsteFeotypic for boys.

In the impartial condition, thengasalso an age effedt (1,282) = 8.59p < .05,

d? = .03, revealing thatounger children are more supportive of the deviant who wants to
be impartial Y = 5.33,SD= 1.14) than are adolescent$ € 4.83,SD= 1.52). There
wereno effects for the gossip condition. All participants agree that the deviant who

gossips will not b liked (M = 2.62,SD= 1.72). Younger children, however, were more
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supportive, than were adolescents, of both deviant members who challenged the
aggressive behavior of the group. This may indicate the increasing social pressure to
adhere to groupormsin adolescence orgreater recognition of the benefits to the group
of adhering to these norms.

Next, in order to assesdferences across conditioresseries o (Gender: male,
female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X Zef8ion: conform, resist) X @ondition)
ANOVAs with repeated measures on the last factor was conducted for each pair of
conditions (for instance rough, nicefhe ANOVA conducted for the rough and nice
conditions revaled an effect for conditigF (1,276) = 81.4, p <.001,d’ = .22,
indicating that, as expected, participants were more positive towards the nice than the
rough deviant. Further, there was an hgeonditioninteractionF (1,276) = 16.9, p
<.001,d° = .05, that revealed that younger participants were more supportiveroé¢he
deviant and less supportive of the rough deviant and the adolescents showed the reverse
pattern. The ANOVA conducted for the rough versus the gossip condition revealed an
effect for conditionfF (1,275) = 20.79p <.001,d? = .07. This showed that participants
were more positive towards the deviant who wanted to play rough than the deviant who
wanted to gossipThe ANOVA conducted on the gossip and the impartial condition
revealed, as expected, that participants were more positive towards the impartial deviant
than the gossip deviarf, (1,279 = 302.7, p < .001,d* = .52 Finally, the impartial
versus nice AN®A revealed an effect for conditiof, (1,280) = 15.91p < .001,d* =
.05, showing that participants preferred the impartial deviant over the nice deviant. Thus,
this set of analyses confirmed that participants are weighing these different conditions

carefully and making reasoned evaluations of each condition. The justification data will
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provide further insight into exactly what factors they weigh when making these
evaluations, but it is interesting to note that all of the version effects werggroficant,
which indicates that gender stereotypes about aggressive behavior were not at play in
childrends and adol escentsdé evaluations.
Justifications for Individual Favorability Towards the Deviant Member

What reasons do children and adolescentsaigestify howmuch they likethese
deviant members? Analyses were conducted in order to test hypotheses concerning
di fferences in chil dr en drgividuafdvorabdity foveasds e nt s 0
the deviant member by participants who tikeeisus didnot like the deviant member.
Participant responses tondividual favorability towards the deviant member were divided
into a dichotomous variabladt okay, okayusing a miepoint split of 3.5. The top four
forms of reasoning used by participattseason aboundividual favorability towards
the deviant member were grofimctioning, autonomy, welfareandpersonal
identification withthetargefe . g . , fAwel I , | d o Ndetthafifor ke t o g
group favorability gender stereotypesgere in the top four forms of reasoning, but for
individual favorability they were much less frequently used. This indicates that, while
participants believe groups may be motivated by stereotypes in their denisikamy,
they are not as influenced, penally, by such stereotypeBour separat2 (Gender:
male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 21i@&fon: conform, resist) X 2
(Individual Favorability: okay, not okgyX 2 (dustification: group functining,
autonomy, welfare, personal identditon) ANOVA with repeated measures on the last

factor were conducted, one for each conditiondhyunice, gossip and impartial).
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The ANOVA conducted for the rough conditicevealed a main effect for
reasoningF (3,837) = 26.0,p< . 0°& D§ inditating that participants referenced
welfare most frequently, with less frequent references to group functioning, autonomy
and personal identification with the targes< .001,seeTable 4. Additionally, there
was a reasoning by age interactibr(3, 837) = 8.0, p< . 0°& D2. This revealed
that younger participants made many more references to wMare63,SD= .47)than
did adolescent@M = .28,SD= .44) p< .001. Further, there was an interaction for type
of reasoning by individual favorability evaluatidh(3, 837) = 37.73p< . 0% 111.
Participants used more group functioning reasamen they were favorable to the rough
deviant than when they were novéaable,p < .05. They also used more autonomy
reasoning when they liked the rough deviant than when they did not like the rough
deviant,p<.001. Finally, they used more welfare reasoning when they did not like the
rough deviant than when they likecetrough deviani < .001, sedable 4.

For the nice devia, a main effect for reasoning was foukd3, 843) = 10.3, p
<.001,d?=.03 Participants used more welfare reasoning than group functigning5,
autonomy or welfarggs< .001. Additionally, an age by reasoning interaction was found,
F (3, 843) = 4.71p < .01, = .01, which revealed that children used more welféves
.55,SD=.50) p<.001, and less personal identificatigd,= .08,SD= .27)p < .05,
reasoninghan did adolescen{Meitare = .28,SD= .44, Mpersona= .17,SD= .37) Finally,
there was an interaction for reasoning by individual favorability evaludti¢, 843) =
5.86, p=.001,d°=.02 This revealed that participants used more group functiamidg
autonomy reasoning when they did not like tiee deviantps< .01, and more welfare

reasoning when they do like the nice deviart,.01 seélable 4.
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A main effect for the gossip coriidin was foundF (3, 840) = 26.8, p <.001,d?
=.08. This revealed that participants used more welfare reasoning than any other form of
reasoningp < .01. Additionally, they used more autonomy than group functioning
reasoningp < .05 seeTable 4. There was also an age group by reasoning interagtion,
(3, 840) = 4.83p < .01,d?=.01. Children used more references to welthe .66,SD
= .46)than did adolescen{M = .43,SD= .48) p <.05, and adolescents used more
references to personal identificatifv = .21,SD= .39)than did childrer{M = .06,SD=
.19), p < .05.Finally, there was a reasoning by individual favorability interactof3,
840) =30.86p<. 0 0%=,09. This revealed that participants used more references to
autonomy when they liked the deviant who gossips and more references to welfare when
they did not like this devianps< .001 sed& able 4.Finally, for the impartial condition,
there was an efte for reasoningf (3, 849) = 10.42p<. 0 02,03 his revealed
that participants used more references to welfare than group functioning, or autpaomy,
<.001, and personal identification with the target,.05 seélable 4. Overall,
participantdindividual evalusions of the deviant members wéreavily influenced by
their sense of welfare. Interestingly, there was also a consisterglaggl pattern with
children being more focused on welfare, while adolescents showed greatemcaith
their own personal identification with the
Group Favorability Versus Individual Favorability

Did participants evaluate these deviant members differently than how they
expected groups would evaluate the deviant members?s kxpeected that participants
would expect that groups would be very loyal to their norms, while participants

t hemselves would attend more to the mor al
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Participants would show more support for the deviants whoaddntchallenge

aggression than they would expect groups to show. In order to test these hypotheses, 4
separat@ (Gender: male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) Xe2s{gn:

conform, resist) X 2 (Qestion: group, individual favorability) ANOVAsith repeated
measures on the last factor were conducted, one for each condition (nice, rough,
impartial, and gossip).

The ANOVA conducted for the rough condition revealed a significant difference
between the individual and the group favorabilfy1,275) = 5.74p < .05, = .02.
Participants were slightly more favorable to the deviant member than they expected
groups would beseeFigure5. The ANOVA conducted for the nice deviant revealed, as
expected that participants were much more favorable toward the nice deviant member
than they expected groups to Bg(1,280) = 97.8, p < .001,d* = .25, sedigure5.

The ANOVA conducted for the gossip condition was-sanificant: individuals
did not like a deviant member who wanted to gossip and thought that groups would also
not like this deviant. For the impartial condition, there was an effect for qudstion,
(1,282) = 255.72p < .001,d” = .47, showing that participants were much more positive
towards an impartial deviant than they expected the group to bieigsee5. Thus, as
expected, participants were more favorable toward deviant members who resist
aggression than they expected the group to be.

Likelihood of Exclusion
Do children and adolescents expect that someone who challenges this group

norms about aggressive behavior will be excluded from the group? It was expected that
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exclusion would be viewed as a consequence
frequent experiences with social exclusion.

As a first test of this hypothesi4 one sampletests were conducted, one for
each condition, against a neutral test value of 3.5. Results indicatedin@pants did
generally expectiat exclusion would be likelfpr the deviants who wanted to act in an
aggressive manner (gossiff287) = 4.98p < .001,d= .59 M = 3.99,SD=1.7], and
rough:t (284) = 3.09p<.01,d=.58 M = 3.81,SD=1.79. For the impartia(M = 3.40,
SD=1.69)and nicg(M = 3.68,SD= 1.69)conditions, the-tests were noignificant,
indicatingthat participant responses did not differ from the neutralpoidt of 3.5.

Thus, participants thagint that someone who challengéé group by advocating for
gossipingor playing rough would be excluded from the group, but were ungure
someone who chiginged the group to be impartial or to be nice would be excluded, see
Figure®6.

In order to test for differences by age group, gender and verssepadate
(Gender: male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) Xezgidn: conform, resist)
ANOVAs were conducted for likelihood of exclusion in each of the conditions. The
ANOVAs revealed age effecfer the rough conditiofF (1, 275) =6.8,p<. 0 £
.02). Here childrenN = 4.2,SD= 1.79) were more likely to expect exclusion of the
rough deviant than were adolescemts{3.63,SD= 1.67) The nice conditiorshowed a
similar age effecti- (1, 275) = 8.8, p< .Ol,d\2 = .03 children:M = 4.13,SD=1.62,
adolescentdyl = 3.47,SD= 1.68. Finally, irthe gossip conditionH (1, 278) = 14.8, p
< .001,d” = .05), an age effect also revealed that childidr=(4.55 SD= 1.68 were

more likely to expect exclusion than were adolescévits3.74 SD= 1.67). This
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revealedhat children were more likely to expect exclusion than were adolssaeail
conditions except the impartial condition, $egure?.

Overall, these results indicate that participants, especially children, do fear
exclusion as a consequence for challenging the group, but that they are also attumed to
moral valence ofhe behavior a deviant advocates. They expect that one is less likely to
be excluded if one is advocating that the group avoid aggression than if they encourage
the group to engage in aggression.

Justifications for Likelihood of Exclusion

How do childen reason about their evaluations of the likelihood of exclusion?

Do they always expect that groups will focus on group functioning? Are there
differences in reasoning between those participants who expect exclusion to occur and
those who do not? Inder to address these @li®ens, analyses were conductesinga

di chotomous variabl e creat ed ikelihoodof a 3. 5
exclusion. Foeachcondition analyses were conducted on the top 4 forms of reasoning:
group functioning, welfare, gender and the inclusion of diverse perspeé&irasach
condition, a 2 (Gender: male, female) XAye Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2 €vsion:

confam, resist) X 2 (Lilkelihood of Exclusion: likely, not likely) X 2 (distification: group
functioning, welfare, gender, diverse perspectives) ANOVA with repeagasures on

the last factor wasonducted

The ANOVA conducted for the rough deviant revealed an effect for peiin,
F(3,828)=68.9,p< . 0%6 RQ. This revealed that participants used more group

functioning reasoning than any other fopps< .001, and used moreferences to

protecting othersd welfare t harstereotypes,r ences
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ps<.001, geTable5. Additionally, there was an interaction for reasoning by likelihood
of exclusionfF (3,828) = 9.6, p< . 0°@ D3. Thi showed that participants
referenced ot her pdtediimtthe deviant nveimeemnwhd wared toe x
play rough would be excluded more than when they thought the deviant would not be
excludedp < .001. Forthecondition where the deviant member wanted to play nicely,
an effect was found for reasonirg(3, 85) = 114.45p< . 0%& 29, which revealed

that participants primarily made references to group functiopsyg,.001. Thus, in both

the rough and the nice condition, participants focused on group functioning, but also

attended to otherodos welfare, especially wh

For the gossip condition, there was an effect for reasoRi(®837) =88.13,p <
. 0 0% ,24, ¢hich revealed, similarly to the rough condition, that participants used
more group functioning reasoning than any other form of reasqusrg,001 and used
more welfare reasoning than reasoning about gender stereotypesse gimespectives,
ps< .001 seeTable5. Further, there was an interaction between type of reasoning and
likelihood of exclusion evaluatioff, (3,837)=14.5, p< . 0°@ D5. Thé revealed
that participants used more references to group functioning when they thought the deviant
would not be excluded than when they thought the deviant would be exqgiude@b.
Participants made morereéences t o ot hersdé wel fare when
who wants to gossip would be excluded than when they thought this deviant would not be
excludedp < .001. Finally, they made more references to the benefits of including
diverse perspectives whémey thought the deviant would not be excluded than when

they thought that the deviant who wants to gossip would be exclpde®5.

t



124

For the impartial condition, there was also an effect for reasoRi(®840) =
74.8,p< . 0%°6 21. This showed that participants used more references to group
functioning than any other categops< .001. There was also an interaction between
reasoning and likelihood of exclusidn(3,840) = 19.2, p< . 0°6 D6. This revealed
that groy functioningreasoningvasused more by participants who thotigiat the
impartial deviant would be excluded than those who thought this deviant would not be
excludedp <.001 References to the inclusiondi’erseperspectives were more
common among@articipants who thought the impartial deviant would not be excluded
than among those who thought that the impartial deviant would be exchixded01
Finally, participants who thought the impartial deviant would not be excluded referenced
o t h welfaredmore than those who thought the impartial deviant would be excfuded
< .01.Thus, children and adolescents weigh different concerns when thinking about if
someone will be excluded for challenging their group. Group functioning was always a
primary @ncern. Further, those who expected that deviants who advocated for
aggression would be excluded focused mor e
Likelihood of Exclusion by Group Favorability Evaluation

If you expect that the group will not like the deviant, are you more likely to
expect that the deviant will be excluded? In order to address this question, a dichotomous
variable was created using a audint split of 3.5 on group favorability to establish
variable which captured participants who thought that a group would not like versus
would like a deviant member. Then, 4 sepaastdGender: male, female) X 2 (Age
Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2 (Version: conform, resist) X 2 (GroayoFability: like,not

like) ANOVASs were conducted on likelihood of exclusion, one for each condition. The
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ANOVA conducted for the rough((1,266)=35.46,p< . 0?6 1.1), cahdition
revealed an effect for group favorability, showing that participants who thought that
groups would not like a deviant were more likely to expect that the deviant would be
excludedM = 4.26,SD= 1.62)than those who thought that groups would like a deviant
(M = 2.95,SD= 1.59) seeFigure8. Similarly, for the nice conditionH (1, 267) = 38.13,
p< . 0°G:=112), thhse who thought the group would like the deviant were less likely
to expect exclusion = 3.01,SD= 1.60) tlan those who thought the group would not
like the deviantl = 4.27,SD= 1.54). Finally, the same pattern was shown in the
impartial condition £ (1,272) = 41.14p< . 0?G=113): likk:M = 3.98 SD= 1.64, not
like: M = 262, SD= 1.44While themain effect for group favorability for the gossip
condition was not significarftike: M = 4.22, SD= 1.64, not likeM = 3.22,SD=1.72)
there was a significant interaction between group favorability evaluation and age group,
F (1,270) = 4.@, p< .05,d°=.01. This revealed that 9 year olds thought that a deviant
member who wanted to gossip would be excluded regardless of the whether the group did
(M =4.55,SD= 1.67)or did not(M = 4.54,SD= 1.81)like the deviant member, while 13
year ol ds recognized that the groupds favo
a greater impact on their evaluatijie = 2.91,SD= 1.56,Mgt jike = 4.05,SD= 1.61)
Thus, participants used their undenstimg of groups and group desires when evaluating
the likelihood of exclusion, and this skill may become more pronounced with age in some
contexts.
Inclusion Choice

Children and adolescents are concerned about the group excluding someone who

challengesta gr oup 6 s n whatdo childidrodecdi asked to make a
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choice between including someone who align
gender outgroup or someone who challenges the group norm, but is from the?ngroup
For instance, woulthey prefer to include a boy in a girls group who would play nicely
like the girls group, or would they rather include a girl who would play rough? Is
maintaining the group norm central enough that children and adolescents will support
including an outgrup member in the group? Further, how does this change depending
on the group norm?

In order to address these questiame sample-tests were conductedjainst a
test value of .5@or each conditioron the proportion of participants who chosénude
an outgroup membé&by genderwho shared the group norm. This was done in daler
assess whether participants wetling to include a gender outgroup member in order to
preserve the group norm. Results indicated that for the rough, nicenpadial
conditions, participants were likely to chose an outgroup member significantly more than
chance (rought (277) = 3.2, p=.001,d = .19 M = .59,SD= .49 nice:t (277) = 11.6,
p<.001,d=.70 M =.79,SD= .41, and impartialt (282) = 1953, p<.001,d=1.16 M
=.88,SD= .32 seeFigure 9. For the gossip condition, participants did not vary from
chance in their responséd.= .51,SD= .50.Thus, participants generally showed a
willingness to include a gender outgroup member into the group in order to preserve the
group norm. Interestingly, this is even the case when the group plays rough, perhaps
reflectinga recognition of the benefits the group of playing rough in a sports context.

In order to assess difference by age, age group and vetseparat@ (Gender:
male, female) X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2r@&fon: conform, resist) ANOVAs

were conducted for inclusion choicedach of the conditionsThere were no differences
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for the rough condition or the gossip condition. For the impartial condition, a gender
effect was foundfF (1,272) =6.8,p< . 6=1.02. This revealed thégmale
participants i = .93,SD=.25)were more likely to include the outgroup member who
wanted to be impartial into the impatrtial group than were male participdnts&2,SD
=.38). This is in line with previous research which suggests that female participants are
often more inclusive #m are male participants. For the nice condition, there was a
version effectF (1, 268) = 7.07p< . 6=1.02, which revealed thagrticipants were
more likely to include a girl into a boys group that wanted to play nidély (85,SD=
.36) than @&oy into a girls group that wanted to play nicéeM/£ .73,SD= .45). This
may reflect status differences, suggesting that participants see it as less acceptable for a
boy to enter a girls group than a girl to enter a boys group, or an attention to the
stereotype that girls play nicely.

The next ANOVA conducted for inclusion choice was a 2 (Gendate, female)
X 2 (Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2 (Version: conform, resist) Xéh@zion: rough,
nice) ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factbiis revealed a significant
effect for condition, F(1, 261) = 23.37< . 0°G 108. This revealed, as expected,
that participants were more willing to include an outgroup member who was nice into a
group than an outgroup member who was rough. Finally(Gender: male, female) X 2
(Age Group: 9, 13 year olds) X 2 €sion: conbrm, resist) X 2 (Gndition: gossip,
impartial) ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor was conducted for inclusion
choice A significant condition effect was foun#,(1,269) =95.6,p< . 0°G 126, d
which revealed that participants were maiting to include an impartial outgroup

member into a group than an outgroup member who wanted to gossip. Overall, these
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results reveal, that, as expected, participants were more likely to incluagggssive
outgroup members into neaggressive growgthan aggressive outgroup members into
aggressive groups, but that they are balancing information about group membership and
group norm in making these decisions.
Justifications for Inclusion Choice

In order to better understand the reasoning behindgait pant sé i ncl usi ¢
participantsod justifications for inclusion
guestions, analyses were conducting using dichotomous variable created with a 3.5
medi an split on part i cHompleedachscondition kmalysesh oo d o
were conducted on the top 4 forms of reasoning: group functioning, welfare, gender and
the inclusion of diverse perspectives. For each condé@(Gender: male, female) X 2
(Age Goup: 9, 13 year olds) X /ersion: onform, resist) X 2lfclusion Ghoice:
ingroup, outgroupX 2 (dustification: group functioning, welfare, gender, diverse
perspectives) ANOVA with repeat@dleasures on the last factor veasmducted

The ANOVA for therough condition revealed a main effect for reasorfing,
804)=68.2,p< . 0%& 120, sedable 6.This revealed that participants were more
likely to use group functioning than any other form of reasomuag,.001, and that
participants also refenced welfare more often than the inclusion of diverse perspectives
or gender stereotypgss< .001.There was also an inclusion choice by reasoning
interactionF (3,804) = 14.55p< . 0%@& 105. Thik revealed that participants who
chose the ingrqumember made more referencesvifare and tdhe inclusion of

diverse perspectives than those who did pet, .01 Additionally, those who chose the
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outgroup member who wanted to play rough focused more on group functioning than
those who chose the ingroup memigex,.001.

The ANOVA for the nice condition revealedvain effect for reasoning, (3,
804)=3.00p< . 0°&¢1N1. This indicated #t participants used more group
functioning reasoning than any other categpss .001.The ANOVA for the gossip
condition revealed a main effect for reasoniR@3, 828) = 70.8,p< . 0°6 20, d
which revealed that participants used more references to group functioning than any other
form of reasoningps< .001,and more references to welfare than to stereotypes or the
inclusion of diverse perspectivgs < .001seeTable 6.Additionally, there was a
inclusion choice by reasoning interactién(3, 828) = 19.74p< . 0% D6. This
revealed that participants who chose the ingroup member used more references to gender
stereotype$p < .05)and welfargp < .001)and fewer references to group function{pg
< .001)than those who chose the outgroup member.

Finally, the ANOVA for the impartial condition revealed a main effect for
reasoningF (3, 819) = 7.9,p< . 0%& D2. This showed that participants useore
group functioning reasoning than any other form of reasopsrg,.01. Overall, the
reasoning results showed that participants frequently relied upon group functioning when
deciding who to include in the group. However, for the rough and thepgumsdition,
when participants chose to include the ingroup memberaatiocated for non
aggressive behavior, they relied more upon welfare. Thus, participants were attuned to
both the group norm and the moral valence of that norm when making theiodecisi
Gender of the potential group members did not play as consequential a role in their

evaluations.
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Interpretative Theory of Mind Descriptive Statistics

For the interpretative theory of mind measure, scores were calculated on a 6 point
scale from O = néheory of mind to 6 = full theory of mind. All participants performed
very well on the interpretive theory of mind measi\Me= 4.87,SD= 1.37). Further,
performance was equally strong in both age groups (chiltten5.00,SD= 1.35,
adolescentdvl = 4.81,SD= 1.38).
Interpretative Theory of Mind and Individual and Group Favorability

The results, thus far, indicate that children and adolescents reason very carefully
about their evaluations of group members who want to challenge the grouptidalga
they recognize that group perspectives may not be the same as their own individual
perspectives. What is not known, however, is if group or individual perspectives are
related to sociatognitive skills? Do children with more advanced abiliteesecognize
that two people may come to different conclusions about the same information
(interpretative theory of mind) show an increased ability to take the perspective of either
the group or the deviant member? In order to address these quenstitipse
regression analysegere conductetbr each condition using the interpretative theory of
mind scalgfrom O = no theory of mind to 6 = full theory of min@ge and the
interaction between age and interpretative theory of mimuleaictor Both ageand
theory of mind were centered prior to analyses and the interaction term was computed by
multiplying age by theory of mindtirst, age and theory of mind were entered into the
model, and then age, theory of mind and the interaction term were enterdteimodel.
For all analyses, the age by theory of mind interaction term wasigoificant, so

results presented will be for Model 1, with age and theory of mind incl&dedyroup
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favorability, the regressions for each of the conditions excepirtpartial condition
were nonrsignificant. For the impartial condition, the multiple regresswith age and
theory of mind as predictorsas statistically significant & 0.08, F (2,276 ) = 4.994p
< 0.01), with theory of mind as the only significamtedictor Interpretativeheory of
mind accounted for 3% of the variance in group favorability toward the deviant
member who wanted the group to be impartial. The unstandardized regression
coef fi ci e n tetativebthedry of mirrd was@.POeaning that for each
additional unit increase in interpretative theory of mind skill, group favorability towards
the impartial deviant increased 0.20 units. Thus, interpretive theory of miretiplay
smallrole in explaining group favorability evaluations

For individual favorability, the regressions conducted for the deviants who
advocated for aggressive behaviarthe rough and the gossip conditions, were-non
significant. However, the regressions conducted for the impartial and the nice deviant
membes were significant. For the nice deviant, the multiple regressgitnage and
theory of mindwas statistically significant &= 0.04, F (2,274 ) = 5.75, p < 0.91 with
both variables accounting for variatiorhe model accounted fof# of the variane in
individual favorability toward the deviant member who wanted the group to beThee.
unstandardi zed regression coefficient (b )
meaning that for each additional unit increase in interpretative theoryndfgill,
individual favorability towards the nice deviant increased 0.15 uiiit® unstandardized
regression coefficiertt b  pgewas-0.08 meaninghat for each additional unit
increase irage individual favoradity towards the nice deviamkecreased 0.08nits. For

the impartial deviant, the multiple regression was statistically signific&nt (F06Q F
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(2,276) =8.883 p < 0.@1), with both age and theory of mind as significant predictors.
The modekccounted fo6% of the variance in gtividual favorability toward the deviant
member who wanted the group toibgartial The unstandardized regression
coef fi ci e n tetativebthedry of mind was®.peeanmg that for each
additional unit increase in interpretative theory of anskill, individual favorability
towards the impartial deviant increased 0.20 ufitte unstandardized regression
coef fici ent -00hHmepning that forearke additianal unit increase in
interpretative theory of mind skill, individual favoibty towards the impartial deviant
decreased 0.0dnits. Thus, interpretative theory of mind competence accounted for a
small amount of the variance for individual evaluations of theaggressive deviants.
Discussion

Gender Stereotypic Activities

The novel findings from this study indicate that children and adolescents rely
upon stereotypeshenevaluating peers who challenge their group norms regarding
gender stereotypic social activities. Specifically, results revealed, across many measures,
childrerd and adolescenis gender ster eot yptypedaeivtipe ct at i on
such as ballet, influenced their judgments about when and whether children should
challenge peer group normgRarticipants expected that a boy who wanted to challenge
his group to try ballet was least likely to resist the group and they asserted that they
would be less likely to resist the group if they were the boy who wanted to do ballet.
These findings are explained, in part, by their assertion that groups wallyddislike a
gender norconforming boy and that they, too, individually, would like a gender non

conforming boy the least. These results confirm the presence of a shifting standard
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(Biernat & Manis, 199% whereby challenging gender stereotypes by moving down the
status hierarchy (boys acting in stereotypically female ways) is less acceptable than
moving up the status hierarchy (girls acting in stereotypically male ways).

While girls encounter more societal barriers regarding exclusion (such as from
participating in sports and math), boys encounter more psychological obstacles in terms
of choice of activities. There are fewer barriers for boys, who are not literally excluded
from girl-typed activities such as ballet, but theacts orsocial favorability from peers
is more pronounced than when girls desire to engage Hiyipey activitiesFor instance
prior research with children has found that boys who engage in gendeom@nming
behavior are judged more harshly than are girls who engage in gendawnforming
behavior(Smetana, 198&ucker, WilsorSmith, Kurita, & Stern, 1995 Additionally,
research with adolescents which examined perceptions of straight and gay peers who
were gnder conforming or gender noonforming also confirms that boys who are
gender norconforming argudgedthe most harshly by their peers, regardless of their
sexual orientatioiHorn, 2007 Horn, 200§. Interestingly, research also indicates that,
especially for boys, gender n@onformity in terms of activities is often judged less
harshly than gender nasonformity in terms of appearan{®lakemore, 2003Smetana,
1986. The current study assessed activitwh strong visual associatiofflsallet and
football). It is possible that participants were considering both the activity itself and the
appearance of someone engaging in these geoderonforming activities. In the
current stwudy, participants who did not
stereotypes used stereotypes when reasoning about decisions to act in gender non

conforming ways. In particular, participants not only named stereotypes citing who
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should engage in each activity, but, also made assumptions that engaging in gender non
conforming activities alssuggestedexual identity and orientationThus, participants

were attuned to differences in societal expeatat@nd referenced assumptions

underlying stereotypes.

It is important to note, however, that while participants themselves were also least
favorable toward the boy who wanted to do ballet, significant differences were found
between individual and groupvorability in both the football and ballet conditions. In
other words, participants believed that their peers would be more negatively influenced
by counterstereotypic behavior and by challenging the group than would they,
individually. Further, whilgarticipants believed that groups would use gender
stereotypes as a reason to dislike someone
participants themselves did not rely upon stereotypes. For both individual and group
favorability, participants who ratl favorability negatively made frequent reference to
group functioning, discussing for instance, how engaging in a different activity would
disrupt the group. However, for individual favorability, they cited their own personal
preferencesn6(ti .lei.k,e fitlo wloou Ibdal | et , ei ther. 0)
cited st erBeausemostgirls@rerly &d wantiio do girly things like
ball et o).

Those participants who liked the deviant member of the group or expected the
grouptolk e t he devi ant member frequently cited
di fferento). I nterestingly, however, they
including diverse perspectives in a group

somethingnewl t wi | | open their mindso). Thi s f«
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children and adolescents who support challenging gender stereotypes recognize the
power that peers can have and see their peers as potential positive influences who can
change grouperceptions. Future research should further explore this type of reasoning
to unpack precisely under what conditions children do perceive the benefits of including
diverse perspectives and if inclusion of such perspectives can actual shape or change
groupnorms.

Age-related differences were documented which indicate whtkt age, group
norms may become more embedded and, thus, more difficult to change, however.
Specifically, younger children were more likely to expect that their peers would
challengethe group and were more likely to assert that they, too, would challenge the
group. Even though much research highlights a heavy focus on autonomy in adolescence
(Smetana & Metzger, 200@&nd popular culture assumes that teens are apbeq peer
pressure also plays a formidable role during adolesq®reehwald & Prinstein, 2031
and peer cliques are firmly established during adolesd@&now/n, 1990. This may
explain, then, why younger children were more likely to expect peers to challenge their
groups. Interestingly, however, children also did not differ in their assumptions of how
likely their peers would be to challenge the group and how likely they said they would be
to challenge the group. Adolescents, amdkther hand, indicated that they were more
likely to challenge the group than they expected their peers would be. This may suggest
a greater sophisticatidyy adolescents, who are able to understand that while they would
really like to challenge gendeieseotypes, their peers may not be so willing to do so.
This finding extends previous research which indicates that adolescents may be more

attuned to differences between individual and group perspectives than are children
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considering resource allagan decisiongMulvey et al., under reviewWhile in this
study, all participants distinguistibetween group and individual favorability of the
deviant members, youngehildren did not distinguish their own expectations fo
resisting the group from their understanding of how likely peers would be to challenge
the group. Thus, together these findings indicate that children may show deficits in
distinguishing their own view from that of another individual or group that msinif
differently depending on the context.

This study also documented gender differences between how likely boys and girls
were to resist group norms and to expect peers to resist group hobuoth the football
and ballet conditions, girls asserted ttiegty would individually be more likely to
challenge the group than they expected a peer would be. For boys, there were no
differences between their expectations for themselves and aTjees, it may be that
female participants have more personal eepee with stereotypes limiting their
opportunities and thus are both more attuned to the likelihood that others will use
stereotypes as well as more likely to resist these stereotypes themselves

Children and adolescents also showed a nuanced undangtahthe
repercussions for challenging the group and for exhibiting gendecardorming
behavior. Participants generally did not
regarding gender stereotypic social activities would be grounds for exclusiothieo
group, except in the condition wheNoe a boy
previous research has examined the consequences in terms of social exclusion for
chall enging oneds group, however reesearch

stereotypes are judged more harshly by their peers than are girls who counter gender
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stereotypeg$Smetana, 198&ucker et al., 1995 Participants focused primarily on group
functioning when making these decisions, though gender stereotypeayaiple for
those participants who believed that the deviant would be excluded from the group.
These results indicate that children shoul
regarding gender stereotypic activities, however. Though this manpteedifficult for
boys,children and adolescents do not believethata | | engi B geredtypie gr oup o
norms will absolutely result in exclusion. Thus, children and adolescents may very well
be able to influence their peers and help to eradicate gstaileotypes.

This suggestion that peers may be able to influence their group is supported by
findings on inclusionn the present studyGender stereotypes did not prove to be a
barrier when considering who to invite to join your grolpstead, participnts asserted
that a group would be willing to allow an opposite gendered child to join their group
playing football 80% of the time and would allow an opposite gendered child to join their
group doing ballet 60% of the time. While there were differeneésden the ballet and
football conditions, participants were, generally willing to include an outgroup member
into their group. Thusshildren may perceive that it is more difficult to encourage the
entire group to change its norm to one which is gendexconforming, than it is to
accept a gender naronforming child into a group with an established norm. This is
supported by the lack of version effects, even in the ballet conditibite participants
asserted that boys who challenged the group togenigeballet would be treated the most
harshly by their group, there were no differences betweendmaygirls who wanted to
join agroup of opposite gender children whose norm was to play balttitionally,

these findings suggest that future reseatabuld examine if seeing individual children
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who challenge gender stereotypes by engaging irstereotypic activities can, in fact,
change attitudes about gender stereotypes or serve as an example which normalizes non
stereotypic activities.
Gendered Forms of Aggression

While gender stereotypes drove many of the evaluations given by children and
adolescents of a peer who challenges group norms involving gender stereotypic social
activities (football and ballet), this was not the case for gendered tdraggression.
Most notably, while participants did still exhibit knowledge of the stereotype associating
boys with physical aggression and (less so) girls with relational aggression, and while
gender stereotypes did still play a significant role iniparti pant s reasoning
evaluations in some conditiongarticipants did not systematically evaluate gender non
conforming challenges to aggressiwahhvior as less acceptable tlggmder conforming
challenges. On the other hand, evaluations of challenges to gendered forms of aggression
were driven largely by the valence of the challenge: participants showed support for
deviance whiclalso countered aggression (physical and refat)oand less support for
deviance which encouraged aggressive behavior.

Children and adolescents asserted that they would be more likely to challenge
their groups to be impartial when the group gossips and to be nice when the group plays
rough than thg were to challenge the group to engage in gossip play rough.
Further, theyndividually asserted that they would be more likely to challenge the group
than they expected a peer to be. These findings indicate that children and adolescents are
driven to challenge aggressive behaviors. Further, it is important to note that the

proportion of participants asserting that peers would challenge group norms was
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generally quite high with rates of close to 70% or higties was paralleled with the

findingsf or partici pantso own p.eThsgaeiagpantsdie ( how
believe that their peers would stand up to groups and challrms involving gendered

forms of aggressianThey also asserted that they would do the sdnterestingly,

unlike in the gender stereotypic activities context, there were no systenel aigpel

differences. This may suggest that while adolescents expected peers to be more reserved
in the context of stereotypic activities than did children, the strong mianahdion to

group norms involving aggressive behavior may have impacted the judgments of both
children and adolescents, with all participants indicating high levels of resistanan

the consistent findings indicating the powerful influence of peatsl@pervasive role

of peer pressur@Brechwald & Prinstein, 20)1these results provide an optimistic

picture.

Children and adolescents want to challenge aggressive group norms and expect
that their peers will also often challenge such behaviors. This is centrally important as
research has shown that bystanders can make a difference in reducing incidences of
bullying and aggressiofBarchia & Bussey, 201 Balmivalli et al., 2011Trach, Hymel,
Waterhouse, & Neale, 201L.0What these findings indicate is that we should look not
only tothird - party bystanders, but also to those children and adolescents who are
actually part of peer groups which engage in aggoes Just because the group supports
an aggressive norm does not mean that the members of this group agree with that norm,
and, as these findings suggest, they may, in fact, be willing to actually challenge that

norm.
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Favorability Judgments. Theresults also indicated that children and adolescents
believe that gyups will adhere to their norms and dislike deviant members. Specifically,
ratings for group favorability of a deviant were always negdtiveall conditions they
never crossed the mjgbint. This confirms previous research on developmental
subjective group dynami¢gbrams & Rutland, 2008 which has extensively
demonstrated that groups do not like deviant members, especially in the context of social
conventional group norms. However, it also extends recent research which showed that
groups also do not like deviants when the group norssnaral(Killen, Rutland, et al.,

2012. TheKillen, Rutland, et al. (20)Ztudydemonstrated that groups wilbinlike
deviants who reject group norms involving equal or unequal distribution of resources.

The current study extenddds finding to a different morally relevant context:
aggression.The current study also extestthese findings by demonstrating that groups
dislike deviants regardless of if they deviate in gender stereotype conforming-or non
conforming ways. However, the findings also reveal that participants do think that
groups will attend to the nature of therm; they were significantly more negative about
deviants who advocatddr aggressive behavior than about deviants who urged their
group to reject aggressive behavior. Finally, participants also exhibited a careful
awareness of group dynamics. They pered that groups would be more favorable to a
deviant who suggests that the group play rough than to a deviant who suggests that the
group be impartial and avoid gossip, perhaps recognizing the ostensible benefit in terms
of winning a sporting game thalaying rough couldgarnePar t i ci pant sdé r eas

about group favorability also reflected their keen awareness of group dynamics: across all
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conditions they focused on how the deviant
conventions of the group their justifications.
When rating their own individual favorability toward the nice and rough deviant
members, children and adolescents exhibitedralg¢ed differences. Younger children
were more supportive of the niaad impartiadevians and lessupportive of the rough
deviant than were adolescents. This finding extends findings indicating that younger
children show greater support for equal distribution of resources than do adolescents
(Almas, Cappelen, Sgrensen, & Tungodden, 2&dl&n, Rutland, et al., 20Dy
indicating that children show greater support for a wide range of behaviors that align with
moral principles. The reasoning results indicate, that these differences are driven by
differing foci in adolescents and childreshildren focusd more on the harm to others
that playing rough could cause while adolescents focused more on how playing rough or
nicely would i mpact t Areimmppnantexedsontathis | ity t o
research would be to compare findings from normatiyeifaions and from highly
aggressive populations. For instance, children who are part of groups for which
aggression is the defining characteristic, such as gangs, will likely make much different
judgments and may even be more likely to condone sterenagseciated with gender.
Gender differences also emerged for individual favorability ratings for the nice
deviant: female participants were more supportive of this deviant than were male
participants. This pattern aligns with gender stereotypes sugg#sit playing nice is
more acceptable for females while playing rough is more acceptable for males. Thus,
even though research has shown #ssbciations between boys and physical aggression

may be founded largely on stereotyf€ard et al., 2008_ansford et al., 2012
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implicitly these stereotypes appear to still influence individual evaluations. Findings
such as these, which reveal that boydese supportive of playing nice than are girls

may help to explain why mean differences in rates of physical aggression (with boys
demonstrating higher rates) were still found in the ragtdysis conducted b@ard et al.
(2008. This finding could also be explained ®cent research that indicates that girls
who are aggressive (physical or relational) are more likely to be rejected and excluded
than are boys who are aggresgiechel et al., 201R If being physically aggressive is
more societally condoned for boys, this may be reflected in lower favorability ratings by
boysd of -gpeformireg avoidaace of physical aggression.

The results of analyses conducted to assess if participants were individually more
favorable to the deviants than they expected groups to be were significant for the nice,
rough, and impaidl conditions. This confirms previous research indicating that children
and adolescents can distinguish between individual and group perspectives regarding
deviant member&illen, Rutland, et al., 2002 Further, it is of note that this distinction
was not only found in the nesggressive conditions (nice and impay, but also in the
rough condition. In this case, participants recognize that while the group will focus on
the fact that this individual is deviating
understand that this deviant may, in fact, be trying tp tie¢ group win the soccer game.

Exclusion. While these results reveal that groups will not like deviant members,
the study also provided insight into the consequencegefaance. Mch previous
literature has assesstt: acceptability of exclusion.ePRrasive findingseven cross
culturally (Hitti et al., 201}, show in mat situations that children reject exclusion as

morally unacceptable, citing harm to the target of exclu@fdien, 2007 Killen &
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Rutland, 201). In the current study, participants assessed how likely it was that the
member who chall enged the groupds norm wou
to actdifferently.

Resultsregardingexclusion revealedritical agerelated differences. Children
believed that dissenting members would be excluded from the group in almost all
conditions (all exceptnpartial), while adolescents were more neutral in their judgments.
This suggests, importantly, that younger children may be more concerned about
exclusion as a potential consequence for challenging the group than are adoldggsnts.
is counter intuitlve, as much research has shown that adolescents are more focused on
group functioninglt may be howevert hat c¢chi |l drends social gr o
|l ess fixed than are adolescentsod, which co
more likely However, previous researitidicates that childreperceive exclusion to be
harmful to the target of exclusi dKilen of t en
& Rutland, 201) and that exclusion can have harmful negative consequences in terms of
t he excl ud e dealkthlandlachdesic mogvatifBuhs & hadd, 2001Buhs
etal.,200p. Thus, even if childrends soci al group
groups exclusion from a group will still cause harm. These results, then, indicate that a
significant barri er tciallyforkchildrdndascogicemgveo ne 6 s g
social exclusion.

In addition to the ageelated differences, there were also findings suggesting that
all participants believed that group members who challenge the group to engage in
aggressive behavior (rough and gossip conditions) will also be subject to exclusion. This

is important as it suggests that children and adolescents think that groups with positive
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moral norms will actively work to preserve these norms by excluding children who incite
aggression. This is supported by findings indicating that children withneizng
problems and who exhibit aggressive behavior are more likely to be rejected by their peer
groups(Rubin et al., 2006

An interesting future extension of this research would be to examine how
likelihood of exclusion would vary based on the social status of the dissenting member.
For instance, many social groupslude a leader or a group of leaders. Research with
children indiates thathildren and adolescentgho are perceived to be more popular
also often exhibit aggressive behaviors, especially relationally aggressive behaviors
(Rose, Swenson, & Waller, 2004Additionally, research with adults indicates tbat e 6 s
social role in a group can impact how the group responds to deviance from group norms
(Abrams, De Moura, Marques, & Hutchison, 20B&to, Marques, Levine, & Abrams,
2010. The findings from the current study which indicate a relation éetwgroup
favorabilty and exclusion also indicatethemp or t ance of further exa
role in a group. Participants asserted that if the group did not like a deviant, they were
more likely to exclude this deviant. In this study, the grayofability question focused
specifically on favorability in the context of challenging the group. Future research
should also examine if groups differ in their responses telikell or popular group
members who challenge the group and to more margath{roup members who
challenge the group.

Another way to examine how groups would respond to challenges to their group
norm is to examine if groups would rather include someone into their group who shares

their gender identity (maintaining a homogengasader group identity) but challenges
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their group norm, or someone who shares their group norm, but is of the opposite gender.
Results for inclusion choice indicate tlas expected, participants were more likely to
include noraggressive outgroup members into famyressive groups than aggressive
outgroup members into aggressive grouipstact, they included outgroup members

more than at chance for all groups excepséhgossiping group which suggests that
participants balancedformation about group membership and group norm in making
these decisionslnterestingly, their reasoning often focused on group functioning, but
those participants who chose to maintain teedgr composition of the group often did
explicitly reference the importance of maintaining a gender identity in the group.

Children employ complex social reasoning skills in all of their evaluations of
group members who challenge the norms of theirggaovolving aggression. Though
they did not overwhelming use stereotypes in their evaluations, participants Halance
information about gender, group composition and functioning and moral principles in
their evaluations.

Theory of Mind. An additional gestion in this study was whether any of the
variance in participantsOd resepcogntves coul d
capacities, in particular interpretative theory of mind. Interpretative theory of mind
(Carpendale & Chandler, 19p@as chosen as it is a more complex form of theory of
mind, which would be more appropriate for the age groups tested in this study. However,
participants at both aggroups exhibited a high level of competence on the measure. At
the same time, associat®were found between interpretative theory of mind and
individual favorability ratings for the impartial and nice deviant members. This suggests

that increased perspectit@king abilities may enable one to better understand why
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someone would challengeet group, and thus to respond appropriately to such
challenges.Yet, relations were only found for the individual favorability ratings,
indicating that interpretative theory of mind aided participants in understanding the
di ssenti ng menbuetr 6rso tp,e rfsgre citnsvtegnce, the gr
indicates that more work needs to be done to better understand whategniéle
skills are employed when making decisions in group contexts and evaluating group
dynamics. This is especially trgeven that other theory of mind measures, specifically
theory of social mingAbramset al., 2009, havebeen demonstrated to relate to
c hi | d rderstagding af group dynamics. In the future, researchers should consider
other measures of social cognition and examine their relation to understanding of group
dynamics. In particular xecutive functioning has been show to develop through
adolescenceand thus may be a good candid&egtay et al., 2004 Further, it may be
useful to examine differences between populations of children who have been trained
usingS h u r(1®%d Can Problem Solve Methods versus those who have not.
Additionally, examining diCreerergnHareiss i n c hi
2012 or social information processing skilBodge & Coie, 198)/may be useful.
Across many of the measures in the current stparticipantsdid, however, exhibiskill
in distinguishing group and individual perspectives and understanding the nuances of
social decisiormaking.
Conclusions

Contributions to the Literature

The findings from thistudyrevealed he compl exi ty of chil dr

the challenges they face in responding to peer group norms with which they may not
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agree, whether because they are fe@dhdpon stereotypes or because they cause harm to
otherssGender segregation frequently occurs
teachers in perpetuating gender segregation highlights the powerful role that functional
labeling of gender can fia (Patterson & Bigler, 2006 Further, children do spend much
of their time with peers of the same gender and their affiliatitirssame gendered
peers are stable over tinfMartin & Fabes, 2001l Even more concernind)é more
children affiliate with peers of the same gender nloee gendedifferentiated their
behavior is (Martin & Fabes, 2001However, in the current study, children and
adolescents were quite willing to include someone of the opposite gender into their own
group. This is an important new finding as it indicates thatienl do not always desire
or prefer singlegender groups. This is especially important given research that indicates
that when in mixedyender contexts, children may be more willing to engage in non
stereotypic activitiegGoble, Matin, Hanish, & Fabes, 20)2The results for the gender
stereotypic activities indicat@owever, thatvhile children are optimistic about
challenging gender stereotypes, these stereotypes still persist and do impact behaviors
and socialdecisions. ©unterstereotypic behavior was judged negativedpecially for
boys. This suggests that status differences between boys and girls still play a pervasive
and pernicious role in childrends | ives
stereotypes can limit opportunities not only for girls, but also, importantly, for boys.

The results for the gendered forms of aggression confirm that associations
between each gender and particular foafngggression are likely just stereotypes as
childrenand aolescents did not show the same types of distinctions between girls and

boys challenging each type of aggression as they did for girls and boys challenging each
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type of social activity.This provides important confirmation that new research findings
indicating that the previously identified associations between gender and aggression may
be unfoundedCard et al., 2008 Recent research has been conducted which documents
that behaviorally boys engage in more physical aggression than do girls, but that there are
no differences in rates of relatioragression. The current study included measures of
judgments and reasoning, with findings suggesting that children evaluate aggressive
behavior and deviance from group norms about aggression by focusing on the moral
valence of the behavior and not on gemder of the individual engaging a particular
behavior. Differences between evaluations of boys and girls groups were not
documented in this studyrurther, the study indicates that children and adolescents are
willing to challenge their groups and thiaey expect their peers to do so as well
especially in support of neaggressive behavioHowever, results also revealed that
children and adolescents do perceive social exclusion to be a very real consequence for
challenging the peer grouf-his revels the social competency of children: they are
aware of the potential consequences in terms of exclusion, but are still hopeful that they
and their peers will challenge the group.
Limitations and Future Directions

This study provides greater understandi of chi |l drends wil l i nq
their group, their expectations about their peers, and their understanding of the
consequences of challenging the group. However, it does include limitations. For
instance, likelihood of challenging the group wasasured using a dichotomous
variable, which cannot capture subtle nuances in difference in likelihood of challenging

the group in different contexts. Future research should use a likert scale to measure
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likelihood of resistance. Additionally, the gendégreotypic social activities tested,
football and ballet, involve very strong gender stereotypes. Future research should
examine a greater range of gender stereotypic activities. An additional limitation is that
the only consequence for challenging ¢ineup which was tested was exclusion. It is
possible that children did not think that they would be excluded for challenging the
group, but rather that they may be teased or shunned for a short time. It would be
interesting in the future to allow childrém spontaneously generate possible
consequences as well as to assess if they think the group will listen to the deviant
member.

Future research shild work to continue talentify what factors contribute to
children actually challenging the group (as oggd to just asserting a desire to do so).
Additionally, this study examined middle childhood and adolescence. An important
future direction would be to examine these patterns in younger children. This extension
would allow for an examination of the gims of a willingness to challenge the group.
Further, using a younger sample may capture more relations with-sogrative skills,
as there is more variation in social cognitive abilities, for instance in theory of mind
abilities, in younger childrernn addition to examining different age groups, it would be
interesting to test for differences by ethnic or cultural group. For instance, some cultural
groups may hold much stronger gender stereotypes and thus, in those cultures,
challenging these stergpes may be viewed more negativdfinally, future research
should examine individual differences in children themselves, to help identify what types
of children are likely to challenge their groups and to be effective in actuallyiogang

the norms oftie group.
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Implications

This study has implications for educators, and parents, in particular. The new
findings indicate that parents and teacher
their social groups and allow them to negotiate social contettiswt immediate
intervention. Children and adolescents do want to challenge stereotypic and aggressive
peer group norms and they are optimistic that their peers will do the same. Parents and
teachers should allow peers to resolve these conflicts orothejrrecognizing the
sophistication of childrends understanding
parents and teachers should work to create spaces whereby children can feel comfortable
challenging gender stereotypes and gender segregationesihis also indicate that
children and adolescents may be concerned about social exclusion as a consequence for
challenging the peer group. Thus, parents and teachers should create opportunities for
children to practice challenging peers, for instanceuth classrooms which are open to
discussion and debate, to give children the skills needed to follow through on their desire
to challenge unacceptable peer group norms and overcome concerns about exclusion.

In conclusion, this study provides evidertlsat children are willing to challenge
gender stereotypic group expectations and norms, but that they are also often concerned
about consequences such as exclusion. Further, this study reveals the complexity of
chil drenbés and ad o lgreup dyeamicssadd the sophesticatioraoh d i n g

their social reasoning in complex contexts.
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Version 1 CRC: Conform, Resist,

Conform

Version 2 RCR: Resist, Conform, Resist

Conventional Story @Conform)

Conventional Story R (Resist)

Storyl: Group Norm: conform to stereotype Group Norm: advocateebellion
Girls iLet s do ballet, AfPeople think footba
Group Deviant Behavior: advocate rebellion football .o
APeopl e think f oot | DeviantBehavior: conform to stereotype
do football .o AfLet 6s do ballet, th
Story2: Group Norm: conform to stereotype Group Norm: advocate rebellion
Boys iLet6s do football |[AiPeople think ballet
Group Deviant Behavor: advocate rebellion football .o
iPeopl e think bal | (DeviantBehavior: conform to stereotype
do ballet. o AiLetdés do football,
Moral Story R (Resist) Moral Story C (Conform)
Story 3: Group Norm: Impartiality Group Norm: Gossip
Girls Ailtds i mportant no{Altdés okay to gossip
Group even though we won{donoét know why those
kids act that way. (DeviantBehavior:Impartiality
Deviant Behavior: Gossip Ailtéds i mportant not
iltds okay time becauses | thoughwewa 6t f i nd out w
we dondét know why that way. o
way. o0
Story 4: Group Norm: Gossip Group Norm: Impartiality
Boys filtds okay to gossifiltds i mportant not
Group we dondt know why though we wonét find
way. o0 that way. o
Deviant Behavior: Impartiality Deviant Behavior: Gossip
filtds i mportant no{filtds okay to gossip
eventhougve wondét find|{dorkintow why those kid
kids act that way.

Moral Story C (Conform)

Moral Story R (Resist)

Story 5:

Group Norm: Caring

Group Norm: Rough
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Girls Ailtds i mportant to|filtdés okay to push a
Group dondét score as man)points. o0
Deviant Behavior: Aggressive Deviant Behavior: Caring
iltds okay vejasttpscaen |il t 6s i mportant to p
points. 0 score as many points
Story 6: Group Norm: Rough Group Norm: Caring
Boys il tds o kaadyshovequstpouseote |Al t 6s i mportant to p
Group points.o score as many points
Deviant Behavior: Caring Deviant Behavior: Aggressive
filtds i mportant to|Altds okay to push an
dondt score as man)points. o

Tablel: Summary of Hypotheses and Analyses

Measure

Analysis and Hypothesis

Likelihood of
Resistance

Likelihood of
Resistance Versus
Individual Likelihood
of Resistance

2 (age group: 4, 8™ X 2 (gender: male, female) X 2 (stereotype norr
conforming, resisting) ANOVA.

2 (age group: B, 8" X 2 (gender: male, femal&) 2 (stereotype norm:
conforming, resistingX 2 (condition)ANOVA with repeated measure:
on the last factor, for eagair of conditions

It is expected that participantslidde more likely to expect targets wil
resist the group when the group is stereotypeauiorming than wher
the group conforms to stereotypes:urther, resistance will be less
likely for the gender stereotypic activities when the group adheres t
stereotypes than when they do not. Itis expected that participants'
least expect resistance from a boy who wants to do ballet when his
group wants to do football. i& expected that children will see devian
as more likely than will adolescenth is expected that participants,
themselves, will be more attuned to challenging aggressive behavic
than will they expect their peers to be. Thus, it is expected that
participants will rate their own likelihood of resistance to aggressive
norms to be lgher than the ratings they provide for their peers.

2 (age group: 4, 8" X 2 (gender: male, femalé¥ 2 (stereotype norm:
conforming, resistingX 2 (question: likelihood of resistance, individu
likelihood of resistanceANOVA with repeated measures on the last
factor, for eacltondition

It is expected that participants, themselves, will be more attuned tc

challenging aggressive behavior thaill they expect their peers to be.
Thus, it is expected that participants will rate their own likelihood of
resistance to aggressive norms to be higher than the ratings they p
for their peers.



Group favorability
toward dissenting
member

Group favorability
toward dissenting
member: reasoning

Individual favorability
toward dissenting
member

Individual favorability
toward dissering
member: reasoning
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2 (age goup: 4", 8" X 2 (gender: male, female) X 2 (stereotype norr
conforming, resisting) ANOVA.

2 (age group:tﬁ, 8" X 2 (gender: male, femaley 2 (stereotype norm:
conforming, resistingX 2 (condition)ANOVA with repeated measure:
on the last factor, for eagdair of conditions

Participants will likely expect that groups will not like dissenting
members, but this will vary if the dissenter is resisting or condoning
aggression. Further, groups will bere favorable to dissenting
members who resist aggression, as aggression will likely be viewec
moral transgression. There may be a shifting standard, with partici
asserting that groups will find deviance towards-nonforming
behaviors as lesscceptable, especially for boyho want to do ballet

2 (age group: 4, 8" X 2 (gender: male, female) X 2 (stereotype nort
conforming, resisting) X 2 (group favorability: ok, not okay) X 3
(reasoning: top three forms of reasoning) ANOVA with repeated
measures on the la&factors, for each of the 6 conditions.
Participants wi cite group functioning, stereotypes, and other societ
justifications when asserting that the group will not like dissenting
members who resist stereotypes.

Participants will cite moral reasons when asserting that the group w
like dissenting membemgho do not gossip or push and shove.

2 (age group: 4, 8™ X 2 (gender: male, female) X 2 (stereotype norr
conforming, resisting) ANOVA.

2 (age group: B, 8" X 2 (gender: male, femaley 2 (stereotype norm:
conforming, resistingX 2 (condition)ANOVA with repeated measure:
on the last factor, for eagdair of conditions

Participants will support dissenting members who adhere to generi
moral principles and resist aggression, regasdiéshe their gender.
Non-conformity may be seen as more positive for girls, than for boy
because participants may believe that boys should not move down
status ladder to act in stereotypically female ways.

2 (age group: '3, 8" X 2 (gender: male, female) X 2 (stereotype norr
conforming, resisting) X 2 (group favorability: ok, not okay) X 3
(reasoning: top three forms of reasoning) ANOVA with repeated
measures on the la&factors, or each of the 6 conditions.
Participants will reference moral reasons when supporting the disse



Likelihood of
exclusion

Likelihood of
exclusion: reasoning

Inclusion choice

Inclusion choice:
reasoning
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members who avoid aggression, and will reference harm, in particu
when evaluating the dissenting members who engage in aggressio
more negatively.

With age, participants will reference autonomy, saying that it is up t
the dissenting member.

2 (age group: 4, 8" X 2 (gender: male, female) X 2 (stereotype nort
conforming, resisting) ANOVA.

2 (age group: B, 8" X 2 (gender: male, femaléy 2 (stereotype norm:
conforming, resistingX 2 (condition)ANOVA with repeated measure:
on the last factor, for eagair of conditions

Participants will identify exclusion as a likely repercussion for resis
the groupby encouragig the group to avoid aggression

Children may be more likely to expect exclusion than are adolescer

2 (age group: 4, 8" X 2 (gender: male, female) X 2 (stereotype nort
conforming, resisting) X 2gfoup favorability: ok, not okay) X 3
(reasoning: top three forms of reasoning) ANOVA with repeated
measures on the la&factors, for each of the 6 conditions.
Participants who believe exclusion is likely will cite group functionir
and stereotypes moaodten than those who do not.

2 (age group: 4 8" X 2 (gender: male, female) X 2 (stereotype norr
conforming, resisting) ANOVA.

2 (age group: B, 8" X 2 (gender: male, femaley 2 (stereotype norm:
conforming, resistingX 2 (condition)ANOVA with repeated measure:
on the last factor, for eagair of conditions

Dissenting member who go against moral principles (by gossiping ¢
playing rough) are less likely to be included.

2 (age group: 4, 8" X 2 (gender: male, female) X 2 (stereotype norr
conforming, resisting) X 2 (group favorability: ok, not okay) X 3
(reasoning: top three forms of reasoning) ANOVA with repeated
measures on the laafactors, for each of the 6 conditions.

Reasomg will likely focus on moral reasons when patrticipants choc
to include the nofaggressive target, regardless of if the target is
conforming to or resisting stereotypes.




Age Group Gender

9yearolds 13yearolds Females Males

Football 75.6 82.6 75.8 86.1
Ballet 85.6 83.6 79.1 89.8
Rough 73.9 73.5 69.7 77.8
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Table2: Percentage of Participants Affirmiigiereotypes Regarding Who Usually

Engages in Each Type of Activity or Behavior
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Nice 61.1 64.3 59.6 67.2
Gossip 47.8 57.0 51.0 58.1
Impartial 41.6 71.9 60.4 64.9

Figure2: Likelihood of Exclusion of the Deviant Member
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Likelihood of Exclusion

6
55
5
4 5 *%k%
) 3.97
m Conform
m Resist

Football Ballet

Figure3: Deviant who Wants to do Ballet: Reasoningdxglusion Likelihood



Proportional Use of Reasoning

Deviant Who Wants to do Ballet:
Reasoning by Exclusion Likelihood

® No

mYes

GrpFun Gender Autonomy
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Figure4: Likelihood of Resistance Versus Individual Likelihood of Resistance to Group
Norms about Aggression

Likelihood of Resistance Versus Individual Likelihood of Resista

**k%k *k*k

0.86 0.88

0.9

0.710.72

m Likelihood of Resistanc

m Individual Likelihood of
Resistance

Deviant: RoughDeviant: Nice  Deviant: Deviant:
Gossip Impatrtial
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Table3: Means and Standard Deviations for Proportion of Justifications Used for

Evaluations of Group Favorability Toward the Deviant Member

Group
Autonomy Welfare Gender
Functioning
Rough
Not Okay 40 (.47) .03 (.17) 41 (.47) .05 (.21)
Okay .37 (.48) 21 (.41) 14 (.34) .08 (.26)
Total 39 (.47) .09 (.28) .32 (.45) .06 (.22)
Nice
Not Okay 50 (.49) .02 (.15) .07 (.22) .04 (.19)
Okay .32 (.46) .14 (.35) 12 (.32) .00 (.00)
Total 42 (.49) .08 (.26) .09 (.27) .02 (.14)
Gossip
Not Okay .37 (.47) .01 (.10) 44 (.48) .05 (.20)
Okay 25 (.43) 21 (.41) .10 (.30) 14 (.34)
Total .34 (.46) .06 (.23) .36 (.47) .07 (.25)
Impatrtial
Not Okay .59 (.47) .04 (.18) 11 (.29) 11 (.29)
Okay 28 (.44) 17 (.37) 24 (.41) 12 (.32)
Total 46 (.48) .09 (.28) 17 (.35) 12 (.31)

Note.Okay and Not Okay evaluations fafvorability are based on a midpoint split of 3.5 for respon
to a Likertscale ranging from 1 = Really Not Okay to 6 = Really Okay
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Table4: Means and Standard Deviations for Proportion of Justifications Used for Evaluations of

Individual Favorability Toward the Deviant Member

Group Personal
Autonomy Welfare
Functioning Identification

Rough

Not Okay 13 (.32) .01 (.09) .63 (.46) .12 (.30)

Okay .25 (.43) 62 (.44) 11 (.31) .17 (.38)

Total .19 (.38) 13 (.33) .39 (.47) .14 (.34)
Nice

Not Okay 24 (.42) 04(.21) .18 (.38) 21 (.39)

Okay .14 (.33) .21 (.40) 41 (.48) 13 (.32)

Total .16 (.36) 17 (.37) .36 (.47) .15 (.33)
Gossip

Not Okay .08 (.26) .03 (.17) .64 (.46) .16 (.35)

Okay .14 (.34) .36 (.48) .17 (.35) .17 (.36)

Total .09 (.29) 13(.32) 50 (.48) .16 (.35)
Impartial

Not Okay .20 (.40) .02 (.15) .31 (.46) .15 (.34)

Okay .06 (.23) 18 (.37) 45 (.47) 17 (.36)

Total .08 (.27) .16 (.36) 42 (.47) .17 (.35)

Note.Okay and Not Okay evaluations of favorability are based on a midpoint split of 3.5 for res

to a Likert scale ranging from 1 = Really Not Okay to 6 = Really Okay
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Figure5 Group Favorability Versus Individual Favorability

Group Favorability Versus Individual Favorabilit

5 5 *kk

*k*k

m Group Favorability

m Individual Favorability

Deviant: RoughDeviant: Nice  Deviant: Deviant:
Gossip Impartial
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Figure6 Likelihood of Exclusion

Likelihood of Exclusion
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Figure7 Likelihood of Exclusion by Age Group

Likelihood of Exclusion
by Age
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Table5: Means and Standard Deviations for Proportion of Justifications Used for

Evaluations of Likelihood of Exclusion of the Deviant Member

Grqup' Diverse Welfare Gender
Functioning Perspectives Stereotypes
Rough
Not Likely .58 (.49) .04 (.18) .09(.26) .06 (.23)
Likely 44 (.48) .01 (.11) .36 (.47) .07 (.23)
Total 50 (.49) .02 (.14) 23 (.41) .07 (.23)
Nice
Not Likely .56 (.49) .09 (.27) .11 (.30) .03 (.17)
Likely .59 (.48) .02 (.14) .10 (.28) .08 (.27)
Total .58 (.49) .05 (.21) .10 (.29) .06 (.22)
Gossip
Not Likely 61 (.47) .06 (.23) .06 (.21) .07 (.24)
Likely 49 (.49) .00 (.00) .36 (.46) .03 (.15)
Total .54 (.48) .02 (.15) .23 (.40) .04 (.19)
Impartial
Not Likely 40 (.47) .15(.36) 16 (.34) .09 (.27)
Likely .67 (.45) .00 (.00) .07 (.25) .10 (.28)
Total .53 (.48) .08 (.27) 12 (.31) .10 (.27)

Note.Likely and Not Likely evaluations of favorability are based on a midpoint s
of 3.5 for responses to a Likestale ranging from 1 = Really Not Likely to 6 =

Really Likely
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Figure8: Likelihood of Exclusion by Dichotomous Group Favorability Evaluation

Likelihood of Exclusion
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*k% *k%k *k%k

4.26 4.27 4.22

3.98

m Not Okay
m Okay

Rough Nice Gossip Impatrtial
Dichotomous Group Favorability




167

Figure9: Inclusion of Outgroup Membé&Who Matches the Group Norm

Inclusion of Outgroup Member Who Matches Norr
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Table6: Means and Standard Deviations for Proportion of Justifications Used for

Inclusion Choice

Grqup' Diverse Welfare Gender
Functioning Perspectives Stereotypes

Rough

Ingroup .33 (.46) .09 (.29) .03 (.45) .13 (.26)

Outgroup .66 (.46) .01 (.09) 13 (.33) .07 (.28)

Total 52 (.48) .04 (.19) .20 (.39) .09 (.27)
Nice

Ingroup .40 (.48) .09 (.29) .07 (.24) .15 (.33)

Outgroup 56 (.49) 15(.34) 13 (.33) .06 (.21)

Total .52 (.49) .13 (.33) 11 (.31) .08 (.25)
Gossip

Ingroup .34 (.45) .07 (.24) .33 (.45) 13 (.31)

Outgroup .65 (.46) .03 (.16) .16 (.36) .05 (.17)

Total .50 (.48) .05 (.20) 24 (.41) .09 (.25)
Impartial

Ingroup 34 (.47) .06 (.21) .03 (.17) .34 (.45)

Outgroup 48 (.49) .18 (.37) .16 (.35) .08 (.25)

Total 46 (.49) .16 (.36) 14 (.33) 11 (.29)
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Appendix A: Institutional Review BoardApproval and Consent Forms

1204 Marie Mount Hall
College Park, MD 20742-5125

> UNIVERSITY OF 1
' MARYLAND AHEE

www.umresearch.umd.edw/IRB
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD

DATE: November 26, 2012

TO: Melanie Killen

FROM: University of Maryland College Park (UMCP) IRB

PROJECT TITLE: [331482-2] Gender Exclusion, Intentionality, and Theory of Social Mind
REFERENCE #: 11-0332

SUBMISSION TYPE: Amendment/Modification

ACTION: APPROVED

APPROVAL DATE: November 26, 2012

EXPIRATION DATE: June 2, 2013

REVIEW TYPE: Expedited Review

REVIEW CATEGORY: Expedited review category # 7. Subpart D applies, 456CFR46.404

Thank you for your submission of Amendment/Modification materials for this project. The University of
Maryland College Park (UMCP) IRB has APPROVED your submission. This approval is based on an
appropriate risk/benefit ratio and a project design wherein the risks have been minimized. All research
must be conducted in accordance with this approved submission.

This submission has received Expedited Review based on the applicable federal regulation.

Please remember that informed consent is a process beginning with a description of the project and
insurance of participant understanding followed by a signed consent form. Informed consent must
continue throughout the project via a dialogue between the researcher and research participant. Federal
regulations require each participant receive a copy of the signed consent document.

Please note that any revision to previously approved materials must be approved by this committee prior
to initiation. Please use the appropriate revision forms for this procedure which are found on the IRBNet
Forms and Templates Page.

All UNANTICIPATED PROBLEMS involving risks to subjects or others (UPIRSOs) and SERIOUS and
UNEXPECTED adverse events must be reported promptly to this office. Please use the appropriate
reporting forms for this procedure. All FDA and sponsor reporting requirements should also be followed.

All NON-COMPLIANCE issues or COMPLAINTS regarding this project must be reported promptly to this
office.

This project has been determined to be a Minimal Risk project. Based on the risks, this project requires
continuing review by this committee on an annual basis. Please use the appropriate forms for this
procedure. Your documentation for continuing review must be received with sufficient time for review and
continued approval before the expiration date of June 2, 2013.

Please note that all research records must be retained for a minimum of three years after the completion
of the project.
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If you have any questions, please contact the IRB Office at 301-405-4212 or irb@umd.edu. Please
include your project title and reference number in all correspondence with this committee.

This letter has been electronically signed in accordance with all applicable regulations, and a copy is retained within University of
Maryland College Park (UMCP) IRB's records.
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@; UNIVERSITY OF
S MARYLAND

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD
Initial Application Approval

DO NOT REPLY TO THIS EMAIL ADDRESS AS IT IS UNMONITORED

To: Principal Investigator, Dr. Melanie Killen, Human Development

Student, Kelly Lynn Mulvey, Human Development

James M. Hagberg
From: IRB Co-Chair

University of Maryland College Park

Re:IRB Protocol: 110332- Gender Exclusion, Intentionality, and Theory

Social Mind
Approval Date June 02, 2011
Expiratior
June 02, 2012
Date:

Application: Initial

ReviewPath Expedited

The University of Maryland, College Park Institutional Review Board (IRB) Office
approved your Initial IRB Application. This transaction was approved in accordance with

the University's IRB policies and procedures and 45 CFR 46, thedF&uadicy for the
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Protection of Human Subjects. Please reference the dlitedelRB Protocol number in

any future communications with our office regarding this research.

Recruitment/Consent: For research requiring written informed consent, the-IRB

approred and stamped informed consent document will be sent via mail. The IRB
approval expiration date has been stamped on the informed consent document. Please
note that research participants must sign a stamped version of the informed consent form
and receive copy.

Continuing Review: If you intend to continue to collect data from human subjects or to

analyze private, identifiable data collected from human subjects, beyond the expiration

date of this protocol, you mustibmit a Renewal Applicatiaio the IRB Office 45 days

prior to the expiration date. If IRB Approval of your protocol expires, all human subject
research activities including enrollment of new subjects, data collection and analysis of
identifiable, private information must cease until the Renewal Application is approved. If
work on the human subject portion of your project is complete and you wish to close the

protocol, pleassubmit a Closure Repaid irb@umd.edu

Modifications: Any changes to the approved protocol must be approved by the IRB
before the change is implemented, except when a change is necessary to eliminate an
apparent immedta hazard to the subjects. If you would like to modify an approved

protocol, pleassubmit an Addendum requédstthe IRB Office.

Unanticipated Problems Involving Risks:You must promptly reporny unanticipated
problems involving risks to subjects or others to the IRB Manager a4@®0678 or

ismith@umresearch.umd.edu



http://www.umresearch.umd.edu/IRB/renewal.html
http://www.umresearch.umd.edu/IRB/closure.html
mailto:irb@umd.edu
http://www.umresearch.umd.edu/IRB/addendum.html
mailto:jsmith@umresearch.umd.edu
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Additional Information: Please contact the IRB Office at 30254212 if youhave any
IRB-related questions or concerns. Emad@umd.edu

The UMCP IRBis organized and operated according to guidelines of the United States
Office for Human Research Protections and the United States Code of Federal
Regulations and operates under Federal Wide Assurance No. FWAO0005856.

1204 Marie Mount Hall

College ParkMD 207425125

TEL 301.405.4212

FAX 301.314.1475

irb@umd.edu

http://www.umresearch.umd.edu/IRB



mailto:irb@umd.edu
mailto:irb@umd.edu
http://www.umresearch.umd.edu/IRB

174

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND, COLLEGE PARK
Institutional Review Board
Initial Application for Research Involving Human Subjects

UNIVERSITY OF

MARYLAND

Institute for Child Study/Department of Human Development Melanie Killen, Ph.D.
3304 Benjamin Building Office: 301.405.3176
College Park, MD 20742-1131 Frnail: mkillen@umd.edu

Dear Parents or Guardians,

We are conducting a project on how children and adolescents make decisions about inclusion in peer
groups. We would like to ask your permission to interview your son or daughter for this project. We
are interested in studying how children and adolescents judge peer groups who include group
members based on different reasons. We will tell participants short stories about afterschool clubs that
include group members as well based on who they think should participate in group acftivities. These
issues are central to how children and adolescents evaluate peer relationships and group identity.

Interviews will be administered by trained research assistants from the University of Maryland to
students who provide assent to participate. The interview will take about 30 minutes to complete.
Students will be asked to evaluate scenarios in which individuals are asked to make choices regarding
peer inclusion. All information is confidential. Please look over the description on the reverse side
of this letter. If you are willing to have your child participate in the project, please fill out the
information and return the form to your child’s teacher.

The information obtained from this study will help teachers, policy makers, counselors and school
administrators design curriculum and interventions to promote tolerance and mutual respect among
children and adolescents. This research has been approved by the Institutional Review Board at the
University of Maryland.

We thank you, in advance, for reading this letter, and for your willingness to allow your
daughter/son to participate. We have found that students enjoy the opportunity to express their
opinions about their peer relations.

Thank you,
Melanie Killen, Ph.D.
Professor of Human Development

Associate Director, Center for Children, Relationships, and Culture
Office: 301.405.3176 or email: mkillen@umd.edu
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PARENTAL CONSENT FORM

Project Title

Gender Exclusion, Intentionality, and Theory of Social Mind

Why is this research
being done?

This is a research project being conducted by Dr. Melanie Killen at the University of Maryland,
College Park. We are inviting you to participate in this research project because your child is 3-6
years old. The purpose of this research project is to better understand how children think about
when it is okay or not okay to include or exclude peers in familiar school contexts.

What will your child
be asked to do?

Your child will be interviewed for 30 minutes. The interview will be conducted in the school in a
specially designated area. Trained research assistants from the University of Maryland, College
Park, will conduct the interview and will be available to answer any questions. Your child will be told
hypothetical stories about children making inclusion and exclusion decisions regarding peer groups,
and asked what s/he thinks about the various decisions.

What about
confidentiality?

We will do our best to keep your personal information confidential. To help protect confidentiality,
your child's name will not be attached to the interview. S/he will be given an ID number. We will not
share his/her answers with anyone, including his/her teachers, principal, or parents. If we write a
report or article about this research project, your identity will be protected to the maximum extent
possible. Your information may be shared with representatives of the University of Maryland, College
Park or governmental authorities if you or someone else is in danger or if we are required to do so by
law.

What are the risks There are no known risks associated with participating in this research project.

of this research?

What are the This research is not designed to help your child personally. instead, research is obtained about age-
benefits of this related patterns regarding friendship and peer inciusion and exclusion. The results will help us leam
research? more about what kids think about social relationships, Educators, counselors, and school

professionals will incorporate the findings into their curriculum and guidance programs through
reports made available by us {o the participating school districts.

Do | have to be in
this research?

May | stop
participating at any
time?

Your child’s participation is strictly voluntary. You can ask any questions at any time, or withdrawal
your child from participation at any time. Your child may decide to stop participating at any time and
will not be penalized or lose any benefits. Participation is not a school or class requirement.
Participation will not affect your child's grades or performance evaluation.

What if | have
questions?

This research is being conducted by Dr. Melanie Killen, a professor in the Department of Human
Development at the University of Maryland, College Park. If you have any questions about the
research study itself, please contact Dr. Killen at: Department of Human Development, 3304
Benjamin Building, College Park, MD 20742-1131; (telephone) 301-405-3176.

If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or wish to report a research-related
injury, please contact: Institutional Review Board (IRB) Office, University of Maryland, College
Park, Maryland, 20742; {e-mail} irb@deans.umd.edu; (telephone) 301-405-0678.This research
has been reviewed according to the University of Maryland, College Park IRB procedures for
research involving human subjects.

Consent

Your signature indicates that;
the research has been explained to you;
your questions have been fully answered; and
you allow your child to participate in this research project.

Signature and Date

NAME OF CHILD

SIGNATURE OF PARENT

DATE

IRB AFPROVED
EXPIRES ON

JUN 02 2012

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND
COLLEGE PARK
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UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND, COLLEGE PARK
Institutional Review Board

Initial Application for Research Involving Human Subjects

PARENTAL CONSENT FORM

Project Title

Gender Exclusion, Intentionality, and Theory of Social Mind

Why is this research
being done?

This is a research project being conducted by Dr. Melanie Kilien at the University of Maryland,
College Park. We are inviting you to participate in this research project because your child is in 4"
grade. The purpose of this research project is to better understand how children think about when
it is okay or not okay to include or exclude peers in familiar school contexts.

What will your child
be asked to do?

Your child will be interviewed for 30 minutes. The interview will be conducted in the schoolin a
specially designated area. Trained research assistants from the University of Maryland, College
Park, will conduct the interview and will be available to answer any questions, Your child will be told
hypothetical stories about children and adolescents making inclusion and exclusion decisions
regarding school funds for afterschool groups, and asked what s/he thinks about the various
decisions.

What about
confidentiality?

We will do our best to keep your personal information confidential. To help protect confidentiality,
your child's name will not be attached to the interview. S/he will be given an ID number. We will not
share his/her answers with anyone, including his/her teachers, principal, or parents. If we write a
report or article about this research project, your identity will be protected to the maximum extent
possible. Your information may be shared with representatives of the University of Maryland, College
Park or governmental authorities if you or someone else is in danger or if we are required to do so by
law,

What are the risks
of this research?

There are no known risks associated with participating in this research project.

What are the
benefits of this
research?

This research is not designed to help your child personally. Instead, research is obtained about age-
related patterns regarding friendship and peer inciusion and exclusion. The results will help us learn
more about what kids and teenagers think about social relationships. Educators, counselors, and
school professionals will incorporate the findings into their curriculum and guidance programs
through reports made available by us to the participating school districts.

Do i have to be in
this research?

May | stop
participating at any
time?

Your child's participation is strictly voluntary. You can ask any questions at any time, or withdrawal
your child from participation at any time. Your child may decide to stop participating at any time and
will not be penalized or lose any benefits. Participation is not a school or class requirement.
Participation will not affect your child's grades or performance evaluation.

What if | have
questions?

This research is being conducted by Dr. Melanie Killen, a professor in the Department of Human
Development at the University of Maryland, College Park. If you have any questions about the
research study itself, please contact Dr. Killen at: Department of Human Development, 3304
Benjamin Building, College Park, MD 20742-1131; (telephone) 301-405-3176.

If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or wish to report a research-related
injury, please contact: Institutional Review Board (IRB) Office, University of Maryland, College
Park, Maryland, 20742; (e-mail) irb@deans.umd.edu; (telephone) 301-405-0678.This research
has been reviewed according to the University of Maryland, College Park IRB procedures for
research involving human subjects.

Consent

Your signature indicates that: "
the research has been explained to you;
your questions have been fully answered; and
you allow your child to participate in this research project.

Signature and Date

NAME OF CHILD

SIGNATURE OF PARENT

DATE

IRBAPPROVED
EXPIRES ON

JUN 02 2012

UNIVERSITY OF MAR
COLLEGE PARK, 7
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Institutional Review Board
Initial Application for Research Involving Human Subjects

8™ grade parent letter: Consent

UNIVERSITY OF

Institute for Child Study/Department of Human Development Melanic Killen, Ph.D.

3304 Benjamin Building Office: 301.405,3176
Callege Park, MD 20742-1131 Emait: mkillen@umd.edu

Dear Parents or Guardians,

We are conducting a project on how children and adolescents make decisions about inclusion in peer
groups. We would like to ask your permission to survey your son or daughter for this project. We are
interested in studying how children and adolescents judge peer groups who include group members
based on different reasons. We will tell participants short stories about afterschool clubs that include
group members as well based on who they think should participate in group activities. These issues
are central o how children and adolescents evaluate peer relationships and group identity.

Surveys will be administered by trained research assistants from the University of Maryland to
students who provide assent to participate. The survey will take about 30 minutes to complete.
Students will be asked to evaluate scenarios in which individuals are asked to make choices regarding
peer inclusion. Alt information is confidential. This research is voluntary. You have the ability to
withdraw your child at any time. This is not a school or class requirement and will not affect your
child's grade. Please look over the description on the reverse side of this letter. If you are
willing to have your child participate in the project, please fill out the information and return the
form to your child’s teacher.

The information obtained from this study will help teachers, policy makers, counselors and school
administrators design curriculum and interventions to promote tolerance and mutual respect among
children and adolescents. This research has been approved by the Institutional Review Board at the
University of Maryland.

We thank you, in advance, for reading this letter, and for your willingness to allow your
daughter/son to participate. We have found that students enjoy the opportunity to express their
opinions about their peer relations.

Thank you,
Melanie Killen, Ph.D.
Professor of Human Development

Associate Director, Center for Children, Relationships, and Culture
Office: 301.405.3176 or email: mkillen@umd.edu




178

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND, COLLEGE PARK
Institutional Review Board
Initial Application for Research Involving Human Subjects

PARENTAL CONSENT FORM

Project Title

Gender Exclusion, Intentionality, and Theory of Social Mind

Why is this research
being done?

This is a research project being conducted by Dr. Melanie Killen at the University of Maryland,
College Park. We are inviting you to participate in this research project because your child is in 8 h
grade. The purpose of this research project is to better understand how children think about when
it is okay or not okay to include or exclude peers in familiar school contexts.

What will your child
be asked to do?

Your child will be surveyed for 30 minutes. The survey will be conducted in the school in a specially
designated area. Trained research assistants from the University of Maryland, College Park, will
conduct the survey and will be available to answer any questions. Your child will be told hypothetical
stories about children and adolescents making inclusion and exclusion decisions regarding school
funds for afterschool groups, and asked what s/he thinks about the various decisions.

What about
confidentiality?

We will do our best to keep your personal information confidential. To help protect confidentiality,
your child's name will not be attached to the survey. S/he will be given an ID number. We will not
share his/her answers with anyone, including his/her teachers, principal, or parents. If we write a
report or article about this research project, your identity will be protected to the maximum extent
possible. Your information may be shared with representatives of the University of Maryland, College
Park or governmental authorities if you or someone else is in danger or if we are required to do so by
law.

What are the risks There are no known risks associated with participating in this research project.

of this research?

What are the This research is not designed to help your child personally. instead, research is obtained about age-
benefits of this refated patterns regarding friendship and peer inclusion and exclusion. The results will help us learn
research? more about what kids and teenagers think about social relationships. Educators, counselors, and

school professionals will incorporate the findings into their curriculum and guidance programs
through reports made available by us to the participating school districts.

Do | have to be in
this research?

May | stop
participating at any
time?

Your child's participation is strictly voluntary. You can ask any questions at any time, or withdrawal
your child from participation at any time. Your child may decide to stop participating at any time and
will not be penalized or lose any benefits. Participation is not a school or class requirement.
Participation will not affect your child's grades or performance evaluation.

What if | have
questions?

This research is being conducted by Dr. Melanie Killen, a professor in the Department of Human
Development at the University of Maryland, College Park. If you have any questions about the
research study itself, please contact Dr. Killen at: Department of Human Development, 3304
Benjamin Building, College Park, MD 20742-1131; (telephone) 301-405-3176.

If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or wish to report a research-related
injury, please contact: Institutional Review Board (IRB) Office, University of Maryland, College
Park, Maryland, 20742; (e-mail) irb@deans.umd.edu; (telephone) 301-405-0678.This research
has been reviewed according to the University of Maryland, College Park IRB procedures for
research involving human subjects.

Consent

Your signature indicates that:
the research has been explained to you;
your questions have been fully answered; and
you allow your child to participate in this research project.

Signature and Date

NAME OF CHILD

SIGNATURE OF PARENT

DATE

TRE APPROVED
EXPIRES ON

JUN 02 2012

JNIVERSITY OF MARYLANDY
COLLEGE PARK
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8™ grade parent letter: Assent

UNIVERSITY OF

Yy MARYLAND

Institute for Child Study/Department of Human Development Melanie Killen, Ph.D.
3304 Benjamin Building Office: 301.405.3176
College Park, MD 20742-1131 Email: mkillen@umd.edu

Dear Parents or Guardians,

We are conducting a project on how children and adolescents make decisions about inclusion in peer
groups. We would like to ask your permission to survey your son or daughter for this project. We are
interested in studying how children and adolescents judge peer groups who include group members
based on different reasons. We will tell participants short stories about afterschool clubs that include
group members as well based on who they think should participate in group activities. These issues
are central to how children and adolescents evaluate peer relationships and group identity.

Surveys will be administered by trained research assistants from the University of Maryland to
students who provide assent to participate. The survey will take about 30 minutes to complete.
Students will be asked to evaluate scenarios in which individuals are asked to make choices regarding
peer inclusion. All information is confidential. This research is voluntary. You have the ability to
withdraw your child at any time. This is not a school or class requirement and will not affect your
child's grade.

The information obtained from this study will help teachers, policy makers, counselors and school
administrators design curriculum and interventions to promote tolerance and mutual respect among
children and adolescents. This research has been approved by the Institutional Review Board at the
University of Maryland.

We thank you, in advance, for reading this letter, and for your willingness to allow your
daughter/son to participate. We have found that students enjoy the opportunity to express their
opinions about their peer relations.

Thank you,
Melanie Killen, Ph.D.
Professor of Human Development

Associate Director, Center for Children, Relationships, and Culture
Office: 301.405.3176 or email: mkillen@umd.edu
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STUDENT ASSENT FORM

Project Title

Gender Exclusion, Intentionality, and Theory of Social Mind

‘Why is this research
being done?

This is a research project being conducted by Dr. Melanie Kiflen at the University of Maryland, College Park. We are
inviting you to participate in this research project because you are in 8" grade. We are completing this project to
better understand how children and adolescents think about when it is okay or not okay to include or exclude kids
your age in groups.

What will your child
be asked to do?

You will complete a survey for 30 minutes at school. Trained research assistants from the University of Maryland,
College Park, will give the surveys and will be available to answer any questions. You will be told stories about
children and adolescents making inclusion and exclusion decisions regarding afterschool groups, and asked what you
think about what they decide.

We will do our best to keep your personal information private. Your name will not be attached to the interview. You will

Wha? abo.Ut " be given an ID number. We will not share your answers with anyone, including your teachers, principal, or parents. If

confldentlallty? we write a report or article about this research project, your identity will be protected as much as possible. Your
information may be shared with representatives of the University of Maryland, College Park or governmental authorities
if you or someone else is in danger or if we are required fo do so by law.

What are the risks There are no known risks to participating in this research project.

of this research?

What are the This research is not designed to help you personally, but to help us learn about friendship and peer inclusion and

b fit f thi exclusion. The results will help us learn more about what kids and teenagers think about social refationships. We hope

enetits o IS that in the future, other people will be able to learn from this research and use it to help kids and teenagers.
research?

Do | have to be in
this research?

May | stop
participating at any
time?

Your participation is strictly voluntary. You can ask any questions at any time. You may decide to stop participating at
any time and will not be penalized or lose any benefits. Participation is not a school or class requirement. Participation
will not affect your grades or performance evaluation.

What if | have
questions?

This research is being conducted by Dr. Melanie Killen, a professor in the Department of Human Development at the
University of Maryland, College Park. if you have any guestions about the research study itself, please contact Dr.
Kiiten at: Department of Human Development, 3304 Benjamin Building, College Park, MD 20742-1131;
(telephone) 301-405-3176.

If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or wish to report a research-related injury, please contact:
Institutional Review Board (IRB} Office, University of Maryiand, College Park, Maryland, 20742; (e-mail)
irb@deans.umd.edu; (telephone) 301-405-0678.This research has been reviewed according to the University of
Maryland, College Park JRB procedures for research involving human subjects.

Consent

Your signature indicates that:
the research has been explained to you;
your questions have been fully answered; and
you allow You to participate in this research project.

Signature and NAME OF
Date PARTICIPANT
SIGNATURE OF
PARTICIPANT
DATE
IRB APPROVED
EXPIRES ON

JUN 02 2012

'UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND
COLLEGE PARK
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Appendix B: Sample Tasks

Gender Exclusion Task
Let6s qget started!

This group of boys is your group of friends:

Danny Erick Peter George Victor Jack Charlie Zack

17 What color do you want to be your group color?

271 Circle the symbol that you would like for your group:

D WA
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INTRODUCTION: SC -C

These groups of friends have to choose an afterschool activity and can pick between
football or ballet.

<HEIFGROUP

Diana Clair Gaby Sandra

Al ways | i kes to choose ballethbhéedéauserthey

Your group, the boys group,

YOURGROUP

Danny Erick Peter George

Al ways | i kes to choose football because th
boys. o
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STORY 1
Now remember, their group, the girls group,

THEIRGROUP

Sandra

Alwayslikest o choose ballet because they say: nV
Kay, who is also in this group, wants to be different from the other members of their
group. She thinks APeople think football [
QO0: What doyou think shewould do?

[_]Tell the group what she thinks

BGO along with the group and not tell them what she thinks
QO0B: What wouldyou do?

[_]Tell the group what you think

BGO along with the group and not tell them what you think

Ql: Let 6s thargroup tvheat shedhinkss How okay or not okay wilkey
think what she says is?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Really Not Okay Really Okay

Q1B: Why? (Please fill out theimes with their answer.)
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Q2: Now, what abowou? Whenyou hear her, how okay or not okay gou think what

she says is?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Really Not Okay Really Okay

Q2B: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)

Remember , Kay says: APeople think footbal
group has to decide what to do.
Q3: Do you thinkhe girls groupwi | | t el | her she candét be i
NO YES
How much?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Can Really Stay Really Cannot Stay

Q3B: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)

Some new kids want to join the group. There is only room for one more member. They
have to choose who to invite to join. Reme
tha 6s for girls. o

Q1: Who should their group invite:

Karen, who wants to be in this group and \

OR

Donald, who wants to be in this group and
KAREN DONALD

Q2: Why? (Please filbut the lines with their answer.)
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STORY 2
Your group, the boysrgup,

YOURGROUP

Danny Erick Peter George
Al ways | i kes to choose football because th
boys. o

Marcus, who is also in this group, wants to be different from the other members of his
group. He thinks fnPeoplihertBBinkebak|l db bsal b
QO0: What doyou think he would do?

[ Tell the group what he thinks

[_]Go along with the group and not tell them what he thinks
QO0B: What wouldyou do?

[ Tell the group what you think

[_]Go along with the group and not tell them what you think

Q1l: L et 6 syow groqup \what he tieirlkd. $low okay or not okay wiiley think
what he says is?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Really Not Okay Really Okay

Q1B: Why? (Please fill out the linewith their answer.)
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Q2: Now, what abowou? Whenyou hear him, how okay or not okay gou think what

he says is?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Really Not Okay Really Okay

Q2B: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)

Remember , Marcus says: AfPeople think ball
The group has to decide what to do.
Q3: Do you thinkhe boys graupwi | | t el | him he candét be in
NO YES
How much?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Can Really Stay Really Cannot Stay

Q3B: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)

Some new kids want to join the group. There is only room for one more member. They

have to choose who to invitet j oi n . Remember, your group
football, thatodés for boys. o
Q1: Who should your group invite:
Frank who wants to be in the group and wou
OR
Salywho wants to be in the group and woul
FRANK SALLY

Q2: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)
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INTRODUCTION: M -R
Letbs say there are some kids at school wh

other kids.

Their group, the girls group,

&)
R

THEIRGROUP

Rebecca Angela Kate Tara
Says: fiEven thoug you doné6ét know why thos
gossip about thos kids. o

Your group, the boys group,

YOURGROUP

Charlie

Says: Altds okay to gossip because you don
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STORY 3
Now remember, their group, the girls group,

THEIRGROUP

Rebecca Angela Kate Tara ! :

Says fAEven though you donét know why those
gossip about those kids. o

Betsy, who is also in this group, wants to be different from the othexbers of their

group. She thinks Altbds okay to gossip al/l
act that way. o

QO0: What doyou think shewould do?

BTeII the group what she thinks

BGO along with the group and not tell them what she thinks
QO0B: What wouldyou do?

BTeII the group what you think

BGO along with the group and not tell them what you think

Q1l: L et 6 s theiragspoupswhaeshe tieinkd. klow okay or not okay wiley
think what she says is?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Really Not Okay Really Okay

Q1B: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)
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Q2: Now, what abowou? Whenyou hear her, how okay or not okay gou think what

she says is?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Really Not Okay Really Okay

Q2B: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)

Remember , Betsy says: Altds okay to gossi
those kids act that way. o The group has to
Q3: Do you thinkhe girls groupwi | | t el | her she canodot be i
NO YES
How much?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Can Really Stay Really Cannot Stay
Q3B: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)
Some new kids want to join the group. There is only room for one more member. They
have to choose who to invite to join. Remembeh ei r group: MAEven t hot
know why those kids act that way, you shou
Q1: Who should their group invite:
Katelyn, who wants to be in this group and
ti me, bectbukpowewdypynbtbhose kids act that
OR
David, who wants to be in this group and v
know why those kids act that way, you s
KATELYN DAVID

Q2: Why? (Please fill out thenles with their answer.)
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STORY 4
Remember, your group, the boysagp,

YOURGROUP

Victor Jack Charlie Zack m a

Says: filtds okay to gossip all the time, b
way. O

Jacob, who is also in this group, wants to be different from the other members of his
group. He thinks fAEven though you dono
shoul dnét al ways gossip about those Kki
QO: What doyou think hewould do?

t kn
ds. o
[_]Tell the goup what he thinks
BGO along with the group and not tell them what he thinks
QO0B: What wouldyou do?
[_]Tell the group what you think
BGO along with the group and not tell them what you think

Q1l: L et 6 syow grqup \what he henks.| How okay or not okay withey think
what he says is?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Really Not Okay Really Okay

Q1B: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)
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Q2: Now, what abowou? Whenyou hear him, how okay or not okay gou think what

he says is?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Really Not Okay Really Okay

Q2B: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)

Remember, Jacob says: AEven though you do
shoul dnét al ways gossip about those kids. o
Q3: Do you thinkhe boys groupwi | | t el | him he candét be in
NO YES
How much?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Can Really Stay Really Cannot Stay
Q3B: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)
Some new kids want to join the group. There is only room for one more member. They
have to choose who to invite to join. Remempeg ur gr oup that says: f
gossip all the time, because we dondt know
Q1: Who should your group invite:
Arthur who wants to be in he group and wou

t
know why those kids act thatway,ydue ul dndét al ways gossip

OR
Emlywho wants to be in the group d woul
ti me, because we donét know why those Kk

ARTHUR EMILY
Q2: Why? (Please fill out the lines with thamswer.)
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INTRODUCTION: M -C

These are groups of friends auyschool.

THEIRGROUP

Diana Clair Gaby Sandra
When playing soccer, their group, the girl
points, you shouldndét always push and shov

YOURGROUP

Danny Erick Peter George ‘ .

When playing soccer, your group, the boys group, Balyst 6 g0 pask ang shove just
to score points.o
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STORY 5

THEIRGROUP

Sandra

r, their group, the g
0t always push and sh

Stephanie, who is also in this group, wants tdiferent from the other members of
their group. Shethink§ | t 6s okay to push and shove |just

QO0: What doyou think shewould do?
[ Tell the group what she thinks
[_]Go along with the group and not tell them what she thinks
QO0B: What wouldyou do?
[ Tell the group what you think
[_]Go along with the group and not tell them what you think
Ql: Let 6s thargroup vt shedhinkss How okay or not okay wilky
think what she says is?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Really Not Okay Really Okay

Q1B: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)
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Q2: Now, what abowou? Whenyou hear her, how okay or not okay gou think what
she says is?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Really Not Okay Really Okay

Q2B: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)

Remember, Stephaniesay$:l t 6 s okay to pughpailegsupove |

has to decide what to do.

Q3: Do you thinkhe girls groupwi | | t el | her she candét be i
NO YES
How much?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Can Really Stay Really Cannot Stay
Q3B: Why? (Rease fill out the lines with their answer.)
Some new kids wanbtjoin the group. There is only room for one more member. They
have to choose who to invite to join. Reme
want to score points, you shouldndét al ways
Q1: Who should their group invite:
Alice who wants to be inthe groupandwouldsay t 6 s okay to push
just to score points 0
OR
Gasywho wants to be in the group and woul
score points, you shouldnét al ways push

ALICE GARY
Q2: Why? (PleasBll out the lines with their answer.)

L
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Story 6:

YOURGROUP

Danny Erick Peter George .

Now remember,your group, the boys group, always8ayt 6 s okay t o push
to score points.o

Michael, who is also in this group, wants to be different from the other members of his
group. He thinks AEven yboughowbdn@&anal way
shove. o
QO: What doyou think hewould do?

[_]Tell the group what he thinks

BGO along with the group and not tell them what he thinks
QO0B: What wouldyou do?

[_]Tell the group what you think

BGO along with the group and not tell them what you think

Q1l: L et 0 syow grqup \what he tleirlkd. $low okay or not okay wiitley think
what he says is?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Really Not Okay Really Okay

Q1B: Why? (Please fill out tk lines with their answer.)




196

Q2: Now, what abowou? Whenyou hear him, how okay or not okay gou think what

he says is?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Really Not Okay Really Okay

Q2B: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)

Remember , Mi chael says: AEven though you
push and shove. 0
The group has to decide what to do.

Q3: Do you thinkthe boys groupwi | | t el | him he candét be in
NO YES
How much?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Can Really Stay Really Cannot
Stay

Q3B: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)

Some new kids want to join the group. There is only room for one more member. They
have to choose who to invite taytopushand Re me
shove just to score points. o

Q1: Who should your group invite:
Molly , who wants to be in this group andwould8ayt 6 s okay t o push
just to score points 0

OR
Dan, who wants to be in this guanttap and w
score points, you shouldndot al ways push

MOLLY DAN
Q2: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)




Interpretative Theory of Mind Task
Story 7:

John and All an are playing a game.

take the next turn.

John says they should wait for tteéephone to ring.

Allan says they should wait for a ring that you we
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They

Q1. Is it okay for John to say they should wait for the telephone to ring and Allan to say

they should wait for a ring that you wear?
YES NO

Q2: Why? (Pleas#ll out the lines with their answer.)

Q3: Now a group of boys comes over and hears about the game. Whaewdaihthey
should wait for: a telephone to ring, a ring to wear, or would you not know what they will

say?

TELEPHONE RING RING TO WEAR UNSURE

Q4: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)

a
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Story 8:

John and Allan see this picture.

John says it is a duck. Allan says it is a rabbit.

Q1. Is it okay for John to say it is a duck and Allasay it is a rabbit?
YES NO

Q2: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)

Q3: Now a grop of boys comes over and sees the picture. What will they say itis, a
duck, a rabbit or would you not know what they will say?

DUCK RABBIT UNSURE

Q4: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)
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Story 9:

John and Allan need to find a penny, which is hidden under one of these three cards:

Thepenny is under the card with the block on it.

John says it is under card 1. Allan says it is under card 3.

Q1. Is it okay for John to say it is under Card 1 and Allan to say it is under Card 3?
YES NO

Q2: Why? (Please fill out thHenes with their answer.)

Q3: Now a group of boys comes over and sees the picture. Where will they say it is,
under Card 1, Card 3 or would you not know what they would say?

CARD 1 CARD 3 UNSURE

Q4: Why? (Please fill out the lines with their answer.)




Gender Stereotype Task

Q1. Who usually plays football ?
BOYS GIRLS
Q2. Do you play football ?

YES
Q3. How many of your friends play football?
NONE A FEW SOME
Q4. Who usually does ballet?
BOYS GIRLS
Q5. Do you do ballet?
YES
Q6. How many of your friends do ballet?
NONE A FEW SOME
Q7. Who usually gossips?
BOYS GIRLS
Q8. How many of your friends gossip?
NONE A FEW SOME
Q9. Who usually avoidgossip?
BOYS GIRLS

Q10. How many of your friends avoid gossip?
NONE A FEW SOME

Q11. Who usually pushes and shoves?
BOYS GIRLS

Q13. How many of your friends push and shove?
NONE A FEW SOME

Q14. Who usually plays nice?
BOYS GIRLS

Q15. How many of your friends play nice?
NONE A FEW SOME

Q16. How many of your friends are boys?
NONE A FEW SOME

BOTH

NO

MOST

BOTH

NO

MOST

BOTH

MOST

BOTH

MOST

BOTH

MOST

BOTH

MOST

MOST

200
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Appendix C: Coding System
Justification Categories for Coding SurveysGender and Aggression Study
Below are the justification codes to use for the Transcribed Interview Protocol for each
participant. These codes are recorded on the accompanying Justification Coding Sheet.
There are four groups of categori&toral, SociatConventional, Psychological, and
Undifferentiated Each category has subcategories. Definitions and Ex:s are below.
Moral: Justification codes12 ar e referred to as AMoral o b
rights of a victim are involved. IncludeB positive and negative references to the moral
domain.
SociatConventional Justification codes-8 a r e -cfioShovceinatli onal 0 becau:
functioning, group identity, rules and authority form the basis for the response. Includes
all positive and negafe references to group functioning.
Psychologicalustificatons® ar e fAPsychol ogical 0 because
individual concerns.
Undifferentiated Cat egory 10 is wundifferentiated (F
Justification 11 isfoi Ot her 6 responses that do not fit
on AOthero).
Missing or Uncodablelustification 99 is for missing data or uncodabile.
CODING DECISIONS: You may use two codes if the response warrants two dbdes.
more than two arendicated, choose the two most developed codes/reasoning.
CATEGORIES
l. Moral Domain
1. Concern for Otherds Welfare
A. Psychological Han: References negative intentions towards others (teasing or
being mean); acknowledgment of how it feels to be excluded.
EX: It will hurt his feelings.
EX: Gossip always makes someone feel bad.
EX: Shebs jeal ous.
EX: Gossipis mean.
EX: If he kicked me out | would be upset.
EX: How would they feel if it happened to them.
B. Physical Harm: References physical harm to another.
EX: Shedl | hurt someone else if she
EX: If you push and shove, someone might get hurt.
EX:1t 6s mean/ bad to push or shove.

EX: ltds nicer to not hit.

C. Fairness/Huity/Rights Appeals to principles regarding fairngsguity,and
rights.
EX: That woul dndét be fair to kick hi
EX: Itds never right to kick someone
EX: | faibts tallkhatndut someone behind their back.
EX: ltos the right thing to do.

Il. SocietalDomain
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2. Group Functioning and Conventions: Conventions of the group designed to
promote the groupncourage group functioning. Recognizing that the act does
not disrupt the group.

EX: ltds just a game.

EX: Doesndét hurt the group.

EX: Heds not doi ng Wiewouthutmieehyn. wa nt
EX: They all want to play one way. He needs to go along.

EX: You need to follow the rules of the club.

EX: ltds good for the group.

EX: He was only thinking about the group

EX: She fits in(She is the child matching the norm and NOT gender)

hi

EX: Then you know whodés in the group

EX: Heds goioug. against the gr

EX: He didndét do what the group said

EX: You need to follow the ruleglf group norm matches social norm)

3. Inclusion of Diverse Perspectives
EX: She will change their mind@Jnless references fairngss
EX: He can teach the group.

EX: Sheodll be able to support the de
4. Gender Group ldentit$tereotypesAppeals to group identity as boys or girls.

A. General/Norstereotypic:
EX: Sheds a girl!
EX: He fits in.(He is the child matching the gender of group and NOT

the
Norm)
EX: She would be out of plac&lfe is the child matching the gender of
group and NOT the norm).

B. Adhering toStereotypesAppeals togender stereotypes
EX: Hebs acting gay.
EX: That 6s such a girly thing to do.
EX: Well, girls are supposed to play nicely.
EX: Football is only for boys.
EX: Girls always gossip, so theyod

[ll. PsychologicaDomain
5. Autonomy: Individuality and personal choice.

EX: Itdéds good to be different.
EX: Shebés just trying to be differen
EX: Sheds being honest/telling the t

6. Personal Identification with the target:
A. Moral Domain: involves moral issues suahpsychological or physical
harm.
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EX: Well, I never gossip about others.
B. Societal Domain: involves conventions or activities.
EX: | prefer football, too.

IV.Other
7. Undifferentiated
EX: ltds good.
EX: Heds nice
EX: You c antdUse dnly it rio futthermreasoning is
given)
8. Other

99. Uncodable
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