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Developmental research on intergroup attitudes has identified social exclusion
as a complex peer interaction that can often reflect stereotypes and bias (Killen,
Mulvey, & Hitti, 2013). Given the complexity of interracial peer encounters, it is
necessary to understand the conditions and contexts in which interracial social
exclusion occurs and how racial minority and majority children evaluate such types of
interactions. The current study investigated African American and European American
children and adolescent’s evaluations of peer encounters manipulating three factors: 1)
the racial composition of the peers involved (interracial vs. same-race), 2) the source of
the message (messages from peers vs. parents), and 3) the form of the message (overt
vs. covert). Four child-level variables were examined and included: participant race,
age, level of interracial contact, and racial identity. European American participants,
particularly adolescents, viewed same-race inclusion as more likely than interracial and
evaluated exclusion in both contexts to be just as wrong. In contrast, African American
participants viewed interracial and same-race inclusion to be just as likely, but
evaluated exclusion to be more wrong in interracial than same-race contexts. With age,

children viewed interracial social inclusion as less likely and even more so when



interactions involved messages from parents. Interracial contact and racial identity were
found to be critical features that contributed to expectations for interracial inclusion
occurring in peer encounters. The findings are discussed with respect to peer and
parental messages about interracial peer encounters and the conditions that are

necessary for prejudice reduction.
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CHAPTER 1
Conceptual Framework
Prejudice and bias affect children and adolescents in the United States and
throughout the world (Bigler & Liben, 2006; Killen, Rutland, & Ruck, 2011). Exclusion
of others on the basis of race is one of the most recognizable forms of bias.
Unfortunately, children who are the victims of prejudicial attitudes (i.e., an act of bias
perpetrated based on group membership) have increased anxiety, depressive
symptomology, decreased motivation and are at risk for substance abuse (Douglass, Yip,
& Shelton, 2014; Huynh & Fuligni, 2010; Kaiser, Hagiwara, Malahy, & Wilkins, 2009;
Kiang, Gonzalez-Backen, Yip, Witkow, & Fuligni, 2006; Neblett, White, Ford, Philip,
Nguyén, & Sellers, 2008; Seaton, Yip, Morgan-Lopez, & Sellers, 2012). Moreover, given
the multi-racial dimension of many societal contexts, children who perpetuate prejudice
(either unbeknownst to themselves or more overtly) are at risk for negative social
relationships in school and later in the workforce. When it comes to relationships
between African American and European American individuals —relationships of deep,
historical significance to the United States —the study of the processes and contexts in
which prejudice originates and develops has social relevance for many fields of study.
For several decades, the examination of the dynamics of prejudicial attitudes has been a
focus of policy-based research related to school segregation cases, economic disparities,
and school readiness (Clark & Clark, 1947; Frankenberg & Orfield, 2007; Molina &
Wittig, 2006; Moody, 2001; Schofield & Eurich-Fulcer, 2001).
Recently, developmental psychologists have closely examined how children

conceptualize interracial peer encounters, with a focus on the quality of friendships,



group dynamics and factors related to social exclusion (Aboud, Mendelson, & Purdy,
2003; Killen & Rutland, 2011; Tropp, O’Brien, & Migacheva, 2014; Rutland, Killen, &
Abrams, 2010). This information is fundamentally important for the success of
intervention efforts related to the policy goals of school integration, economic equality,
and school preparation; yet, with the additional goal of understanding how children’s
evaluations, judgments and reasoning change over time. Until children are able to
develop meaningful relationships with others from different racial backgrounds, reject
negative exclusion behavior by their peers, and understand what makes intergroup social
exclusion wrong, progress toward true integration will be limited (Killen, Rutland, &
Ruck, 2011; Tatum, 2003; Wilson & Rodkin, 2011).

While interracial exclusion (exclusion based on racial group membership) is an
act of prejudice, peer rejection refers to exclusion based on interpersonal or individual
traits (Killen, Mulvey, & Hitti, 2013; Rubin, Bukowski, & Parker, 2006). For instance,
exclusion from a swim team because one is not fast enough is different from exclusion
from a swim team because one is African American. Yet, peer encounters are often
multifaceted. Interpersonal and race-based rationales for exclusion can both exist within a
peer encounter (e.g., excluding an outgroup peer because a friend might be
uncomfortable). Additionally, bias is often covert (Seaton & Douglass, 2014; Yip &
Douglass, 2011) and even at a young age, children apply stereotypes to outgroups (Bigler
& Liben, 2006; Pauker, Ambady, & Apfelbaum, 2010). Stereotypical traits often serve as
an interpersonal basis for exclusion, masking what is actually an act of interracial
exclusion (e.g., excluding an African American peer because he assumed to be

aggressive). Thus, especially in interracial contexts, children must weigh the intentions of



the excluder as these alter an instance of peer rejection to an instance of interracial
exclusion. Thus, it is essential to fully examine the social criteria and components of
exclusion when it occurs in an interracial setting to understand why was right or wrong.

Given the complexity of interracial peer encounters, it is necessary to understand
the conditions and contexts in which interracial social exclusion occurs and to examine
how attitudes may differ for racial minority and majority children. Measures of these
attitudes have include children’s judgments, evaluations and social reasoning about the
conditions in which inclusion is likely (or unlikely) and in which exclusion may be wrong
(or permissible) as well as the attributions of intentions made in complex encounters
(Killen, Kelly, Richardson, Crystal, & Ruck, 2010; Newheiser & Olson, 2011; Tropp &
Prenovost, 2008). Research has also identified central parameters that contribute to
children’s interracial attitudes. These include contextual factors in the setting of
exclusion, such as the racial composition of the peers involved (interracial vs. same-race),
the source of the message (messages from peers vs. parents), and the form of the message
(overt vs. covert) as well as child-level factors such as participant race, age, level of
interracial contact, and racial identity. The following section describes how the current
study examined these parameters within three specific aims, and is followed by
definitions of these parameters in the context of current research.
Study Aims

There were three aims to this study. The first aim was to investigate how the
racial composition of the encounter (same-race and interracial) effected African
American and European American children’s evaluations of inclusion and exclusion as

well as how their evaluations varied as a function of the form of the peer message (overt



and covert). The second aim was to investigate how evaluations of inclusion and
exclusion varied as a function of the source of the messages (parents and peers). The third
aim was to investigate the role of interracial contact and racial identity for African
American and European American children’s expectations about interracial social
inclusion as it occurred in their daily lives.

Parameters of Interest

Racial composition of the peer encounter: Interracial and same-race.
Research in intergroup exclusion often focuses on how ingroup and outgroup attitudes
contribute to social exclusion based on group membership (e.g., gender, race, ethnicity
and nationality), positing that excluders reject members of out-groups to maintain status
differences (Killen, Mulvey et al., 2013). This differs from research on peer rejection.
Studies in peer rejection often examine exclusion in racially and ethnically homogeneous
group compositions; here exclusion is based on the traits of the victim (e.g., a child who
is shy, wary or fearful) that incited the rejection from the peer group (Bierman, 2004;
Rubin et al., 2006).

For the current study (which examined race as the group membership), measuring
exclusion occurring in interracial and same-race group settings is critical to the study
design for two reasons. First, past research has examined children’s evaluations of
interracial social exclusion without a baseline comparison of their evaluations of same-
race social exclusion (Crystal, Killen, & Ruck, 2008). With few studies measuring how
children’s evaluations of interracial social exclusion compares with their evaluations of
same-race exclusion, what remains unknown is the extent to which the interracial nature

of exclusion informs these evaluations. Second, comparing judgments about same-race



and interracial peer encounters provides an opportunity to determine whether children
differentially interpret individual-based (or trait-based) characteristics (e.g., a character is
shy or loud). This provided an opportunity to systematically test whether individual, trait-
based exclusion, in an interracial context, was evaluated differently from that which
occurred in a same-race context.

Form of message: Overt and covert. Prejudice can be overt and explicit or
covert and subtle. While covert forms of prejudice can be more difficult to detect than
overt forms, they are often no less harmful to the victims (Brown & Bigler, 2005;
Neblett, Terzian, & Harriott, 2010; Steele & Aronson, 1995; Swim & Stangor, 1998).
Similarly, intergroup social exclusion also involves different forms of messages (e.g.,
Cooley, Elenbaas, & Killen, 2012). Yet, no study to date has systematically tested how
the form of the message effects children’s evaluations of intergroup social exclusion.
Limited, recent research suggests that children’s group identity may inform the extent to
which they are aware of covert forms of prejudice and their perceptions of the
wrongfulness of intergroup social exclusion (Brenick & Killen, 2014; Rutland, Cameron,
Jugert, Nigbur, Brown, & Watters 2012; Yip & Douglass, 2011). Therefore, directly
testing how children evaluate covert and overt instances of intergroup social exclusion is
a central component to the current study because little is known about how the covert or
over nature of exclusion informs evaluation sand judgments and how individual level
factors such as identity enhance the salience of these situations.

Source of the message: Peer and parent. Research has demonstrated that both
parents and peers can act as prejudicial socializing agents (e.g., Nesdale, Maass, Durkin

& Griffiths, 2005; Pahlke, Bigler & Suizzo, 2012; Seaton et al., 2012). Among research



examining the development of prejudice in childhood, the importance accorded to parents
(and, later, peers) as the primary source of children’s ethnic attitudes has remained quite
mixed (Degner & Dalege, 2013; Nesdale, 2004). While some research has reported low
correlations among parent-child prejudicial attitudes others have found associations
among implicit bias when children are highly identified with parents.

Surprisingly, there is a dearth of research on how these sources of influence
inform children’s evaluations of peer social exclusion (Nesdale, 2004; Sinclair, Dunn, &
Lowery, 2005). To what extent do children differentiate exclusion that occurred based on
parental attitudes from that based on peer attitudes, and is exclusion more wrong (or
permissible) when based on either source? These sources of input have different statuses.
Children, confronted with discrimination coming from adults and peers, have been found
to differentiate these contexts of bias (Rivas-Drake, Hughes, & Way, 2009). Additionally,
children may also weigh peer and parental attitudes differently with age given increased
loyalty to peer social groups (Abrams & Rutland, 2008) and increased autonomy from
parents during adolescence (Smetana, 2011). Thus, the relationships status of the source
conveying messages about peer encounters is another parameter central to understanding
when exclusion may or may not be permissible.

Parameters of Interest: Child-Level Variables

Participant race. Children may experience intergroup social exclusion as a result
of their membership in a large number of social groups (e.g., based on one’s gender, race,
ethnicity, culture, physical or mental abilities, religion, country of birth, or
socioeconomic status). Yet, to restrict the scope of this study, we focus on African

American and European American children’s expectations in interracial (where a



European American friend group excludes an African American peer) and same-race
encounters (where characters are matched to the participant’s race). We recognize that
race is not a binary category and that in the United States race is often circumscribed by
socio-economic status (SES)—particularly with regards to African Americans and
European Americans (Adelman & Jaret, 1999; Oliver & Shapiro, 1995). In this project,
however, to reduce the number of variables, SES will not be a central group membership
variable. Instead, individual child SES data (parent educational attainment) was collected
to ensure mean SES levels for African American and European American children did
not differ significantly across race and age-groups. Data were also collected in racially
diverse schools serving middle to low-middle SES communities. The inclusion of both
African American and European American children in the current study was also of
interest as few studies include both racial majority and minority children in the same
study. This comparison provides a unique opportunity to measure how these groups
evaluate exclusion occurring in a same-race (matched to participant’s race) and in an
interracial context.

Age. Research has found much developmental change in children and
adolescents’ evaluations and judgments of intergroup encounters and social exclusion.
Overall, adolescents are found to view exclusion as more warranted, using social
conventional reasons, whereas, younger children are found to be less favorable of
exclusion, referencing the emotional harm to the rejected child (Recciah et al. 2012). In
evaluations of interracial exclusion from the home, adolescents (more so than children)
are likely to think that parents may use race as a criteria for social exclusion (Killen

Crystal, & Ruck, 2008). These age differences can be attributed to children’s increasing



understanding of complex peer group dynamics, as with age children show increasing
deference to peer norms, adhering to group loyalty (Abrams et al., 2008; Hitti & Killen,
2015; Nesdale et al., 2005) as well as increased autonomy from parents (Smetana, 2011).
However, within an intergorup context these evaluations become complex and age often
intersects with other participant-level variables, such as particiapnt race and interracial
contact.

Intergroup contact. Intergroup friendships (naturally occurring, direct
friendships among children of different social groups) are the most robust component of
intergroup contact, leading to prejudice reduction, positive outgroup attitudes, and
positive expectations for intergroup interactions (Feddes, Rutland, & Noack, 2009;
McGlothlin & Killen, 2006; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Wilson & Rodkin, 2011). As a
variable, intergroup friendship, more so than school or neighborhood demographics, is
important as it indicates intergroup contact at the individual child-level. Ethnically and
racially diverse schools do not connote diverse friend groups, as within-school
segregation is pervasive even within diverse schools (Wilson & Rodkin, 2011). Thus,
school and neighborhood racial composition serve as indicators of children’s
opportunities for these important relationships, and are necessary yet not sufficient to
measure individual, intergroup contact.

Lastly, this parameter is also of interest given that research shows an asymmetry
in the role of intergroup contact among racial and ethnic majority and minority children
(e.g., Feddes, Noack, & Rutland, 2009; Killen & McGlothlin, 2010; Tropp & Prenovost,
2008), such that effects for contact are rarely found among racial and ethnic minority

children (with the exception of Ruck et al., 2014). Rather than assuming intra-group



homogeneity among ethnic minority groups, this null finding for contact could suggest
additional factors that affect their outgroup attitudes, such as the role of racial and ethnic
identity.

Racial identity. Beginning in childhood is a developing sense of racial and ethnic
identity, based on affiliation with parents and peers groups where by the child’s
environment gives evaluative meaning to his or her orientation to the group (Neblett,
Rivas-Drake, & Umaifa-Taylor, 2012; Ruble, Alvarez, Bachman, Cameron, Fuligni, &
Coll, 2004; Seaton et al., 2012; Umafa-Taylor, 2012). Given that racial and ethnic
identity development involves learning about social status, group and self, recent research
has begun to examine how children’s intergroup attitudes may be associated with their
developing identities (Brenick & Killen, 2014; Morrison & Chung, 2011; Phinney et al.,
2007; Rutland et al., 2012). While few studies have examined sow identity matters for
African American children’s intergroup relationships, none have gone further to also
examine how racial identity and interracial contact matter for both African American and
European American children’s expectations for interracial inclusion in their daily lives.
Thus, the inclusion of racial identity is important, given that much is known about the
role of racial identity in predicting African American (and ethnic minority) children’s
perceptions of prejudice (Hughes Witherspoon, Rivas-Drake, & West-Bey, 2009; Neblett
etal., 2012).

Theoretical Rationale

Research in intergroup social exclusion often draws from multiple theories. This

section will discuss how the social reasoning developmental (SRD: Rutland et al., 2010)

perspective which encompasses decades of research coming from social domain theory
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(social domain theory: Turiel, 1983), Allport’s (1954) and contact hypothesis and social
identity theory (SIT: Tajfel & Turner, 1979) has provided a model to test the factors that
reduce bias, such as social judgments, reasoning about exclusion, intergroup contact and
positive outgroup identification (see Killen, Crystal, & Ruck, 2007; Killen et al., 2010;
Newheiser & Olson, 2011; Tropp & Prenovost, 2008). Complementing this work,
developmental research in racial and ethnic identity (ERI), has found that strong racial
and ethnic identities serve as a buffer negative effects of discrimination for racial and
ethnic minority as well as serve as an indicator of their positive outgroup attitudes (e.g.,
Yip & Douglass, 2011). The current study, grounded in social reasoning developmental
perspective (SRD) and ethnic and racial identity (ERI) development, was designed to
collect a large corpus of data with different components that provide the means to test
aspects the study’s three aims (i.e. not all data address all theories; different sections were
motivated by the various components of these theoretical frameworks). These theories
and perspectives inform the line of inquiry, study design and underlie the methodology
and measures.

Social reasoning developmental perspective. The social reasoning
developmental (SRD) perspective (Rutland et al., 2010) that guides this study draws on
both social domain theory (social domain theory: Turiel, 2002), Allport’s (1945) contact
hypothesis, and social identity theory (SIT: Tajfel & Turner, 1986) to explore the
influences of morality and group processes on prejudice in evaluations of social
exclusion. The social reasoning developmental perspective posits that group identity,
social conventions, and moral principles all impact evaluations of intergroup social

exclusion. This framework also centralizes group identity as a not just a means to define
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the self, but as a predictor of self-esteem, and source that guides individuals’ attitudes,
values, and behaviors in accordance with a set of social group norms. Yet, group identity
also creates ingroup-outgroup distinctions. Children, and adults, operate in intergroup
settings and make decisions that appeal to a set of group norms and identities, which are
sometimes in conflict (e.g., when one’s ingroup has a negative norm).

Research motivated by social reasoning developmental perspective has found age
related changes in children’s awareness of group dynamics, such that with age children
are increasingly able to weigh (or learn to negotiate) among competing claims. Yet,
children’s acquisition varies based on the specific socio-historical context of the groups
(e.g., groups of equal vs. unequal social status), and can be impeded by individuals’ level
of intergroup contact and their adherence to prejudicial attitudes. Thus, the social
reasoning developmental perspective theorizes that the way children give priority to
group identity, group norms, or moral principles directly relates to intergroup contact,
and group threat. While negative social norms such as group homophile (e.g., “we only
hang out with people like us”) and threat to the ingroup (e.g., limited resources) can
promote children’s use of group identity, group norms, social conventions, it also can
result in children’s use of prejudicial reasoning. Conversely, intergroup contact can
promote children’s use of more inclusive and prosocial moral reasoning. Thus, social
reasoning developmental perspective sets forth a framework to understand how children
use social information about groups to make intergroup decisions while also examining
the nature of the intergroup setting and individual differences that impede or advance
children’s capacity to make just decisions and hold positive outgroup attitudes. Below are

descriptions of the key theories brought together in the perspective and how they inform
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our understanding of evaluations of intergroup attitudes and social exclusion.

Social domain theory. As posited by social domain theory, children reason about
their social interaction using three domains of social knowledge: the moral domain,
pertaining to justice, fairness and rights; the societal domain, pertaining to conventions
rules and alterable norms; and the psychological domain, pertaining to personal choices
and individual preferences (Nucci, 1981; Turiel, 1983). To demonstrate the complexity of
intergroup social exclusion, when testing children’s evaluations and reasoning about
intergroup social exclusion, research has found children to view it pertaining to moral,
conventional and personal domains. In a study with children and adolescents, participants
viewed intergroup social exclusion as a moral transgression when considering the
psychological harm caused by peer exclusion, and when exclusion is evaluated as unjust
and discriminatory (e.g., “it’s wrong to exclude him just because he is Black”) (Killen &
Stangor, 2001).

Research has also found that with age children evaluate instances of intergroup
social exclusion as a violation of group conventions, such as when children view
exclusion as a legitimate means of preserving group identity (e.g., “It’s okay for the boys’
club to exclude her because the she doesn’t have anything in common with them) (Killen,
Lee-Kim, McGlothlin, & Stangor, 2002; Killen, Rutland, Abrams, Mulvey, & Hitti,
2013). Lastly, children are found to consider interpersonal attributes and the personal
domain, when exclusion occurs on the basis of individual traits or preferences (“e.g., It’s
okay to exclude him because otherwise his friend will be uncomfortable”) (Crystal et al.,

2008). Thus, social domain theory is a central theory to the current study as it elucidates
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the complexity and developmental changes in children’s understanding of these
multifaceted situations.

Contact hypothesis and social identity theory. Decades of research grounded in
Allport’s (1954) contact hypothesis and in social identity theory (SIT: Tajfel & Turner,
1979) has revealed that ethnically heterogeneous environments and interracial friendships
are related to prejudice reduction and positive outgroup attitudes among children and
adolescents (Aboud & Mendelson, 1996; Bennett, Lyons, Sani, & Barrett, 1998;
Cameron, Rutland, Brown, & Douch, 2006; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Rutland et al.,
2012). Research using these theoretical frameworks has also found children with higher
levels of intergroup contact to be less accepting of intergroup social exclusion, evaluating
it as more wrong or unjust than children with lower intergroup contact (e.g., Brenick &
Killen, 2014; Killen et al., 2010).

The contact hypothesis (Allport, 1945) proposes that certain prerequisite features
must be present to successfully reduce intergroup bias. These are: authority support of the
goals of mutual respect, equal status, common goals, and intergroup friendships. SIT
considers the crucial role of social identity, positing that a person’s need for a positive
self-identity may be partially satisfied by membership in a high-status social group.
These needs motivate social comparisons and differentiation of the ingroup from the
outgroup (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). While research has found interracial friendships to be
an effective means through which children can evaluate intergroup exclusion as wrong
from a moral viewpoint, only certain environmental and interpersonal conditions allow

for strong sustaining relationships (Wilson & Rodkin, 2011). Unfortunately, these
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intergroup friendships decrease with age —even among children who have access to
diverse environments (e.g., Aboud et al., 2003).

As an illustration to study this phenomenon, Wilson and Rodkin (2011) examined
8- to 11-year-old children’s perceptions of interracial friendships within ethnically
diverse, classroom peer-networks. Children perceived peers who had more segregated
friendship groups favorably to be more popular than peers with more diverse friend
groups. Thus, even in diverse school settings, the homophile of social networks (or group
segregation) can become a pervasive social norm (Wilson & Rodkin, 2011). Given that
children receive strong messages about the permissibility (or wrongfulness) of interracial
friendships from their own peer groups and that contact informs evaluation of exclusion,
a central goal of this project is understanding how intergroup contact and features of the
intergroup situation contribute to children’s evaluations of interracial social exclusion.

Ethnic and racial identity (ERI) frameworks. While much of the research in
intergroup attitudes has made a significant impact to the understanding of bias and
prejudice reduction among racial and ethnic majority children, less is known about the
role of ethnic identity for minority children. Most of the findings have shown that ethnic
minority children are more likely to view interracial peer exclusion as unfair than ethnic
majority participants, are less likely to invoke stereotypes about what makes racial
encounters difficult, and are unlikely to display racial bias when attributing intentions in
ambiguous peer encounters (Killen, Henning, Richardson, Crystal, & Ruck, 2011).
However, given the findings that ethnic identity buffers the negative experience of racial
discrimination, investigating whether ethnic identity bears on how minority children

evaluate interracial peer exclusion is warranted.
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Moreover, much of the research on intergroup and interracial attitudes examines
bias reduction among majority status groups. Little is known about how racial and ethnic
minority children evaluate intergroup social exclusion across contexts and how
intergroup contact affects their attitudes and judgments. Recent research in identity
development points to the role that racial and ethnic identity and awareness of group
status has on children’s intergroup attitudes and potentially to their perceptions about bias
and prejudice (e.g., Douglass et al., 2014).

First, given much overlap across ethnic and racial minority youth experiences
with bias, researchers in racial and ethnic identity development have acknowledged this
intersectionality by developing a theoretical framework called ethnic and racial identity
(ERI) (Umana-Taylor, Quintana, Lee, Cross, Rivas-Drake, & Schwartz et al., 2014).
Umaia-Taylor and colleagues (2014) identified this framework as being needed to
capture the socio-historical and demographic identities specific to ethnic and racial
groups as well as capturing those that are intersectional and develop as a product of being
a low-status, marginalized group. Thus, the ethnic and racial identity framework can be
used to examine racialized experiences due to the ascription of racial categories such as
“Black,” “Asian,” “American Indian,” and “Latino” as well as the particular experiences
liked to one’s cultural or ethnic heritage (e.g., ethnically being Mexican and racially
being Latino or ethnically being Ethiopian and racially being Black). In doing so, the
investigators recognize that the constructs of race and ethnicity are distinct but given the
long history of racializing social groups in the United States, this theory makes it
particularly important to recognize how these categorizations converge to inform

children’s identities (Umana-Taylor et al., 2014). In addition to this theoretical call for
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integration, studies have also provided evidence suggests for this overlap between ethnic
and racial identities (e.g., Casey-Cannon, Coleman, Knudtson, & Valazquez, 2011).
Thus, the current study will use “ethnic and racial identity” to capture this field of study
and the processes and experiences that racialized experiences in the context of the United
States.

While little research in from this framework has examined identities among racial
majority status groups, ethnic and racial identity posits that racial and ethnic minority
children develop strong racial identities from parental, cultural messages that also serve
as a buffer, protecting youth from some of the negative outcomes of bias (Neblett et al.,
2012; Seaton, Yip, Morgan-Lopez, & Sellers, 2012). Early in development, racial
minority children gain messages from parents about promoting ingroup pride (e.g., Rivas-
Drake et al., 2009). While research in ethnic and racial identity focuses on racial and
ethnic minority children and takes a socialization model of the emergence of group
identity, research in social identity theory focuses on high status, ethnic majority children
and finds peers to be central in creating strong ingroup affiliation to can lead to outgroup
dislike (Nesdale, 2004). Little is posited from social identity theory about the role of
ingroup affiliation for ethnic minority children. Lastly, research in ethnic and racial
identity has examined identity in the context of prejudice, where by ethnic minority
children with strong racial identities are more cognizant of covert instances of bias and
identify acts of prejudice occurring more frequently in their peer groups (Hughes et al.,
2009; Kiang, Blumenthal, Carlson, Lawson, & Shell, 2009; Seaton et al., 2012; Yip &
Douglass, 2011). Thus, ethnic and racial identity predicts strong identities to have

positive outcomes for ethnic and racial minority children, while SIT posits that, given the
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right conditions, strong group affiliations among ethnic majority children can result in
ingroup bias and even prejudicial attitudes.

We know from social reasoning developmental perspective that group identity is
also central to children’s perceptions of prejudice and intergroup social exclusion, yet
few studies have used ethnic and racial identity measures of identity to examine how
children evaluate intergroup peer decisions. One such study from ethnic and racial
identity found that adolescents with African American adolescents with higher Public
Regard (a status-awareness dimension of identity in MIBI-T: Scothamm, Sellers, &
Nhuyen, 2008) were more aware of covert racism (e.g., inappropriate joking about race)
in peer contexts. Identity was found to serve as an important lens though which children
evaluated peer interaction and could potentially be important in their evaluations of
interracial encounters.

Current Study

The current study examined social reasoning developmental perspective (SRD)
and ethnic and racial identity (ERI) development theories in light of the how African
American and European American children and adolescents evaluated inclusion and
exclusion in interracial and same-race peer encounters, measuring the racial composition
of the group (same race or interracial), the form of the message (covert and overt), and
source of the message, as well as intergroup contact and identity. In addition, to begin to
understand the asymmetry in predictions about group identity and interracial contact, the
current study examined the role of interracial contact and racial identity among African
American and European American participants to test how dimensions of racial identities

and levels of interracial might have predicted variance on children’s expectations about
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interracial inclusion. While interracial social exclusion and racial identity have been
tested previously, no study has examined these parameters central to interracial
encounters in one study with a systematic design to measure the impact of each factor on
children’s evaluations and social reasoning.

Study Impact and Contribution

The current study contributed to a fuller understanding of how children weigh
different sources of social information in their evaluations of inclusion and exclusion as
well as how group identities and interracial contact benefit African American and
European American children’s perceptions of the interracial settings they encounter in
their daily lives. Children who experience race-based social exclusion are at risk for
depression and withdrawal, which sets in a negative cycle regarding relationships in
school and work settings. Thus, research examining interracial bias reduction among
majority status children as well as that which tests the factors that increase psychological
support for ethnic minority youth (e.g., racial identity) is needed to identify ways to
enhance children’s peer relationships —ultimately promoting healthy developmental
outcomes and even academic achievement.

The current study was novel in that it drew from social reasoning developmental
perspective and racial and ethnic identity development to enhance understanding of how
group identity may inform perceptions of interracial and interpersonal social exclusion
for African American and European American children. Further, by examining the effects
of participant race, age, level of intergroup contact, and identity on participants’

evaluations and reasoning about peer exclusion and the likelihood of peer inclusion, the



findings were expected to move the field towards identifying the significant variables

needed for effective translation of the findings for intervention.

19



20

CHAPTER 2
Literature Review

Intergroup social exclusion and prejudice are complex issues that engage
children’s moral development, conceptions of group membership and intergroup attitudes
(Killen & Rutland, 2011). Generally, developmental psychologists define prejudice as
negative actions or attitudes towards others based on group membership (Bigler &
Brown, 2005). Thus, intergroup social exclusion is an act of prejudice when the target is
excluded based on their group membership. The act of social exclusion is not inherently a
moral issue as there are legitimate bases for exclusion when all parties recognize the valid
criteria for exclusion and agree on it (e.g., not inviting a new peer to lunch because you
like sitting with just your close friends). However, this issue becomes increasingly
complex when group-based attributions and stereotypes are at play (e.g., not inviting a
new peer to lunch because, based on his race, you assume he won’t like the same things
as your friends). Thus interracial social exclusion often involves competing claims of the
act —as a conventional or personal choice to reject a peer or as a prejudicial act of group-
based exclusion (Killen, Margie, & Sinno, 2006; Killen, Mulvey et al., 2013; Killen &
Rutland, 2011).

Intergroup social development research has revealed that heterogeneous
environments and intergroup friendships are among the ways to reduce outgroup bias and
prejudicial attitudes among children of all ages (e.g., Aboud & Mendelson, 1996;
Bennett, Lyons, Sani & Barrett, 1998; Cameron, Rutland, Brow & Douch, 2006; Crystal
et al., 2008; Pettigrew, 1998; Pettigrew and Tropp, 2006). These intergroup friendships

and intergroup contact also allow children and adolescents to view intergroup social



21

exclusion as wrong from a moral viewpoint (e.g., Killen et al., 2010) and can promote
positive evaluations of intergroup friendships (McGlothlin & Killen, 2006).

However, intergroup friendships decreases with age even among children who
have access to diverse environments (Aboud et al., 2003; Brown & Bigler, 2005;
Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008; McGill, Hughes, & Way, 2012; Wilson & Rodkin, 2011).
Additionally, while intergroup friendships are shown to be integral to the development of
positive outgroup attitudes, research examining the quality of these relationship finds
certain environmental and interpersonal conditions allow for strong sustaining
relationships (Cameron et al., 2006). In addition to these obstacles in children’s
intergroup relationships, much of this research centralizes on bias reduction for majority
status groups (Beelmann & Heinmann, 2014; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008). Thus contact
matters for European American and majority status youth, but little is known how it may
also matter of racial and ethnic minority youth. To do so research must acknowledge how
intergroup attitudes differently develop as a function of group social status.

The role of bias among ethnic majority status groups (often in the form of
negative outgroup attitudes and stereotypes) serves to maintain hierarchies, power, and
privilege. This contrasts ethnic minority status groups as the recipients of bias. For
example, at an early age African American (but not European American) children
commonly receive messages from their parents concerning racial bias and discrimination
(Constantine & Blackmon, 2002; Harris-Britt, Valrie, Kurtz-Costes, & Rowley, 2007;
Hughes & Bigler, 2011). These messages, along with direct experiences with prejudice,
can lead African American youth to be both optimistic for and apprehensive of intergroup

social encounters. Yet, negative outgroup attitudes held by minority status children; serve
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a different set of structural goals (e.g., protection from bias) than held by European
American youth (Brown & Bigler, 2005). It is thus important to consider group status to
understand ethnic minority children’s intergroup attitudes, and specifically how they may
also be benefiting from intergroup friendships.

To begin to examine the process by which children weigh multiple sources of
input and messages about group and status, a small body of recent research has begun to
examine the role of racial and ethnic identity development (i.e. ethnic group affiliations
and the processes through which children navigate their relationships with self and
group), on children’s outgroup attitudes (Glasford & Dovidio, 2011; Phinney et al., 2007,
Rutland et al., 2012; Verkuyten & Pouliasi, 2002). These findings suggest an “achieved”
ethnic identity status or a dual identity (e.g., being “south-Asian English”) is related to
children’s ability to take the perspective of other ethnic groups, and thus in turn can
contribute to more open and accepting attitudes toward other groups (e.g., Rutland et al.,
2012). Taken together, examining both minority and majority status children, we might
expect group identity to predict variance in awareness of covert bias and evaluations of
social exclusion.

Roadmap

Holding biases, prejudging others and discriminating based on group membership,
as well as rejecting prejudice, suppressing biases, involve judgments about morality, the
group, and psychological attitudes about others. Social cognitive development emerges
out of children’s interactions with peers, particularly in social groups, and from adult-
child relationships. These sources of experience are relevant to the emergence of

prejudice, as peer groups can perpetuate or reduce bias. This review will examine this
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complex area of social development by covering: 1) the overarching theoretical bases of
morality in childhood, the development of prejudice, peer group norms, intergroup social
exclusion and intergroup contact, building up to the integrated, social reasoning
developmental perspective; 2) theories and research in ethnic and racial identity
development and how these differs from identity models in SIT; 3) The role of authority
figures as both buffers against and sources of bias; 4) overview of the current study aims
and hypotheses.
Moral Development

Given that morality develops early (Smetana, 2006), it might be expected that
young children would not display prejudicial attitudes or biases towards others based on
categories such as gender, race, and ethnicity. If young children hold a value that
everyone should be treated equally then one would expect, for instance, that children
would not display unequal treatment in the form of exclusion or even view one group to
be subordinate to another group. Yet, empirical research has shown that children’s
reactions to others, social exclusion decisions, and ingroup preferences can reflect
varying degrees of bias and prejudice based on gender, race, ethnicity, and cultural group
membership (Aboud, 1988; Barrett, Wilson, & Lyons, 2003; Nesdale, 2004). For instance
implicit bias research has shown that ethnic majority, high-status children (i.e., White
American; White British; Japanese living in Japan) as young as 5- to 6-years-old show
implicit ingroup bias to the same magnitude as their majority-group, adult counterparts
(Baron & Banaji, 2006; Dunham, Baron, & Banaji, 2006). Other implicit measurement
techniques have revealed the same effect in European American 3-year-olds, whose

responses were similarly indistinguishable from those of adults (Dunham et al., 2008).
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These findings suggest that implicit intergroup biases (i.e., latency in trait assignments)
are present at a very young age at least among members of high-status social groups.
Lastly, research on ethnic preference using trait attribution measures has revealed a
consistent set of findings. These studies indicate that children from 4-years-old onwards
can identify their own ethnic group membership and that children from majority, high-
status groups show increasingly strong ingroup biases in their assignments of positive and
negative traits to in- and outgroup members (see review by Nesdale, 2001). Thus,
research in moral development contends with the duality, by examining the role of social
interaction and the emergence of moral reasoning in child development. Yet, before
addressing the conflicting findings of these different bias measurement techniques it is
important to examine the seminal work and early theories that lay the foundation for
moral development as it is studied today.

The acquisition of moral principles about fairness and justice is a linchpin of
human development, which has been studied by developmental, social, cognitive and
comparative psychologists, as well as experimental philosophers and behavioral
economists. Drawing on philosophical theories (Nussbaum, 1999; Rawls, 1971), morality
has most often been defined by developmental psychologists as principles for how
individuals should treat one another with respect to other’s welfare, fairness, justice, and
rights. Piaget’s (1932) seminal book on the moral judgment of the child remains one of
the most cited sources for the origins of developmental theory about morality.

Piaget (1932) incorporated philosophical definitions of morality into his
psychological inquiry of the origins of moral thinking, demonstrating that children

develop a morality independent of authority expectations by illustrating their ability to
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critique adult mandates that violate moral norms about fairness or equality. Morality
instead develops from children’s early negotiates with peers. Thus, morality is not
defined by the group or by adults, but exists as a set of independent principles by which
to judge and evaluate social actions and events. Piaget (1932) argued that moral norms, if
they exist, must be independent from group norms. This is because many societal norms
are incompatible with notions of fairness, justice, and equality. For example, societal
norms about unilateral power relationships and hierarchies are often in conflict with
theories about fairness, equal treatment, and justice, which Piaget (1932) articulated when
analyzing the child’s world of rules and regulations. In his theory, societal norms refer to
broad ideologies held by a nation, or specific norms held by a child’s peer group.

With regards to age-related change, Piaget (1932) argued that it was not until 7- to
8-years-old that children are capable of evaluating rules, social interactions, and social
exchanges on the basis of a set of principles about fairness and rights. Additionally,
Piaget described the parameters of and moral reasoning based limitations of heteronomy,
such that children under 10-years-old are unable to negotiate their own views and with
the perspectives of others —a function that is essential to moral development and
reasoning (Piaget, 1932). However, in the past 30 years, moral developmental extended
from work drawing from Piaget (1932) and Kohlberg (1968) to develop frameworks,
such as Social domain theory, and systematic methodologies to explore how even young
children are able to reasoning based on moral criteria.

Social domain theory. Social domain theory provides a theoretical framework
for investigating the emergence of prejudice, social exclusion, discrimination, and bias

(social domain theory: Turiel, 1983). Consistent with Piaget’s (1932) theory of moral
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development social domain theory also posits that morality is distinct from social norms,
conventions and authority and develops from children’s interactions. The theory
identifies three domains of knowledge: the moral domain, which involves issues of
fairness, justice, rights and welfare; the societal domain, which is concerned with
conventions, customs and traditions; and the psychological domain, which includes issues
of personal choice and individual discretion (Nucci & Turiel, 2000; Smetana, 2006;
Turiel, 2008). These categories were derived from the foundational work of Piaget (1932)
and Kohlberg (1969), yet with a fundamental difference from Kohlberg (1969), regarding
about the emergence of morality. Rather than postulating that the young child focuses on
the self (selfish desires) and then groups (conformity to rules) and finally morality
(justice) (Kohlberg, 1969), social domain theory posits that the self, groups, and morality
reflect three distinct domains of knowledge that co-exist.

Through empirical studies, social domain theory has demonstrated that children as
young as 3- to 4-years-old use different criteria when evaluating acts which causes harm,
for example, from acts that violate a conventional rule. By assessing what children
viewed as non-moral social events provided insight into the types of exchanges that were
conceptualized as moral, thus confirming that children distinguish between different
kinds of acts using epistemological criteria drawn from philosophical theories. This
theory posits that individuals conceptualize moral rules as generalizable (any act that
involves harming a victim is wrong), unalterable (the rule cannot be changed), non-rule
contingent (acts that cause harm to victims are still wrong even if there is no rule), and

not a matter of authority jurisdiction (even if the teacher says that it is okay, it is still
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wrong). In contrast, individuals view societal rules as context-specific, alterable, rule
contingent, and under authority jurisdiction (Turiel, 1983; Nucci, 1981).

These criteria apply to moral acts such as physical harm, psychological harm, and
unfair distribution of resources. Acts identified as within the societal domain included
customs, conventions, traditions, and regulations for ensuring the smooth functioning of
group interactions. The third domain, the psychological, has referred to matters that are
not regulated and are viewed as up to individuals to decide, such as what activities to
engage in (e.g., leisure time activities), what type of attire to wear, and whom to choose
as a friend. Research has demonstrated that individuals across the lifespan view some
issues as neither moral nor societal but about personal choice. Moreover, the findings
have been generalized to different cultural contexts and across the lifespan, indicating
that individuals draw on different domains of social knowledge to interpret complex
social events and interactions.

For example, a growing body of research from social domain theory indicates that
children and adolescents from a variety of other cultures also identify a personal domain
that is beyond the parameter of authority regulation and are found to reason with appeals
to personal choice and autonomy (Helwig, Ruck, & Peterson-Badali, 2014; Yau &
Smetana, 2003). Herein, Lahat, Helwig, Yang, Tan, and Liu (2009) examined Chinese
adolescents’ evaluations of stories that entailed conflicts with authorities and parents.
Participants appealed to the presence of individual rights autonomy and personal choice,
which is substantial considering the general lack of support for civil liberties in Mainland

China’s political system (Lahat et al., 2009). Similar studies have been conducted with
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consideration to the societal and moral domains, supporting the salience of these areas of
social knowledge across many cultural contexts.

While early research in social domain theory used prototypic social events to
demonstrate the categorical distinctions reflective of the three domains, recent research
has also applied the social domain model to complex and multifaceted issues (issues that
concern multiple domains), such as intergroup social exclusion, and prejudice. This
research uses a range of theories such as social domain theory (social domain theory:
Turiel, 1983) and developmental variants of social identity theory (SIT: Tajfel & Turner,
1979). This has been part of a larger area of research on developmental intergroup
attitudes, which has investigated the origins of stereotyping, discrimination and bias
(Rutland, Killen, & Abrams, 2010).

Development of Prejudice and Bias

A large body of research on prejudice development has examined many facets of
the emergence of prejudice, including stereotyping (Ruble, Martin, & Berenbaum, 2006),
prejudicial attitudes (Raabe & Beelmann, 2011), discrimination (Brown & Bigler, 2005),
implicit bias (Baron & Banaji, 2006; Rutland, Cameron, Milne, & McGeorge, 2005),
categorization (Bigler & Liben, 2006), group identity (Nesdale, Durkin, Maass, &
Griffiths, 2004) and social exclusion (Hitti, Mulvey, & Killen, 2011; Horn, 2008; Killen
& Rutland, 2011). Some research has focus on developmental trajectories and others on
the contextual elements informing intergroup attitudes. While not all children develop
prejudices, it is necessary to understand the contexts in and processes by which these

attitudes arise.



29

Examining age-related changes in children’s ethnic prejudice, Nesdale (2001)
proposed social identity development theory (SIDT: Nesdale, 2001), which posits that
children who display ethnic prejudice pass through four sequential developmental phases.
These phases are: undifferentiated (often during infancy), ethnic awareness (often during
early-childhood), ethnic preference (often during early-childhood) and ethnic prejudice
(often during middle-childhood, in children who hold such attitudes). Rather than
identifying phases by a set age, SIDT characterized stages by the behaviors and events
that precipitate change from one phase to the next. Over time, experience with peers,
parents and with exposure to social messages (e.g., media), children extract information
that enhances the positive distinctiveness of their ingroup. Research in SIDT, often
among majority status participants, has found that children’s ethnic preference (i.e., their
greater liking for the ingroup versus outgroups) changes to ethnic prejudice or dislike
when children have strong ingroup identification, and when ingroup norms that promote
exclusion and outgroup rejection are present (Nesdale, 2004; Nesdale, Durkin, Maass,
Kiesner, Griffiths, Daly et al., 2010). SIDT, thus, highlights middle-childhood as a period
when prejudice has the potential to emerge.

Nesdale’s (2001) SIDT comes in contrast with Aboud’s (1988) claim that ethnic
prejudice diminishes in children from 7-years-old onwards. Aboud colleagues conducted
a series of studies in the early 1980s on prejudice among children, which lead to new
lines of research that integrated social psychological and developmental theories to
understand prejudice (Aboud, 1988; Dunham & Degner, 2010; Quintana & McKown,
2008). Among them, Raabe and Beelman (2011) conducted a meta-analysis on the

change in prejudicial attitudes across age, and ethnically diverse participant samples.
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Overall, results indicated a peak in prejudice in middle childhood (5- to 7-year-olds)
followed by a slight decrease until late childhood (8- to 10-year-olds). Findings also
revealed age-related differences in the level of prejudice children had toward higher
versus lower status outgroups. The authors also noted the positive effects of intergroup
contact opportunities on prejudice reduction. Consistent with SIDT, these results also
suggest that prejudice changes with age during childhood. In addition to measuring
developmental change, research in this field has also focused on the complexity of
prejudicial attitudes by examining group dynamics and ingroup bias as distinct from
outgroup threat, social exclusion, and discrimination.
Role of Peer Groups Norms

Through reciprocal negotiations with peers, young children acquire skills such as
bargaining and compromising and develop an understanding of others (Piaget, 1932).
Peers, however, can play a positive and negative role in children’s evaluations of group
decisions and adherence to group norms. Research investigations have been organized to
test age-related changes in peer dynamics. On the one hand, studies have examined how
peer groups contribute to prejudicial attitudes —when high levels of ingroup identification
and exclusive group norms lead to outgroup dislike (Abrams et al., 2008; Nesdale,
Maass, Durkin, & Griffiths, 2005). On the other hand, research has shown the contexts in
which peer interactions help to reduce prejudice —when norms about inclusivity foster
empathy, perspective-taking and a position to challenge stereotypic expectations (Hitti &
Killen, 2015; Tropp et al., 2014). This section will examine the positive and negative
roles of peer interaction, taking a group dynamics social reasoning approach (Rutland et

al., 2010).
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Abrams and Rutland’s (2008) research in subjective group dynamics examines
children’s attitudes about both inter and intra-group peer situations. Intragroup dynamics
refers to judgments about ingroup members who enhance group identity by upholding
group norms in comparison to ingroup members who do not (and deviate from the group
norms). In contrast, intergroup dynamics refers to judgments about exclusion (or
inclusion) of outgroup members who threaten (or enhance) group identity (Abrams &
Rutland, 2008). According to subjective group dynamics theory, group norms are the
expectations, beliefs, and values held by one’s group. In contrast, group membership is
the identifying feature that characterizes the group (such as gender, race, ethnicity,
nationality, culture). The importance of these distinctions lies in determining the
conditions in which ingroup bias or outgroup negativity is manifested. Adopting a group
dynamics conceptual framework to explain peer exclusion has allowed current research
to examine additional factors that contribute to children’s reasoning about intergroup
exclusion, such as children’s assumptions about group identity as well as attribution of
intentions of ingroup member who exclude (e.g., Killen, Mulvey et al., 2013).
Accordingly, group norms (be they positive, negative or exclusionary) are important
considerations for children in social decision-making.

Researchers measuring subjective group dynamics in childhood has found that by
8- to 9-years-old children have already obtained an understanding of subjective group
dynamics and tend to give priority to group norms over group membership (Abrams &
Rutland, 2008). This means that by middle childhood, children will prefer an outgroup
member who supports their own ingroup norm over an ingroup member who deviates

from the ingroup norm. As an example, in the context of soccer fan clubs, children will
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prefer an outgroup member cheering for their own team (loyalty regarding group norm)
over an ingroup member who cheers for the other team (group disloyalty). Additionally,
by 8-to 9-years of age children are aware that group needs are sometimes distinct from
individual preferences. Children understand that if a group has a norm, and an ingroup
member rejects that norm then the group may dislike and exclude this ingroup member
(e.g., common school group or nationality) (Abrams & Rutland, 2008; Killen, Rutland et
al., 2013).

As children differentiate the group norm from group identity they view loyalty to
the group based on adherence to group norms, not just based on group membership.
Thus, when an ingroup member violates the group norms, children are found to consider
the nature of the norm and functioning of the group in to their evaluations and judgments.
A recent study found that, with age, 9- to 13-year-old participants gave priority to group-
specific norms (in contrast to generic norms), and differentiated between their
expectations of how the group would make decisions about a member who challenged
group norms and their own individual preferences (Killen, Rutland et al., 2013). This
increasing ability to understand how the group would evaluate a deviant member, and the
ability to distinguish the group’s appraisal from their own, individual evaluation, reveals
children’s complex understanding of group dynamics and group norms. However, few
studies to date have examined intergroup social exclusion and inclusion in an embedded
group dynamics task.

Hitti and Killen (2015) set out to fill this gap by examining inclusion decisions of
non-Arab American pre-adolescents and adolescents in a group dynamics paradigm, in

which Arab cultural category was salient. Participants made judgments about whether
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their ingroup (an ethnically diverse group of American peers) or outgroup (an group of
Arab American peers) is likely to be inclusive towards outgroup and ingroup targets and
evaluated group members who challenged inclusive and exclusive group norms. Groups
varied in cultural identity and social activity interests (giving participants opportunity to
define membership by culture or activity) and groups had norms of exclusivity
(preferring similar members) or inclusivity (preferring members who are different from
the group). Findings showed that non-Arab American participants perceived Arab
American peers to be less inclusive cross-culturally than they perceived their own
American peers. Additionally, participating 11- to 12-year olds and 14- to 15-year-olds
attributed more positive traits of inclusivity to their own group than they did to the Arab
American outgroup, reflecting an ingroup bias. Non-conforming group members, who
challenged an exclusive group norm, were evaluated more positively than deviant
members who challenged inclusive group norms by advocating exclusivity (Hitti &
Killen, 2015). The authors also posit that children’s low-levels of reported contact with
Arab peers may also account for the frequency of outgroup stereotype usage and
perception of outgroup exclusivity. Thus, in addition to negative peer norms, another
obstacle to positive outgroup attitudes are children’s opportunities to interact in ethnically
diverse peer environments. Children take this group knowledge into consideration when
evaluating exclusion.
Intergroup Social Exclusion

Over the past decade this developmental research has examined the connections
between group identity and moral judgment to understand the origins of prejudice. These

recent studies on prejudicial attitudes in childhood have demonstrated the complexity of
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children’s viewpoints social groups and peer decisions (Killen & Rutland, 2011; Rutland,
Killen, & Abrams, 2010). By drawing on social domain theory, a burgeoning line of
research has systematically investigated the role of moral judgments in the context of
intergroup attitudes (Abrams, Rutland, Ferrell, & Pelletier, 2008; Crystal et al., 2008;
Gieling, Thijs, & Verkuyten, 2010; Horn, 2008; Killen et al., 2010; Tenenbaum & Ruck,
2012). The central focus of this research is to address how is it that children who hold
moral values also act in ways that violate the underlying principles of these values,
particularly with respect to prejudice and discrimination. This approach has found that
children and adolescents use different forms of reasoning when evaluating social
exclusion, intolerance, and rejection based on group membership, revealing new
information about the processes that both hinder and perpetuate prejudicial attitudes
(Killen et al., 2002; Recciah, Brehl, Wainryb, 2012).

Social exclusion serves as a means for regualting the fuctioning of social groups,
through making decisions about who enhances the groups’ goals. However, the criteria
with which children use in a decision to exclude can vary greatly. Recciah, Brehl,
Wainryb (2012) conduced a narrative study to understand both age-related differences in
reasoning about exclusion and how chilren evaluate personal accounts of exclusion.
Participants were 7-, 11- and 17-year-olds. Findings revealed that with age participants
viewed exclusion as more warranted, using social conventional reasons, whereas,
younger children were less favorable of exclusion and reasoned about the wrongfulenss
of the act (Recciah et al. 2012). However, within an intergorup context these evaluations
become complex and conventional reasons for exclusion can also function to conceal

biased intensions.
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Children are found to use all three domains of social knowledge in social domain
theory when reasoning about intergroup social exclusion. Children and adolescents, have
been found to view intergroup social exclusion as a moral transgression when considering
the psychological harm caused by peer exclusion, and exclusion is evaluated as unjust
and discriminatory (Killen & Stangor, 2001). Intergroup social exclusion has also been
evaluated as a violation of group conventions, such as a legitimate means of preserving
group identity (Killen et al., 2002; Killen, Rutland et al., 2013). Lastly, research has also
found children to also consider interpersonal attributes and the personal domain, when
exclusion occurs on the basis of individual traits or preferences (“e.g., It’s okay to
exclude him because otherwise his friend will be uncomfortable™) (Crystal et al., 2008).
Thus, children can use conventional reasons to justify interracial exclusion. Yet, many
individual differences also inform children’s perceptions of these encounters.

However, when testing the role of race and intergroup contact in chilren’s
evalautions of exclusion, a complex picture emerges. Crystal et al. (2008) examined
children’s evaluations of the wrongfulness of intergroup social exclusion among 9-, 12-
and 15-year-olds. Using the Social Reasoning about Exclusion Interview, participants
evaluated exclusion contexts where European American peers did not include an African
American peer in a social activity. The exclusion contexts were: personal choice about
interracial friendship with no external pressure, inviting a outgroup friend home with
external pressure from parental authority, and interracial dating in high school with
external pressure from the peer group. Race was made salient in the stories by stating the
race of the characters involved. Since the stories were embedded contexts where

exclusion could be for racial, personal or conventional reasons, participants were asked
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why exclusion occurred and how wrong (or permissible) the act would be if based on
racial group membership. Findings suggested interracial contact was significantly related
to children’s ratings of wrongfulness of race-based exclusion across the three stories,
frequency estimations of race-based exclusion across the three stories, and attributions of
motive to excluding protagonists in two of the three stories. Additionally with age,
participants were less likely to attribute non-racial motives to inviting a outgroup friend
home with external pressure from parental authority. Thus, adolescents, more so than
children, were more likely to think that parents use race as a criteria for social exclusion.

Examining children and adolescents’ judgments about exclusion provides an
opportunity to investigate both moral considerations as well as the role of group biases
and prejudice when making such judgments. Taken together, these findings confirm the
predictions of Raabe and Beelmann (2011) as intergroup contact and age influenced
evaluations of social exclusion. Additionally, by examining children’s and adolescents’
judgments about exclusion, social experience was found to influence the extent to which
participants viewed exclusion as wrong from a moral viewpoint (Killen et al., 2010).
Measuring intergroup attitudes using evaluations of social exclusion is important because
researchers are able to assess children’s moral judgments about the act of exclusion as
well as the extent to which their ingroup bias and prejudice may weigh on these
judgments.

Interpersonal peer rejection. The current approach to understanding social
exclusion in childhood is distinct from “peer rejection” based on personality traits and
individual differences (Rubin et al., 2006). Peer rejection typically is explained in terms

of children who lack social skills and are identified as extremely shy and fearful (and
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who become victims), and children who are extremely aggressive (and become bullies).
For intra-group (or same-race) peer exclusion, the moral dimension of rejection has to do
with the physical and psychological harm that is inflicted on a victim, which the vast
majority of children view as wrong and unfair. Social cognitive judgments and attitudes,
along with societal structures and expectations, also provide the basis for social
exclusion. There are times when personality traits are unrelated to the basis for exclusion.
Additionally, there are instances when personality traits are over-attributed based on
group membership. In these contexts, the source of exclusion is prejudicial attitudes
rather than behavior by the victim that invites exclusion.

The developmental intergroup perspective on social exclusion involves
understanding when exclusion is viewed as legitimate or wrong based on group
membership, as described above. One study examined evaluations and reasoning across
different types of exclusion contexts: friendship-status (exclusion of a friend due to
gender or race), club (exclusion of a peer from a music club due to gender or race), and
school (exclusion from attending school due to gender or race) (Killen et al., 2002).
Judgment criteria included generalizability (would exclusion be wrong in a different
culture?), authority jurisdiction (what if parents said it was okay to exclude?), as well as
peer influence (what if a peer said it was okay to exclude?).

The majority of participants viewed exclusion from school, based on gender or
race, as wrong but exclusion from a club as less wrong, and friendship exclusion as more
legitimate (Killen et al., 2002). The reasons for the peer and friendship forms of
exclusion reflected a mixture of moral and other categories: for the peer club, reasons

based on group functioning were used to justify exclusion; for friendship, reasons based
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on personal choice were given to justify exclusion. Thus, evaluations of social exclusion
invoked different interpretations; not all forms of intergroup exclusion were viewed as
wrong in the same way that an act of physical harm is viewed as wrong from a very early
age (Smetana, 1985). Other studies on exclusion based on race have shown that children
view it as wrong and unfair, but ethnic minority adolescents view it as more wrong than
do ethnic majority adolescents (Crystal et al., 2008). This may be because those who
belong to low status social groups experience exclusion more often than those in high
status social groups.

Negative outcomes. Prejudice and bias emerge in childhood and can be salient in
home, school, and neighborhood contexts. Prejudice can manifest or acts of
discrimination carried out by majority status children, which puts minority status children
at risk for anxiety, depression, social withdrawal, and decreased academic motivation
(Graham, 2006; Killen, Mulvey et al., 2012). The adverse consequences of group
membership based rejection have also been demonstrated in many studies, most of which
have examined adolescence and young adulthood. Graham and colleagues (2009)
examined peer victimization among early adolescents and the role of classroom ethnic
diversity on adjustment outcomes (Graham, Bellmore, Nishina, & Juvonen, 2009).
Participants were Latino/a and African American and were recruited from middle schools
in which the numeric status of students by classroom was varied (a key aspect that has
not been studied extensively but contributes to exclusion experiences). In their study,
students were either in schools where they were in the numerical majority ethnic group,
the numerical minority group, or in an ethnically diverse school. Ethnic minority students

experienced more exclusion and social stress when they were the numeric minority.
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While a given school may have an ethnically diverse student body, a given child’s
experience in class may be the contrary given in-school tracking systems and school
climates that do not foster intergroup interaction (e.g., Wilson & Rodkin, 2011).

The consequences of experiencing exclusion based on cultural group membership
can be quite detrimental to those excluded. Extensive research in the United States with
recently immigrated students of Asian and Latin descent has shown the consequences of
experiencing exclusion as well as victimization. Among a sample of Asian American,
Latino American, and European American adolescents Huynh and Fuligni (2010)
examined the frequency of daily discrimination from peers and adults and experiences of
exclusion and whether these experiences predicted adolescents’ well-being. Reports of
discrimination varied by group such that adolescents from Latin American and Asian
backgrounds reported more adult and peer discrimination than did their European
American peers. Additionally, Latino/a adolescence reported more adult discrimination
than their Asian American peers (Huynh & Fuligni, 2010). Overall, frequency of
discrimination predicted lower grade point averages, lower self-esteem, and more
depressive symptoms, distress, and even physical complaints. Given that the impacts of
prejudice and intergroup exclusion are socially, personally and even physiologically
detrimental, it is critical to examine the social group contexts and dynamics that incite a
peer culture of exclusion and at what age children understand complex peer dynamics.
Intergroup Contact

Examining intergroup contact as a means of reducing racial bias is a concept
introduced by Allport (1954). The contact hypothesis holds that contact alone is not

enough to allow for reduced prejudice. Several conditions must be in place, such as:
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equal status between groups, the contact between groups must be supported by those in
positions of authority, the contact must involve the attainment of common goals, and
there can be no competition between the groups (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew, 1998). When
these conditions are met, children have reduced negative attitudes toward outgroup peers
(Aboud et al., 2003; Killen & McGlothlin, 2006; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006).

Some research using Allport’s (1954) contact hypothesis has also adopted a social
identity theory (SIT: Tajfel & Turner, 1979) perspective to be able to assess how children
evaluate their own group as a moderator of outgroup attitudes. SIT posits that
individuals’ ingroup preference is explained in terms of a process of self-categorization
and identification with the group. From this theoretical position, individuals are
motivated to make favorable evaluations based on ingroup membership, and thus more
susceptible to have outgroup biases. Thus, the intersection of these theories allows for the
consideration of group identity in conjunction with context and dimensions of friendships
that contribute to evaluations of intergroup exchanges. While the cross-fertilization of
Allport’s (1954) contact hypothesis and SIT has shown to be quite fruitful, this section
will also examine how research in this area has focused on bias reduction among majority
status groups (see Pettigrew & Tropp, 2005), but decentralized the role of identity
development and positive outcomes for minority status groups.

Heterogeneous peer environments. School is a context central to social
development and is also a setting in which acts of bias often occur. Intergroup contact has
been shown to relate to positive intergroup attitudes (Aboud et al., 2003; McGlothlin &
Killen, 2006; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008). Studies that have examined school composition

and intergroup friendships often find that ethnically balanced classrooms promoted cross-
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race friendships because of the greater opportunity for interaction (e.g., Bellmore,
Nishina, Witkow, Graham, & Juvonen, 2007; Hallinan & Smith, 1985; Seaton &
Douglass, 2014; Shelton, Douglass, Garcia, Yip, & Trail, 2014; Wilson & Rodkin, 2011).
Additionally, Moody (2001) found 12- to 13-year-olds and 17- to 18-year-olds in
homogeneous schools to have disproportionately fewer cross-race friendships and the
number of opportunities for it, than students in heterogeneous schools. However, we must
first ask, what are the attitudes and outcomes of these intergroup interactions in diverse
school environments and at what ages are children making these race-based or ethnicity-
based evaluations?

Building from past findings in both contact theory and social domain theory,
McGlothlin and Killen (2006) explored children’s judgments about interracial
friendships. European American children in racial homogeneous (i.e. majority European
American children) and heterogeneous schools were compared on their judgments about
ambiguous intergroup interactions. Children’s judgments about the potential for
interracial friendship significantly differed according to school environment. While over
two-thirds of the children who experienced racial diversity in the school environment
were optimistic about the potential for friendship between the African American
character and the European American character, only half of the European American
children, with little intergroup contact, viewed friendship between the pair as possible.
Findings suggested that school context has an effect on perceptions of friendship among
European American children. These researchers posited that perhaps infrequent
interracial friendships in childhood lead to the inference that these friendships are not

feasible (McGlothlin & Killen, 2006).
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To further understand this dynamic broadly as functions of age, the link between
demographic context and interracial friendships attitudes is also examined among very
young children. In a study of Anglo-British children in ethnically diverse and ethnically
homogenous neighborhoods, Rutland, Cameron, Bennett, & Ferrell (2005) found
interethnic contact and racial constancy to be significantly related to preschoolers’ racial
intergroup attitudes. Anglo-British children, ages 3- to 5-years-old, presented the most
bias toward Afro-Caribbeans but less toward Asian-Indians or East Asians. However,
children from more ethnically diverse areas did not show any discrimination (Rutland et
al., 2005). While this study measured children’s emerging awareness of groups, these
findings are novel in that they highlight the importance of ethnically heterogeneous
environments and contact early in development. Intergroup contact, however, involves
more than diverse neighborhoods. Thus, it is necessary yet not sufficient to conclude that
children in ethnically diverse schools always have more interracial friendships (see
Wilson & Rodkin, 2011).

Quality of intergroup contact. In a meta-analysis of studies drawing from the
contact hypothesis, Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) reported the largest effect sizes for
prejudice reduction were when contact was operationalized as naturally occurring
intergroup friendship. Results from Aboud et al., (2003) support these findings by
examining the moderating effects of multiple dimensions of friendships on prejudice
within a sample of African American and European American 6-, 8-, 10-, and 12-year-
olds, from ethnically heterogeneous schools. The authors found that among European
American a low prejudice score was correlated with more cross-race friends and high-

quality cross-race friendships (providing higher intimacy, emotional security, and
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loyalty). These children held more positive outgroup attitudes, whereas those who
excluded cross-race classmates held more negative attitudes (Aboud et al., 2003). This set
of findings suggests that intergroup closeness leads to more positive intergroup attitudes
and interactions. Yet, it was also found that intergroup friendships decrease with age,
such that 6-year-olds were found to have more friends with outgroup children than 12-
year-olds (Aboud et al., 2003).

To explore this role of time and intergroup friendship maintenance on outgroup
attitudes Feddes, Rutland and Noack (2009), examined 7- to 11-year-old children’s
attitudes, using a longitudinal design. The study was conducted in Germany. Researchers
controlled for intergroup diversity in school by sampling children who all attended
ethnically heterogeneous schools. Feddes et al. (2009) studied Turkish (ethnic minority
group) and German children (ethnic majority group), testing if direct cross-ethnic
friendships predicted positive outgroup evaluations over the course of the school year.
They found that the duration of friendships was not a significant predictor of attitudes;
however, having a direct friendship was positively related to German children’s outgroup
evaluations at the end of the school year.

Killen et al. (2010) also investigated the role of ethnic school composition and
intergroup contact on European American youth’s use of stereotypes to explain
discomfort in the context of interracial peer exclusion. Participants included European
American children and adolescents attending schools with either low or high in ethnic
diversity. Participants also varied in the reported number of cross-race friendships.
Findings revealed that when evaluating contexts of interracial exclusion, participants

enrolled in high diversity schools were less likely to use stereotypes to explain racial
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discomfort, they were more likely to view racial exclusion as wrong, and these
participants were also more likely to estimate that racial exclusion occurs in society, than
were participants enrolled in low diversity schools. Additionally, McGlothlin and Killen
(2006) found majority status children, in racially diverse schools, to have more positive
attitudes about interracial friendship than majority status children in racially
homogeneous schools. Thus, close outgroup friendships and having access to
environments that are racially and ethnically diverse are integral mediators of outgroup
bias.

However, attitudes and stereotypes can also prevent individuals, who would
otherwise have high intergroup contact, from reaching out to outgroup peers. Shelton,
Richeson and Bergsieker (2009) demonstrated that a self-other attributional bias impedes
interracial friendship development. European American adults were given the opportunity
to become friends with a European American or African American participant. European
American participants indicated how interested they were in becoming friends but also
how concerned they were about being rejected as a friend. They also indicated how
interested they thought the other person was in becoming friends and how concerned they
thought the other person was about being rejected as friend. Results revealed that while
low prejudice European American participants had more interracial friendships, initiating
contact proved to be an obstacle given their greater concern for how African American
peers would perceive them. These attributions were made by both groups who each
assumed friendship would be rejected. Prejudice level did not influence the type of
explanations made when the potential friend was European American. These findings

highlight the role of misattributions of intent in creating assumptions of hostility and
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rejection. Additionally, early intergroup contact is significance, as with age, biases and
attributions can prevent interracial friendships to occur later in life.

Taken together, these studies have demonstrated that intergroup friendships
promote positive outgroup attitudes (Aboud et al., 2003; Feddes et al., 2009; McGlothlin
& Killen, 2006; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Specifically, ethnically and racially diverse
environments, high-quality friendships in middle-childhood and early adolescence are
strongly associated with positive outgroup attitudes and reduced prejudice. However,
findings across these and many other studies have group-specific outcomes. Majority
status groups are often the only group studied or the primary beneficiaries of
heterogeneous schools, neighborhoods, and intergroup friendships (e.g., McGlothlin &
Killen, 2006). As highlighted in Pettigrew and Tropp’s (2000) meta-analyses of
intergroup attitude research, there is an overrepresentation of ethnic majority-minority
friendship studies that highlight positive outgroup attitude reduction for just the majority
group. This indicates that there is no observed relationship between context, cross-race
friendships and outgroup attitudes for minority or low-status groups. Yet, when
considering limitations in some of the friendship and contact theory studies, perhaps there
i1s a more complex narrative to uncover, explaining variance of intergroup attitudes
among ethnic minority children and other minority status groups.

Social Reasoning Developmental Perspective

Social identity theory, social domain theory, the contact hypothesis and research
in group dynamics have been shown to be effective frameworks in the examination of
intergroup attitudes and decision making in child development. Thus, the social reasoning

developmental (SRD) perspective brings these theories together in the study of children’s
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intergroup attitudes. Social reasoning developmental perspective theorizes that the way
children give priority to group identity, group norms, or moral principles directly relates
to intergroup contact, and group threat. While negative social norms such as homophile
and inter-group competition can promote children’s use of group identity, group norms,
social conventions, it also can result in children’s use of prejudicial reasoning.
Conversely, intergroup contact can promote children’s use of more inclusive and
prosocial moral reasoning. Thus, social reasoning developmental perspective sets forth a
framework to understand how children use social information about groups to make
intergroup decisions while also examining the nature of the intergroup setting and
individual differences that impede or advance children’s capacity to make just decisions
and hold positive outgroup attitudes.

Social reasoning developmental perspective posits that group identity, social
conventions, and moral principles all impact evaluations of intergroup social exclusion.
This framework also centralizes group identity as a not just a means to define the self, but
as a predictor of self-esteem, and source that guides individuals’ attitudes, values, and
behaviors in accordance with a set of social group norms. Yet, group identity also creates
ingroup-outgroup distinctions. Children, and adults, operate in intergroup settings and
make decisions that appeal to a set of group norms and identities, which are sometimes in
conflict (e.g., when one’s ingroup has a negative norm). Social reasoning developmental
perspective finds age related changes in children’s awareness of group dynamics, such
that with age children are increasingly able to weigh (or learn to negotiate) among
competing claims. Yet, children’s acquisition varies based on the specific socio-historical

context of the groups (e.g., groups of equal vs. unequal social status), and can be impeded
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by individuals’ level of intergroup contact and their adherence to prejudicial attitudes.

Research in social reasoning developmental perspective uses social identity
theory (SIT: Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and the contact hypothesis (Allport, 1945) to
examine intergroup attitudes highlights children’s level of ingroup and outgroup
identification as a moderator these attitudes. However, the measurement of “group
identity” presents a limitation. Children’s group identification is commonly recorded at
the demographic level (e.g., a child from England checking the box “English” to indicate
his or her nationality). Some research has also included items assessing children’s level
of affiliation with their ingroup (e.g., “Do you like being English?” or “are you proud to
be English?”) as well as their perceived similarity with the outgroup (e.g., “How similar
are you to someone who is from [insert outgroup]?” (see Cameron et al., 2006). However,
two issues arise when applying his framework to other group contexts (e.g., examining
race and ethnicity in the U.S., rather than nationality as examined in studies conducted in
Western Europe).

First, the populations sampled across many studies using SIT (many of which are
located the United Kingdom) often examine nationality as the group variable, and not
race or ethnicity. Presumably, British and Irish children’s intergroup attitudes are
dissimilar to African American and European American children’s intergroup attitudes,
given the distinct racial, political and economic histories (Sellers, Smith, Shelton,
Rowley, & Chavous, 1998; Wilson & Rodkin, 2011). By using ethnic identity measures
that have been validated in among samples of ethnic minority children in the United
States research would be sensitive to the unique features of this intergroup context

(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2005).
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Second, recent research has examined identity with increasing complexity,
moving from group labels (identification) to multiple dimensions of children’s affiliation
with their ingroup (identity). To further illustrate this point, philosopher, Appiah (2005)
makes a crucial distinction between identification and identity. The individual’s active
membership and belonging to a group or groups forms their identity and, by contrast, “the
availability of terms and labels shapes identification” (Appiah, 2005 p. 66). The problem,
as Appiah (2005) defines it, is not that scholars take this reductionist approach (by
assigning singular group affiliations) for the purpose of pigeonholing groups of people
but rather, they accept the illusion of a singular identity, one consistent with preexisting
frameworks and ridged social definitions of group homogeneity. Appiah (2005) suggests
that identification, the socially constructed labels themselves are nominal, and instead,
identity, the extent to which one affiliates with a group, should be the metric of group
membership. Thus, multiple contexts establish the framework for the individual to
synthesize notions of both group and self.

Taken together, developmental research grounded in SIT presents a partial model
of identity’s role in and intergroup attitudes, given that these many of these studies
measure group identification and at times only one dimension of identity (e.g., “how
much do you like your group?”). This may not capture how identities develop over time,
how they are associated with children’s evaluations of intergroup social exclusion and
how identity serves as a buffer against bias and prejudice especially for ethnic minority
youth (Brenick & Killen, 2014; Neblett, Rivas-Drake, & Umana-Taylor, 2012). Decades
of research in SIT and intergroup contact suggest the relevance of including group

identification within the study of children’s intergroup attitudes and intergroup contact.
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Given that racial and ethnic identity development is a complex process of learning about
social status, group and self, recent research has begun to examine how children’s
intergroup attitudes are associated with their developing racial and ethnic identities
(Brenick & Killen, 2014; Morrison & Chung, 2011; Phinney et al., 2007; Rutland et al.,
2012).

Additionally, research suggests that majority and minority status children may
have different sources of influence associated with intergroup attitudes and evaluations of
bias (Beaton, Monger, Leblanc, Bourque, Levi, Joseph et al., 2012). African American
and European American adolescents—at the group level—are likely to be affected very
differently by the phenomenological processes associated with adolescence (see Spencer
& Markstrom-Adams, 1990). For instance, African American adolescents are likely to
become aware that society in general devalues them because of their racial background.
African American (but not European American) youth also often receive messages from
their parents concerning racial bias and discrimination during adolescence (Hughes &
Bigler, 2011; Hughes & Chen, 1999). These messages, along with direct experiences with
discrimination, may lead African American youth to form different attitudes than
European American youth. Thus, it is proposed that research on intergroup attitudes and
intergroup social exclusion adopt an ethnic and racial identity development perspective to
address these research gaps and provide a model that includes outcomes for ethnic
minority youth.

Ethnic Racial Identity Development
Prominent scholars studying racial and ethnic identity have examined ethnic and

racial identity (ERI) development as a process of ingroup and outgroup exploration
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(Cross, 1991; Phinney, 1993). Findings in ethnic and racial identity suggest that well-
developed ethnic and racial identities act as a secure base from which individuals are
more open and accepting of people from other ethnic groups (Cross & Fhagen-Smith,
2001; Phinney et al., 2007). This section will address the following questions 1) are
children group identities linked to positive intergroup attitudes? and 2) given intergroup
research’s focus on outcomes for majority status children (see Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006)
how might these patterns of effects exist among racial and ethnic minority children?

Much of the empirical research addressing these questions is strongly informed by
ethnic and racial identity development theoretical models such as those developed by
Cross, Phinney and Sellers. These models posit that an internalized ethnic and racial
identity may be associated with various attitudes, among them biculturalism or
multiculturalism, which reflect openness to other cultures and worldviews, similar to the
attitudes associated with an “achieved” ethnic identity (Cross & Fhagen-Smith, 2001;
Phinney et al., 2007). Thus, on a theoretical level, ethnic and racial identity that are
internalized and ““achieved” appear to have benefits for positive intergroup attitudes.

In one of the few studies testing this empirically, Phinney et al. (2007) used the
Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (MEIM: Phinney, 1992), to examine the interaction
between group and self in the formation of one’s racial identity. The MEIM was
developed using both SIT and developmental models (Erikson, 1968; Marcia, 1980) of
identity and posits discrete dimensions in identity development. Phinney et al. (2007)
tested if an “achieved” ethnic identity is associated with a positive outgroup orientation.
A sample of Latino/a and Asian American young adults were measured on stages of

identity achievement and other group orientation (e.g., “I like getting to know people
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from other ethnic groups other than my own”) (OGO: Phinney, 1992). There was no
significant difference for identity status and group, yet it was found that participants who
had “achieved” identities (the highest level of ingroup affiliation), held more positive
attitudes towards other groups than participants with lower status identities. Thus, among
Latino/a and Asian Americans, a “well-developed” ethnic identity served as a secure
position that allowed individuals to be more open and accepting of people from other
ethnic groups (Phinney et al., 2007, p. 489). While this findings suggests a positive
association between ethnic identity and intergroup attitudes for minority status young
does an achieved identity among majority status adolescents also promote positive
intergroup attitudes?

In a recent study using the MEIM (MEIM: Phinney, 1992) among younger
participants, researchers found higher identity commitment (i.e. clear feelings of
belonging to one’s ethnic group with positive attitudes of ingroup pride) and lower
identity concern for relationships were related to more inclusive evaluations in intergroup
contexts. Brenick and Killen (2014) surveyed Jewish and a comparison group of non-
Arab/non-Jewish 14- and 17-year-olds to assess their cultural identification, intergroup
contact, and moral judgments regarding intergroup peer social exclusion. Adolescents
evaluated social encounters between Jewish and Arab youth in peer, home, and
community contexts. Interactions were found among the identity factors, intergroup
contact and cultural group membership (Brenick & Killen, 2014). Most notably,
regardless of their level of intergroup contact, Jewish participants with high identity
exploration were more accepting of a moral justification for outgroup inclusion (e.g.,

“before judging one should first get to know others who might be different”) than were
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their low exploration peers. Thus, while research has shown that adolescents often focus
on group identity and give priority to social-convention and stereotypic expectations of
group functioning (e.g., Verkuyten, 2008), adolescents are also undergoing significant
development in identity that yields a more sophisticated understanding of complex moral
situations such as intergroup exclusion. This study provides additional evidence for the
relevance of identity measures in the examination of intergroup attitudes and exclusion.
However, with many studies focusing on identity development in adolescence, little
research has examined the emergence of group identification and identity in early- and
middle-childhood and how children’s conceptions of group membership also inform
children’s outgroup attitudes.

Middle childhood may be an important age to examine given children as young as
8-years-old understand group functioning (Rutland et al., 2010) and as early as 5-years
understand that groups can have a set of goals unique from those of the individual
member (Cooley & Killen, 2015). Additionally, at an early age children are also aware of
race and racial groups. Research on the “other-race effect” has found infants (from
ethnically homogeneous households) to show a preference for same-race faces. Further,
as will be discussed later in this chapter, conversation about race for racial and ethnic
minority children happen early-on in the home.

One such study investigated the influence of group identities (i.e., ethnicity and
nationality) on young children’s perceptions of peer acceptance and preference for same-
ethnic friendships (Rutland et al., 2012). This study used measured identity using the
Strength of Identification Scale (SolS: Barrett, 2005). Like MEIM, the SolS also comes

out of social identity theory; however, the scale and method was developed to measure
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the strength of national, ethnic, racial or religious identification in children and early-
adolescents. This measure consists of a short set of questions administered in an
interview format to 5- to 11-year-olds (with response options being written on cards and
read out to the child) or in a questionnaire format to 10- to 16-year-olds (with rating
scales being used instead to capture responses).

In their study, Rutland et al. (2012) interviewed 5- to 11-years-old south-Asian
English children. The study’s longitudinal analysis demonstrated that children’s
bicultural identification (i.e., higher south-Asian and English identity) was related to
higher perceived peer acceptance and less preference for same-ethnic friendships. Age-
related findings suggested that older children, with bicultural identities, had higher
acceptance amongst peers and showed less preference for same-ethnic friendships, than
their mono-cultural peers. This study also builds from findings by Verkuyten and Pouliasi
(2002) who had previously demonstrated that Greek and Dutch 9- to 12-year-olds, with
bicultural identities, espoused positive outgroup perceptions and evaluations more so than
their mono-cultural peers. Here, identity salience was experimentally primed and the
researchers examined cultural values and children’s identification with friendship groups.

Similarly, Cameron et al. (2006) operationalized “dual identity” as a strong
association with one’s ingroup and an affinity with the outgroup. Given a context of
prejudice against refugees by Anglo-British children, these researchers responded by
testing the effects of prolonged intergroup interaction. Children engaged in interviews
with, and positive dialogues about ethnic minority groups. In their contact intervention,
these group-based dual identities were found to moderate positive outgroup attitudes

among White British children. The study demonstrated that children as young as five
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could have a “dual identity” and positive attitudes towards refugees (Cameron et al.,
2006). Taken together, these studies are important demonstrations that group identity can
influence peer relationships amongst young ethnic minority and majority status children.

With respect to the mechanism of change in identity’s influence on intergroup
group attitudes, Bennett et al. (1998) suggest that before categorizing themselves as
members of a group (e.g., ethnic or nationality group), children are likely to be exposed
to information about their own group. Moreover, the knowledge they acquire is likely to
be affectively laden. Bennett et al. (1998) posit that while many children as young as 6-
or 7-year-old have yet to categorized themselves at the level of nationality (for example),
they will nevertheless have been exposed to a wealth of information that either explicitly
or implicitly communicates positive views of their own national group. Given this, and
the preponderance of empirical support for social identity theory (e.g., Hogg & Abrams,
1988), subjective identification with one’s group may not be a precondition for the
emergence of judgments that favor the group of which one is a de facto member (Bennett
et al., 1998). Group identification alone does not necessitate intergroup bias. Contextual
factors (e.g., low intergroup contact) must be at play for intergroup favorability to result
in outgroup disdain (Nesdale, 2004).

To elaborate this point, Pettigrew (1998) contends that the development of
intergroup attitudes parallels that of identity development, as both are concurrent with
learning about outgroups and can enable children to recognize that stereotypes about that
group are inaccurate. While stereotypes from media and other sources and instill negative
heuristics and biases, social historical knowledge about groups can be very positive

(Pahlke et al., 2012). Thus, group identification makes an independent contribution to
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children’s ingroup evaluations. An appraisal of the ingroup can demonstrate to children
that the norms, customs, and lifestyles of other groups can operate as effectively as those
of the ingroup. Subsequently, there can be a changing of behavior to be accepting of a
outgroup members, which can be followed by a positive change in attitudes (Pettigrew,
1998).

While these SIT-based identity models have been validated among ethnic
majority and minority status groups, children’s development takes place within a
particular set of historical, political, economic and societal circumstances that determine
the relative position and status of a child’s in group in relation to outgroups. Given that
African Americans and many members of stigmatized ethnic minority groups experience
high levels of racial discrimination their racial identities are likely to be more readily
activated than the racial identities of members of non-stigmatized majority groups
(Seaton & Douglass, 2014). Thus, a long line of research has also examined how this
macro-context influences ethnic minority children’s beliefs, attitudes.

Cross’s (1991) original model of African American identity posited
developmental stages of identity and variance in racial attitudes or worldviews. The key
process of development in this model is internalization; “a person’s conception of
Blackness tends to become more open, expansive, and sophisticated” (Cross, 1991, p.
211). Internalization is characterized by a sense of confidence and control and is seen as
providing the basis for bridging other ethnic or racial groups. However, recent identity
development research suggests fluidity and variability in the age of racial identity
salience. The foci of identity research moves from one grounded in age to one based in

shifting contexts.
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One such measure taking this approach is Sellers, Smith, Shelton, Rowley, and
Chavous’ (1998) Multidimensional Indicator of Black Identity (MIBI). This scale
examines the complexities in African American identity by operationalizing various
dimensions of identity and status awareness. Sellers et al. (1998), like Cross (1991,1971),
recognized the varying salience of racial identities across locale and, rather than
examining identity as a stage-based model. Sellers et al.’s (MIBI: 1998) also provides a
general framework for studying ingroup variation across cultural experiences. The MIBI
assumes ingroup heterogeneity and allows for the parallel development of sub-categories
of identity (Sellers et al., 1998).

Research coming out of this framework has also examined identity development
in adolescents by using the modified “MIBI-Teen” (MIBI-T: Scothamm, Sellers, &
Nhuyen, 2008) validated among 13- to 18-year-olds. Among the several identity
dimensions in MIB-T, the Public Regard subscale (measuring the extent to which the
individual feels that other groups feel positively or negatively toward their group) is
highly predictive of awareness of peer discrimination and intergroup interactions.

In addition, the MIBI-T Public Regard subscale, defined above, as recently been
modified and used reliably with diverse samples (e.g., Fuligni, Witkow, & Garcia, 2005;
Kiang, Gonzalez-Backen, Yip, Witkow, & Fuligni, 2006; Rivas-Drake, 2011; Yip, 2014).
Rivas-Drake (2011) demonstrated that Public Regard to be a central mediator in Latino/a
young adult’s preparation for intergroup bias. Additionally, Yip and Douglass (2011)
found that adolescents with higher Public Regard, were more aware of covert racism
(e.g., inappropriate joking about race) in peer contexts. Though never examined among a

middle-childhood sample, Public Regard could present an important dimension to capture
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of children’s awareness of covert instances of intergroup social exclusion. Together,
research in ethnic and racial identity and Social Identity Theory create a complex
interaction among self, group status and society where by ethnic and racial minority
youth are found to benefit from strong identities and majority status groups benefit from
awareness of intergroup histories and pluralistic identities.

Summary. Research and theories coming out of ethnic identity development have
suggested that well developed ethnic identities are associated with positive outgroup
attitudes and evaluations of intergroup inclusion (e.g., Brenick & Killen, 2014; Phinney
et al., 2007). However, few studies have examined how children’s emerging awareness of
group and group identification informs these attitudes. Given that very early in
development children are able to self-categorize, and that children also experience peer
rejection and intergroup social exclusion, it is unknown how identity informs evaluations
and reasoning about intergroup exclusion in middle-childhood. Few studies have
examined how dimensions of identity (e.g., identification and public regard) may
differentially inform ethnic minority and majority status children’s evolutions of
intergroup exclusion.

Thus far, the research discussed has examined the formation of intergroup attitudes,
social exclusion and intergroup contact in peer contexts (e.g., school and peer group
setting), however, the role of authority figures in the child’s world must not be
overlooked. Authority sanctioning of intergroup interaction is one of the criteria that must
be met to reduce outgroup bias according to Allport’s (1954) contact hypothesis.
Research has found that parents and teachers are sources of influence that can promote or

discourage intergroup contact. Additionally, parental socialization can provide a buffer
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for experiences of discrimination. Thus, the following section examines the complex role
of adults in children’s ingroup socialization and intergroup attitudes.
Authority Figures and Parent Racial Messages

Individuals in positions of authority have often been those who have perpetuated
stereotypic expectations, constituted structures of discrimination, and propagated
prejudicial attitudes. Unfair treatment sanctioned by authority figures include instances
when teachers use rules that are perceived as unfair by children, such as punishing a class
for the misbehavior of one child. Even more damaging, perhaps, are the findings
revealing that teachers often unknowingly hold stereotypic beliefs, disadvantaging
students (Steele, 1997). Furthermore, parents can show preferential treatment based on
gender, such as granting more autonomy to sons than to daughters (Killen, Park, Lee-
Kim, & Shin, 2005). This raises several questions: does morality in intergroup contexts
grow out of respect for authority? And if so, how is the child’s developmental trajectory
reconciled with the fact that authority expectations are not always based on fairness or
justice (Helwig, 2008)?

To test the role of authority in intergroup exclusion, Meller and Tenenbaum
(2011) examined Danish (majority status) children’s reasoning about peer and teacher
statements regarding exclusion stemming from increasing overt discrimination against
Muslims (minority status) in Denmark. Children were presented with vignettes about peer
and teacher exclusion based on gender and ethnicity (ex: “Shahar wants to play Ludo, but
the teacher says that she cannot play because there are already three Danish boys and
girls playing. Instead, the teacher says that a Danish classmate can play.”). Changes in

reasoning were expected by age, school, type of exclusion (ethnic or gender-based) and
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perpetrator (peer versus teacher). Majority children found it less acceptable for a teacher
to exclude a child protagonist than a peer-to-peer instance of exclusion. Overall, children
were sensitive to the role of authority in moral transgressions as well as group status,
judging it less acceptable to exclude a less powerful group member. Children and
adolescents are critical of teachers who treat students differently because of their group
membership such as culture and religion. At the same time, the legitimacy of peer
exclusion based on cultural membership raises concerns about the existence of
underlying biases.

Adults can also foster a learning context that promotes positive intergroup
contact. Verkuyten and Thijis (2002) examined how social exclusion amongst Dutch,
Turkish Dutch, Moroccan Dutch and Surinamese Dutch pre-adolescents related to school
(de)segregation and multicultural education (Verkuyten & Thijs, 2002). They surveyed
10- to 12-year-olds from 178 classrooms in 82 elementary schools across the
Netherlands. A multilevel-analysis showed that personal experience and perceptions of
ethnic name-calling, teasing and exclusion in the playground were determined
independently by classroom settings and structure. In particular, children experienced less
exclusion if they believed they could tell the teachers about unfair behavior towards them
and that the teacher would take action. This is a significant demonstration of how
children, who have recourse to report on the unfairness of exclusion, were less likely to
be victimized.

Dutch children also reported more awareness of ethnic exclusion if they said their
classes spent more time discussing multicultural issues (e.g., the need to be fair to others

from different countries and recognize different cultures within the class and society).
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Other studies have also shown that 10- to 13-year-old Dutch and Turkish Dutch children
reporting higher levels of multicultural education in the classroom showed less ethnic
intergroup bias (Kinket & Verkuyten, 1999; Verkuyten & Thijs, 2001). Findings from
Verkuyten’s research also indicate that youth are aware of the role of power between
victim and perpetrator. Here, the wrongfulness of the transgression varied when the
perpetrator was from the majority status group and the victim was from the minority
status group. When the perpetrator is from the majority status group than exclusion
reflects societal-level patterns and the asymmetrical power balance, in contrast to when
the perpetrator is from the minority status group (Verkuyten et al., 2011). This research
has focused on how teachers as authority members in the school context can help to
reduce the experiences of prejudice.

Parental socialization as a buffer. Parental discourse about intergroup
relationships also can contribute to the acquisition and maintenance of prejudicial
attitudes as well as egalitarian notions of social groups. Very little of the research on
morality in the context of intergroup relationships has addressed the critical role that
parents play (for an exception see Pahlke, Bigler & Suizzo, 2012; Verkuyten, 2011).

Research on racial socialization (e.g., Hughes, 2003), however, has examined
what ethnic minority parents, (specifically African American parents) do to prepare their
children for the world of potential discrimination as well as for diversity, while other
studies in this area have demonstrated that parents often convey negative messages about
cross-race friendships, dating, and marriage. Yet, research on racial socialization has
identified a parental socialization paradox. While African American parents discuss

egalitarianism to their children, they are also preparing their children for a world of bias
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and discrimination; that is, a world in which individuals are not acting in an egalitarian
manner (e.g., Neblett et al., 2008). Ethnic minority parents have the difficult task of
communicating the importance of egalitarianism coupled with preparing children for, and
explaining why it might be that the larger societal context is not consistently acting in
accordance with those same moral principles. For example, when parents teach that
everyone should treat others with fairness and equality and then indicate that some
individuals do not do so, the natural question is, “Why not?” This response requires an
explanation of the history of groups and patterns of unfair treatment and explanations
about the power of groups, hierarchies, and status. Thus, this discussion potentially
reflects an array of social cognitive concepts including morality, society, and
psychological knowledge (such as the intentions of others and the lack of information
about connections between acts and consequences).

Most of the developmental intergroup research has focused on how majority
group individuals (e.g., those high in status based on gender, race, or ethnicity) perpetuate
exclusion, ingroup favoritism, prejudice, bullying, and racial and ethnic discrimination.
The rationale for this focus has been to determine how to reduce bias among majority
groups in order to treat individuals from minority groups in a fair and just manner. In
contrast, research in ethnic and racial identity (ERI) development and racial and ethnic
socialization examine how ethnic minority parents prepare their children for experiences
related to bias and discrimination; the goal is to provide a buffer for creating and
developing resiliency and adaptive strategies for combating prejudice (Lane, Wellman,

Olson, LaBounty, & Kerr, 2010). In these lines of research, “majority” and “minority”
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indicate dimensions of power, distinguishing socially privileged from disenfranchised
groups.

This research has not drawn from intergroup attitudes research, which is heavily
based on social psychological theory because the goal is more focused on socialization
practices and parenting. Yet, these lines of research are complementary, designed to
reduce prejudice and bias as well as to enhance prosocial inclusive attitudes of
individuals from different backgrounds.

Messages about discrimination. Racial and ethnic parental socialization can act
as a protective factor for racial minority youth, promoting resilience in the context of
social exclusion and victimization (Neblett, Terzian, & Harriott, 2010; Sellers, Caldwell,
Schmeelk-Cone, & Zimmerman, 2003). To investigate how parental messages for ethnic
minority children bear on their healthy social adjustment (such as resiliency to depressive
symptomology), Neblett et al. (2008) conducted a longitudinal study among African
American adolescents. Parental egalitarian messages were examined (messages that
encourage adolescents not to use race in determining how they will interact with other
people such as, “all people are equal regardless of their race”). These researchers also
examined psychological adjustment in the context of racial discrimination among African
American adolescents. Adolescents who reported receiving more egalitarian messages
from their primary caregivers had a more positive group identity (as measured using
MIBI-T), which led to more healthy psychological adjustment.

In addition to these gains, racial socialization has also been found to act as a
mechanism to reduce stress and even reduce the risk of substance use among African

American youth (Neblett, Terzian, & Harriott, 2010). While findings from these studies



63

are critical to enhancing research in social, moral, and racial identity development, these
studies and others commonly use children and adolescents’ self-reports about parental
messages, indicating how children and adolescents have perceived and internalized
parental messages.

Another key factor, however, is how might parents themselves evaluate messages
they send to their children. White-Johnson, Ford and Sellers (2010) examined parenting
messages in a sample of African American mothers. These researchers found three
patterns of racial socialization experiences among mothers: multifaceted (discussing
racial identity), low race salience (not referring to race), and unengaged (little parent-
child interaction). The multifaceted socialization pattern was correlated with mother’s
own experience with discrimination and their frequency of openly talking about race with
children. The results of this dynamic were that parental racial socialization messages
reflecting pride and knowledge about African American culture were positively
associated with African American youths’ self-esteem. Thus, racial socialization in the
context of ethnic minority parents and children present a positive case for children’s
identity development.

While ethnic minority parents are found to promote positive identity development
by discussing ingroup history and social expectations, the same depth of communication
i1s uncommon in ethnic majority families. Hughes (2003) has argued that European
American parents, for example, rarely engage in explicit racial socialization. Whereas
African American parents frequently address race and racism with their children,
beginning in middle school, many European American parents have a colorblind

philosophy that holds that the mention of race creates negative racial attitudes. It may be
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that European American parents assume that their children do not “see” race and to
discuss it would be to create the problem (Pahlke et al., 2012). In fact, a recent study
found that when primed with a color-blind mind-set, European American children were
less likely to reference intergroup differences between individuals and were less likely to
view scenarios of explicit peer, race-based bias as being instances of racial
discrimination, than were students primed to recognize and appreciate differences
(Apfelbaum, Pauker, Ambady, Sommers, & Norton, 2008). Additionally, it was found
that 10- and 11-year-old children performed more poorly than 8- and 9-year-old children
because they failed to label individuals’ race.

This strong age affect suggests that as early as 10-years-old, European American
children appear to view acknowledging race as violating social conventions (Apfelbaum
et al., 2008). Thus, this color-blind lens can be detrimental to projects of equity and
justice as children raised in this context witnessing instances of race-based bullying, as an
example, would be perceived as a typical playground transgression among schoolmates,
looking at it devoid of the racial context. Thus the moral valence of the act and perhaps
children’s likelihood to intervene would vary based on these interpretations as well.

For younger children, Pahlke et al. (2012) found that European American parents
took a colorblind approach when reading stories for preschool-aged children that were
designed to provide opportunities for direct discussions about race (e.g., a story about a
zebra who had black and white stripes), despite the fact that the majority of children in
the study displayed racial bias in a separate test conducted prior to the investigation of
storybook reading strategies. Among older adolescents, Hughes and Bigler (2011)

examined the factors associated with African American and European American
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adolescents’ views of race-conscious social policies. They found that African American
adolescents supported race-conscious social policies more than their European American
peers (Hughes & Bigler, 2011). Thus, group status often predicts the extent to which
parents are inclined to discuss race and thus, early on ethnic majority and minority status
children draw from different socialization messages.

Messages about intergroup relationships. Extensive evidence has demonstrated
that intergroup friendships contribute positively to a reduction in prejudice as well as an
increase in moral reasoning about intergroup exclusion. Yet, intergroup friendships also
significantly decline with age from childhood to adolescence (Aboud et al., 2003;
Hallinan & Teixeira, 1987; McGlothlin, Edmonds, & Killen, 2007). Researchers have
hypothesized that the decline is related to parental expectations about the implications of
cross-race dating, which increases parental anxiety about contact with members of
outgroups as well as societal messages about interracial relationships (Kennedy, 2003). In
sum, parental sources of influence about intergroup attitudes and relationships reflect
moral (wrongfulness of discrimination), societal (expectations about societal messages
about discrimination), and psychological (psychological adjustment efforts) messages to
children.

Increasingly, families, within themselves, are also diverse in many ways given
migration, global movement and more interethnic and interracial relationships along with
transracial adoption. Thus, broadening the notion of identity away from a singular group
affiliation as well as unpacking the racial category of “other” is a fundamental aspect of
social and moral development, and one that researchers must continue to examine as the

proscribed boundaries of race and ethnicity rarely reflect intragroup diversity and
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individuals with multiple and plural group affiliations. A critical examination of moral
development and parenting messages in multicultural families will help move the field
forward.

Summary. Children are aware of race and ethnicity at a very young age and are
often confused about what it means (Pahlke et al., 2012). When parents discuss
egalitarian messages, information about the history of intergroup contact, as well as the
current social state of affairs and potential for discrimination that exists, children are
better prepared for constructing an understanding of equality and fairness, as applied to
members of outgroups. However, research studies that test the association between
parental strategies and child levels of prejudice are few. One exception was a study
conducted with Serbian and Bosnian children, in which parents whom worked to attain
more outgroup contact had children with less prejudice (Ajdukovic & Biruski, 2008).
Additionally, a direct test of what makes parent-sourced bias, unique from bias in a peer
context may be revealing about this connection and children’s developing understanding
of bias and exclusion in their world. With few studies that have been conducted to
determine these parent-peer links, further investigations are warranted (Degner & Dalege,
2013). Parents, however, are just one source of influence and, as reviewed in this chapter,
peer relationships are also fundamentally important for children’s social cognitive
development. Thus, it is necessary to understand how both parent and peer influences
affect children’s expectations of intergroup situations and eventually understand how

these may inform children’s own conceptions of social equity and group identity.
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Current Study Overview and Aims

This review examined intergroup social exclusion and prejudice from a social
reasoning developmental (SRD) perspective as well as the positive and protective role of
parents and ethnic and racial identity. Taken together, racial and ethnic bias can be
observed at a very young age and can have negative consequences for the child espousing
prejudice, for the victim of bias, and broadly, for children’s intergroup social interactions
(e.g., Crystal, Killen and Ruck, 2008; Mendes, Gray, Mendoza-Denton, Major, and Epel,
2007; Rutland, Cameron, Bennett, & Ferrell, 2005). Also beginning early in childhood is
a developing sense of identity based on affiliation with parents, peers and groups where
by the child’s environment gives evaluative meaning to his or her racial and ethnic
identity (Rivas-Drake et al., 2009; Ruble et al., 2004; Spencer & Markstron-Adams,
1990; Yip, 2014). While ethnic minority children gain awareness of their own racial and
ethnic group membership they too become aware of prejudice, and all too often by way
of being the target or perpetrator of bias. How bias reduction and outgroup attitudes
operate among children continues to be explored through the overlapping but rarely
integrated theories and empirical work in social reasoning developmental (SRD)
perspective and ethnic and racial identity (ERI) development. What is imperative is the
examination of how children understand intergroup interactions and understanding the
criteria with which they use to identify exclusion as an act of bias.

However, not all bias is overt. How do children identify an instance of peer
rejection from race-based social exclusion? While research has examined children’s
evaluations of interracial encounters (Crystal et al., 2008; Killen et al., 2010), no study

has directly tested these with same-race encounters to understand how the interracial
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nature of the interaction may change children’s evaluations. Additionally, with age
children are able to weigh multiple claims to gain understanding of complex peer group
dynamics (Graham et al., 2009). Thus, how might children and adolescents differ in their
expectations about inclusion and social exclusion? Also, not all exclusion occurs at
school in peer settings. Given the wealth of research on parent socialization, much is
known about the importance of parent messages (Hughes & Chen, 1999; Pahlke et al.,
2012; White-Johnson, Ford, & Sellers, 2010), yet little has examined how children may
differentially weigh parent attitudes in an interracial encounter (e.g., parent attitudes
about inclusion of a peer to the home) and how these may compare with peer attitudes
(e.g., friend attitudes about inclusion of a peer to a social activity at school). Do
children’s appraisals of the wrongfulness (or permissibility) of peer exclusion change if
the statuses of members involved are adults and if the context of inclusion is more
intimate, in to the home. How might older and younger children’s expectations about
inclusion and exclusion vary based on the complexity of the encounter and status of
members involved?

Lastly, while interracial contact is found to predict many positive outcomes for
European American and other majority status children (Aboud & Mendelson, 1996;
Bennett et al., 1998; Cameron et al., 2006; Killen et al., 2010; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006;
Rutland et al., 2012), intergroup research reveals few within group differences between
African American and minority status children (Tropp & Prenovost, 2008). Surprisingly,
given that much is known about the role of racial identity in predicting African American
children’s perceptions of prejudice (Hughes et al., 2009; Neblett et al., 2012), few studies

have examined #ow identity matters for African American children’s intergroup
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relationships (with the exception of McGill, Way & Hughes, 2012; Phinney et al., 2007;
Yip & Douglass, 2011). None have examined how racial identity and interracial contact
matter for both African American and European American children’s evaluation of
interracial inclusion.

The current study asked what features of these interactions (i.e. the racial
composition of the interaction, the overt or covert form of the message and the peer or
parent status) give children optimism about inclusion and the impetus to reject exclusion
and what are the individual level traits (i.e. participant race, age, interracial contact and
racial identity) that give children a unique purview of these peer encounters? The current
was grounded in three specific aims to address these questions. Aim 1 was to examine
how African American and European American children and adolescents’ evaluations of
peer inclusion and exclusion may vary by the same-race or interracial composition of the
encounter and how participants’ sensitivity to bias my vary when the form of the
encounter is covert (vs. overt). Aim 2 examined how children and adolescents
differentially weight parental from peer attitudes and how the presence of parent attitudes
may influence children’s expectations about inclusion and exclusion —an interaction that
may also vary by participant age. Lastly, aim 3 addressed the asymmetry in the literature
about the role of interracial contact for European American and African American
children and drawing from social reasoning developmental perspective and ethnic and
racial identity development to examine how racial identity and interracial contact
predicted variance in African American and European American children’s expectations

about interracial occurring in their daily lives. The following are the central hypotheses
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under each aim, as informed by the current literature (see Appendix B for specific
interactional predictions).
Hypotheses for Racial Composition of the Peer Encounter

1. Likelihood of inclusion for the overt peer (Bus) story. When presented with
the opportunity for inclusion in an overt peer encounter, (where a friend could be
uncomfortable) do children expect inclusion to occur? And, how might their expectations
vary based on the interracial or same-race composition of the peer encounter, or by
participants’ age and race? Few studies have measured interracial and same-race social
exclusion. Thus, the extent to which the interracial nature of the encounter informs
children’s evaluations remains unknown. Yet, intergroup research would suggest a bias
among European American participants (Newheiser & Olson, 2011) such that European
American participants would be expected to evaluate same-race inclusion as more likely
than interracial inclusion, with younger European American children driving this effect.
African American participants are not expected not differ in their expectations of
inclusion by the racial composition of the encounter, but given children’s increasing
acceptance of exclusion with age (Recciah et al., 2012) younger African American
children are expected to be more optimistic in both than their older counter parts. In their
justifications, African American children who thought inclusion was likely are expected
to use more moral reasoning (Crystal et al., 2008) than European American participants
who gave the same, “likely” evaluation and European American participants are expected
to use more conventional reasoning overall.

2. Likelihood of inclusion for the covert peer (Lunch) story. When presented

with the opportunity for inclusion in a covert peer encounter (where conflicting
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attributions were made about a peer-non friend) are children optimistic about inclusion
and how might their expectations vary based on the interracial or same-race composition
of the peer encounter, or by participants’ age and race? Based on past intergroup
research, European American participants are expected to be more optimistic about same-
race inclusion than interracial inclusion, with European American children showing a
greater distinction, and thus greater bias (Crystal et al., 2008). Adolescents are expected
be to be more sensitive to the complexity of this encounter and the negative trait
attribution is expected to be more salient (McGlothlin, Edmonds, & Killen, 2007). Thus,
age-related differences are also expected, such that children will be more optimistic about
inclusion, especially younger European American children. Research on stereotype
awareness finds ethnic minority children as more aware of stereotypes (see Pauker,
Ambady, & Apfelbaum, 2010). Additionally, it is possible that African American
students’ previous experiences with discrimination would lead them to view interracial
social situations as a proxy for bias or racial prejudice, even when additional, non-race
based motives for exclusion may be present (Ruck et al., 2014). Thus, African American
adolescents are expected to be less favorable of the interracial covert encounter as
stereotypes are present in one of the attributions, and they are expected to use more moral
and psychological (autonomy) reasoning than European American participants.

When comparing the overt and covert peer conditions differences by participant
race are expected. While subtle forms of bias and aggression can be difficult to detect they
are still just as harmful (Neblett, Terzian, & Harriott, 2010). Given that African American
children are more often the victims of prejudice (Rivas-Drake, Hughes, & Way, 2009),

they are expected to be less optimistic about covert inclusion, especially in the interracial
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encounter than overt. European American participants are not expected to differ in their
likelihood ratings, showing greater optimism about same-race encounters across both
contexts.

3. Evaluation of exclusion for the overt peer (Bus) story. When exclusion
occurred in the peer overt story, when considerations about a friend’s lack of familiarity
with a peer, non-friend is involved, do African American and European American children
and adolescents find exclusion to be warranted? African American participants are
expected to evaluate interracial exclusion as more wrong than same-race exclusion, with
younger African American participants evaluating it to be more wrong than their older
counterparts (Killen & Stangor, 2001). European American participants are expected to be
more favorable of exclusion than African American participants and are not expected to
significantly differentiate same-race and interracial compositions. Participants who
evaluated exclusion to be wrong will use moral reasoning about the psychological harm of
being excluded.

4. Covert peer (Lunch scenario) evaluation of exclusion. When peer contexts
become complex and exclusion occurs after competing claims made by friends about a
peer-non friend do African American and European American children and adolescents
find exclusion to be warranted? Although past research has found, with age, children
evaluate exclusion to be more permissible (Killen & Stangor, 2001; Recciah et al., 2012),
given the salience of stereotypes in the interracial covert encounter, it is predicted that
African American adolescents will evaluate interracial covert exclusion as more wrong
than their younger counterparts and more wrong than same-race covert exclusion.

European American participants are expected to be more favorable of exclusion than
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African American participants and will not significantly differentiate same-race and
interracial compositions.

Participants favorable of exclusion are expected to use conventional reasoning
appealing to an uncomfortable friend as well as appeals to autonomy in the decision to
exclude. Research finds ethnic minority children more likely to view intergroup exclusion
as wrong, using more moral reasoning (e.g., Ruck, Park, Killen, & Crystal, 2011). Thus,
African American participants who evaluated exclusion as “bad” are expected to use more
moral reasoning than European American participants who gave the same evaluation.
Lastly when comparing overt and covert peer conditions African American participants
are expected to evaluate interracial covert exclusion to be more wrong than same-race and
more wrong than the overt context. European American participants will not differ in their
expectations about overt and covert peer encounters.

Hypotheses forSource of Message

5. Inclusion and exclusion evaluations for the overt peer and parent (Bus and
Sleepover)stories. Children’s peer interactions and experiences of discrimination occur
in myriad settings and children must negotiate competing needs from individuals of
different statuses (Rivas-Drake et al., 2009) and in contexts (e.g., school vs. home) that
are varied in intimacy. How might children and adolescents differ in their evaluations of
peer settings of inclusion (on the bus and at school) from home settings, when parent
claims are also involved? With age children seek autonomy from parents and have a
preference of those who are loyal to the peer group (Killen, Rutland et al., 2013;

Smetana, 2011), thus adolescents are expected to be optimistic about parent than peer

inclusion. However, it is expected that this effect will be driven by European American
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adolescents evaluations shmerace inclusion. African American adolescents will be
less optimistic about parent interracial parent inclusion than their younger counterparts.
Additionally, insamerace contexts,dblescents are expected be magenmissible of

peer exclusion than will younger children, while younger children will be more
permissible of parent exclusion than adolescents. However, African American children
and adolescents evaluate interracial exclusion to be just as wraisg peeand parent
contexts.

Also, given increased reliance on social groups and autonomy from parents with
age (Smetana, 201 Bdolescents who evaluated overt parent exclusion as &@eadO
expected tase more psychological reasoning about acting independeartiyparents,
while children who evaluated parent exclusion to be good are expected to use more
conventional reasoning about not wanting the parent to be uncomfortable.

6. Inclusion and exclusion evaluations for the covert peer and parent (Lunch
and Party) stories Do chidren think inclusion of a peer ndriend will be just as likely
when peers and parent have made attributions about this target? How might the peer or
parentstatus inform children and adolescemsfectations of inclusion and exclusion?
Adolescents are expected be to be more sensitive to the negative trait attributions of the
covert contex{Graham et aJ.2009) and will view inclusion as less likely and exclusion
to be more wrong (especially in the parent context) than will chilfeanger children
are expected to be more optimistic about peer inclusion than parent inclusion.

Additionally, given thatAfrican Americars experience and report discrimination
with greater frequency (Shelton & Richeson, 2006), African Ameiackhescentare

expected tdoe less optimistic about parent interracial parent inclusian their younger
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counterparts and will evaluate exclusion in pilaeent context to be more wrong than in
the peer context. Adolescents who evaluated about covert parent incsdikely as
well as those who evaluated exclusion in this context to be ObadO will use more
psychological reasoning about acting independently from parents and while children who
evaluated covert inclusion as likely will use more moral reasoning alvongflness of
making negative attributions.
Hypothesis for Interra cial Contactand ldentity

7. What are the individugevel traits that inform childrenOs expectations of
interracial inclusion occurring in their daily lives? Decades of research hasgtont
interracial contacascentral to European American and majority status childrenOs
attitudes and expectatis about interracial encountgy®t less is known about how
contact may matter for African American and minority status childPettigrew &
Tropp, 2008. While no study to date has examined how racial identityirgadacial
contactmatter for both African American and European American childrenOs evaluation
of interracial inclusion, extensive research in ethnic and racial identity andtéstore
role for minority youthOs experi@sowith and perceptions of biasdditionally,
burgeoning research examining identityamintergroup frameworfMcGill, Way &
Hughes, 2012Phinney et al., 200%ip & Douglass, 201)Lhighlight racial identityas
potentially very important to childrenOs inter group expectations.

Thus, aesinterracial contagpredictAfrican AmericanchildrenOs perceptions of
interracial inclusion and if not how might racial identity explain additional within group
variance amog African American children®Po address the third aim, itéxpectedhat

intergroup contact will predict more variance in European American childrenOs
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perceptions of interracial inclusion themAfrican American childre®s perceptionsor
African Ameiican participantOs perceptions of interracial inclusion additional variance
will be accounted for by racial identiffPublic Regar)] such that African American
participantswvho find their group to beore favorably regardedlill estimateinterracial
inclusion to occur more oftefsee Phinney et al., 200TDastly, racial group

identification will predict variance for both African American and European American

participants.



CHAPTER 3
Methodology
Participants

The sampleN = 204) included 9to 10yearolds = 101; M = 9.94 SD= .45
yearg and 13 to 14yearolds (1= 103; M= 13.73 years,SD= .54years) evenly dided
by gender, and evenly divided by Africdmerican and Europeaimerican(seeTable
1 for sample distribution by versidnage! race) This sample size was chosgven the
analyses of interesiExpecting medium effects at best with the desire to achieve power
analyses of .8@he a prioi power analysis for a-8roup! 2-tailed Analysis of variance
(ANOVA) test indicated aample of 130 would be needéd.orderto have enough
power to detect smaller effects, the sample size was increased to 200.

Children and adolescents were recruited from public and private elementary and
middle schools in the midtlantic region of the Wited Stateservingmiddle- to low-
middle SESsee Table 2 for school demographidd)e vast majority of European
American participants (86%) attended majority Europ®arerican schools. African
American participants attended schools that reflectedgerafracial compositiors:
majority Europeamerican,racially diverse, and majority AfricaAmerican. In this
study, school composition was not a variable included in the anghgsiéss an indicator
of childrenOs opportunities for contact, but nueaise childevel measure of
experience interracial friendships end outside of school (see Wilson & Rodkin, 2011).
Lastly, due to the lack of variatiom school compositionfor EuropearAmerican
participantsthediscussion sectioproposes follow-up investigatiorfor the

examination okchoolracialdiversity as a factor.



The original sampleN = 288) was reduced td = 204for the following
analyseslue to the exclusion of participants who weremohacracial, African-
American or EuropeaAmerican,given that the peestoriesreflected these two groap
A significant difference was fourtaietween the mean levels of parental educational
attainmen{Likert: 1 = High school diploma/G.E.D, 2 = Some college, 3 = College
degree 4 = Graduate degrég)participant rac€Maa = 2.79,SDaa = .95Mga = 3.25,
SD:a=.82),1(120)=-2.81,p= .49 d = .52 Thus, in the sample EuropeamArican
participants came fromigherparental educational attainment backgrou@knder
information was collected butvtas not a variable of interesand thus was not included
in the analyses
Procedure

Parental consent was obtained foet®10yearolds. Older participants, 18
14-yearolds, completed an adolescent assent form, based ontlosailReview Board
guiddines. After each school director expressed interest in the study a consent visit was
scheduledvhere a trained researcher introduced the study to teachers and stantnts
distributed consent forms to be later collected by the teachiedividual andsmall
group settingschildren and adolescentgere given instructions by a trained research
assistantiad then took the survey. Surveys took betwee®2b minutes to complete.
Design

The current study was a betwesubjects design where participantgeve
randomly assigned to one of two survey versions that differed in the pictured racial
compositions across the fostiories Participants who received Version 1 evaluated two

interracial peer stories and two samee parent stories. Participants who e



Version 2 evaluated two samace peer stories and two interracial parent stofiss
shown inTable 1 the overall study design wa2! (Age: 9 to 10years, 13to 14
yeas)! 2 (Group membership: African American, European Ameritah)Racial
Composition: Version 1, Version 2). While not all analyses tested-tiy3dnteraction
of these variables, these were the variables of interest for the study design, thus relatively
equal of numbers of participants filled each of these cellsT@ele 3. This between
subjects design was selected as it reduces the potential for response bias, given the age of
participants in the sample. Thus all participants evaluated two interracial and teto sam
race vignettes
Measures

Stories Participants werpresentd with four storiesmodifiedfrom the Social
Reasoning about Exclusion Intervi¢@ocial Reasoning abbkxclusion Interview:
Crystal et al.2008)in which a peer does not include a child in a social activity. All
characters istorieswere gender matched the participantStorieswere accompanied
with professional illustrations of characters and refer to requests for inclusion on the
school bus and in the school lunchroom, as well as for a sleepover and at a party.

Forthe current assessmeate was nomentioned in thatoryor by the
interviewer in any of the descriptions of the interactions. $tedesdescribée instances
of overt exclusion where exclusion happens becaus¢hidapartyOs discomfort around
the target while the other twatoriesdescribe instances of covert exclusion where two
conflicting, and potentially stereotypical attributions arelenabout the target (séable
1). In overt exclusiorstories(Stories 1 and 3 new student is presented, there is lack of

familiarity by a peefor a parent irStory 3)and then an opportunity for inclusion is
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presented, an open seat on bus (or room for one more at sleepover in. atgrgive
pilot testing has refined the measures for the age groups to be(testdcrystaét al,
2008) The sameace and interraal story contexts only differeloly the deicted race of
the characters. Theasy text and character names were identical. Participants also
evaluated singlgender groups, matchedparticipantgender Below is an example of
theBus story (nale overt peerSory 1):
Kevin likes sitting next to higood friends on the bus. Kevin sits next to his friend
Jason on the bus almost every day. A new boy named Daniel started riding their
bus. Kevin only recently met Danialit he wantsa invite him to sit withhim and
Jason. Jason, however, has not met Daniel. Jason does not usually sit next to
children he does not know. That day when Daniel gets on the bus, there is an open
seatearbyKevin and Jason.
In covert exclusiorstories(Staries 2 and 44 neutral act happens, then two peers
(or parentsn Story 4) each make a positive andgative attribution about the target
followed by the opportunity for inclusion at the lunch table (or at a birthday party at
home in Story 4). Below iseexanple of theParty story female covert parent, Story 4)
Ariana, a girl from the neighborhood, is outside at the neighborhood block party.
Ariana shouts at the top of her lungs. Marlene happens to be standing near her
parents. They all heard Ariafram the other side of the street. Marlene overhears
her parents talking: )
DBOne parent says: ODid you hear her? She is so loud and angry!O )
BHer other parent says: ONo, sheOs outside and just likes to have fun!O
Later, Marlene sees Ariana. MarleneOs lasthsl coming up and there is room
for more people to come
Dependent measured-ollowing each story, participants respeddtb the
following items assessing their attitudes, evaluations, judgments and justifications about
inclusion and exclusiort) Likelihood of hclusion.OHow likely is it that Karen will

invite Diane?@1 D6 Likert-type scale: 1 = not likely, 6 = very likdland justification

for their evaluation OWhy?O;R)aluationof Exclusion. Evaluation of peer decision to



! 81

exclude: OLetOs sagttKaren decides not to invite Diane to sit there because she thinks
her friend, who has never met Diane, might be uncomfortable. How good or bad is it for
her to not invite Diane?Q@®6 Likert-type scale: 1 = very bad, 6 = very gdaad
justification for their evaluation OWhy?®) Estimation of Frequency of Familiarity
based Kclusion. Evaluation of this type of exclusion occurring at participants own
school: OHow often do you think students your age might not invite someone new to join
because theiriends will be uncomfortable?®®6 Likert-type scale: 1 = never, 6 = all
the timg. In addition to the 3 dependent measures above, the covert exdtmies
have an additional measure about attributions; aatdgptability of Negative and
PositiveAttributions. OHow okay or not okay is it for Lindsay to say that Allison is loud
and angry (or for Theresa to think that Allison just likes to have fuA)R® Likert-type
scale: 1 = not okay at all, 6 = very okay

Independent measuresParticipantsespon@dto items about their own racial
identity, perceptions and experiences of integration and frequency of exclusion occurring
in their own school, as listed below.

Strength of dentification. This measure assesd®e strength of participantsO
racialand/or ethnic identity. Participants salentified by selecting among multiple
racial and ethnic labels and then, after selecting the most salient group (if more than one),
participants respordito items about the strength of that idenfggeRutlandet al,
2012. The measure of identity strength was adapted from BarrettOs Strength of
Identification Scale (SolS: see Barrett, 2005) used in the U.K. and adapted for the U.S.
project.Participants responded to items suchCGidow important is it tgou that you are

[of your racialgroup]?d1 D5 Likert-type scalel = not at all, 5 very much.



Consistent with previous researcte gurveyOs scale points for younger childrer
alsopictorially representedvith balloons of increasing sigésee Rutlad et al., 2012).

Public regard.To assess childrenOs understanding of how other groups viiew the
own racial/ethnic group thieublic Regardgubsection of the Multidimensial Inventory
of Black Identitypreen(MIBI BT: Scothamm, Sellers, & Nhuyen, 20@8asused. In
addition, the MIBBT Public Regaragubscale wasnodified and used reliably with
ethnicallydiverse sample&.g., Fuligni, Witkow, & Garcia, 2005; Kiang, Gonzalez
Backen, Yip, Witkow, & Fuligni, 2006 Consistent with this researBlublic Regard
items were modified for use with multiple groups by replacing OBlackO with references to
paticipantOs seteported racial oethnic groupParticipants responded to items such as:
OMost people think that [people of my racial/ethnic group] are justaas asrpeople
from other ethnic and racial groupd D5 Likert-type scale: 1 = really disagree, 5 =
really agree)The youngest age group reported to have used this measure were age 12
and older, thuslifferent points on the response scale were illustraictorially with
thumbs up and dowas indicator of agreemefgee Data Analysis Plan for data treatment
of this novel, younger age group)

Interracial contact. This measure was adapted from the Developmental
Intergroup Contact Survgfpevelopmental Ir@rgroup Contact Survey: Killen, Henning
et al, 2007 and examiné the racial and ethnic diversity of participants friendship
groups. Participant@spondedo items such as: OThinking about your good friends here
at school, how many of your friends arerfr an ethnic or racial group that is different

from your own?@1 D6 Likert-type scale: 1 = none, 6 =ast).
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Diverse friend groupsat school. This measure assessgarticipantsO perception
of interracial contacahmong their peer groups in and outsidsaifool. For example,

OHow often do students of different racial and ethnic backgrounds sit together in the
lunchroom?@1 D6 Likert-type scale: 1 = never, 6 # the time).

Estimation of fequency of interracial inclusionThesemeasuresveremodified
from Crystalet al, (2008, and asked participants to estimate how often interracial
inclusion happens in peer and parent settings. In the contextsibties participants
reported likelihood of inclusion and permissibility of exclusion, thus this medatithe
end of the survey) ask participants about their own perceptions dbaaed inclusion
OHow often do students invite someone new to join who is of a different ethnic or racial
group?0 and OHow often do students invite someone new to theinhaouis of a
different ethnic or racial group?0 For these items participants will resporid® a
Likert-typescale(1 = never, 6 =lathe time).

Dichotomouslikelihood and exclusiorevaluations.These 1D6 Likert-type
variables were each split intichotomous variables (calle®i©hotomous Likelihood of
InclusionO andBixhotomous Evaluation of ExclusionO) and used as independent
variables in the reasoning analyses. Evaluations on the negative end of the scale (1, 2 or
3) were recoded as "0", andadwations on the positive end of the scale (4, 5 and 6) were
recoded as "1". Thus, Dichotomous Likelihood of Inclusi@s O = not likely, 1 =ikely
and Dichotomous Evaluations of Excluswas 0 = bad, 1 =apd. These variables were
used to measure propions of reasoning used by childrenOs Likelihood of Inclusion and

Evaluations of Exclusion ratings (see Data Analysis Plan).



Coding

ParticipantsO justifications were coded by usirting categories drawn from
social domain theonyKllen & Rutland, 2011 Smetana2006 Turiel, 1983 2002 as
well as based on the results of pilot testing. The coding system comprised five
subcategories of thgeneral codes MorafocietalConventionaland PsychologicalOne
code was identified und®foral: 1) Consequencesf exclusion/benefits of inclusion
(e.g.,3he should invite her othaise her feelings will be hurtOf is good because
Shawn is thinking of others feelingsOne category was identified under
Societal/ConventionaR) Conforming to peer/parent press(e.g.,0tOs not likely
because she would be going against her fééndn likely because no matter how much
you like them, you have to obey your parentsdexzlusion] is kind of good because
that is what heparents would want her to Jo®wo ategories were identified under
Psychological3) Autonomy (e.g., @sour choice what you want to da®e shoulaOt
care what his friends think afustdo what he wan€ and 4 Trait attributionge.g.,
QGhe is weirdand seemmeanfor yellingd). Prgmaticreasoning also emerged: 5)
Pragmaticge.qg., Ghe should invite hebecause thers ian open seateGhould be
included becausihere is room to invite moreQ). Lastly for respotisaisdid not explain
Owhy@articipants gave their evaluation, @otherO category was creadd:
Other/Uncodeablée.g.,(because | like them bettdrO

Proportional data @ereused in the analyses for the justification data. Justifications
were coded as 1 = full use of the category, .5 = partial use, 0 = no useateiery.
Because participants could use all, partial, or none of the justification codes, concerns

about the interdependence of the data were not an issue (the data were independent for
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coding purposes)hree research assistants who were blind to thethgpes of the study
conducted the codingn the basis of 25%f the interviews = 51), CohenQOs= .88
for interrater reliability More than20% of participants used more than one code.
Data Analysis Plan

Likelihood of inclusion and evaluationof exclusion. Hypothesesor Likelihood
of Inclusion and Evaluation of Exclusion weested using analysis of variance
(ANOVA). The choice of statistical model for testing each hypothesss@ntingent on
the scale of the variables under considerafi@m inséince, to test fpotheses 1 and 2,
that inclusion and exclusion will vary based on participant age, race and the interracial
(or samerace) composition of the encounter, two 2 (age grbup)participant race) 2
(racial composition of encounter) ANOVAsvwe conducted for Likelihood of Inclusion
in overt and covert peer encounters. Test differences in childrenOs expectations by the
form of the peer message, analyses were run on both peer encounters (peer covert, OBusO
with peer covert, OLunchO) in a 2 (@grip)! 2 (participant race) 2 (racial
composition of encountel) 2 (form of message) ANOVA with repeated measures on the
last factor for Likelihood of Inclusion. The same ANOVA design and aiafyrocedure
was used to testyypotheses 3 and 4 regardiEvaluations of Exclusion in these peer
encountersSimilarly, 1o test Hpotheses 5 and 6 about parent (vs. peer) status context,
age, participant race and racial composition of the encounter, analyses were run to
compare peer encounters with the matgbeent encounter (e.g., peer overt, OBusO with
parent overt, OSleepoverQ) in two 2 (age gto@pparticipant race) 2 (racial

composition of encountel) 2 (status context) ANOVA with repeated measures on the
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last factor for Likelihood of Inclusion.ile same ANOVA design and analysis procedure
was used to test Evaluations of Exclusion in these peer encounters.

Reasoning dataRepeated measures designs are effectively analyzed using
ANOVASs because they are robust to the problem of empty cells, assbdigtwise
deletion. This preserves cell size and statispoaler;whereas other data analytic
procedures (e.g., lelinear models) require cumbersome data manipulation to adjust for
empty cell§see Posada & Wainryb, 2008hus to test reasoningredctions in
Hypotheses D6, analyses were run on the proportion use of coded justifications. Given
the repeated measures design, two 2 (participant raZz¢age group) 2 (Dichotomous
Likelihood of Inclusion) 3 (reasoningANOVAs were conducted witfepeated
measures on the last factor on proportions of reasdiing for each of the gtories The
dependent terms in these ANOVA statements were the top reasoning codes (codes used >
10%) for each of the asoning itemsThe same ANOVA design and anat/procedure
was used to test reasoning for Evaluations of Exclusion. There were no effects for racial
composition of thetoryby proportion of reasoning used, thus racial composition of the
encounter was not included as an independent variable in negsoralyses.

Interracial contact and racial identity. Analyses were conducted to address

the asymmetry in the literature about the role of interracial contact for European
American and African American childrenOs expectations about interracial ocaurring i
their daily lives, drawing fronsocial reasoning developmen{8RD) perspective and
ethnic and racial identity (ERfevelopment literaturd.o test H/pothesis 7 that racial
identity will predict variance in African American childrenOs estimationggfiéncy of

interracial inclusion and interracial contact will significantly predict variance for
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European American childrgactor loadings were tested to insure validity of these
measures for the given samfased on data from similar populations thesgles were
anticipated to have significant loadin@&ang et al., 2006; RivaBrake et al., 2009)
Next, correlational analyses followed by hierarchical multiple regressasctonducted.
Correlational analyses were run to test the direction and sgmifessociations among
Frequency of Interracial Peeand Parentnclusion Strength of IdentificatiorRublic
Regardand Interracial ContacHierarchicalmultiple regression analysegre then used
to examine the unique associations of the participati®a&tions of Frequency of
Interracial Peerand Parentnclusionwith their Strength of IdentificatiorRublic Regard

and Interracial Contact for African American and European American participants.



Chapter 4
Results

The following results sgion is organized based on the three study aims and using
three section headers based on the central foci of these aims: 1) ORacial composition of
the peer encounterO reports results that exarnowedhe racial composition of the
encounter (sameace andnterracial) effected African American and European American
childrenOs evaluations of inclusion and exclusion as well as how their evaluations varied
as a function of the form of the peer message (overt and covert); 2) OSource of the
messageO reportsukts that examined how evaluations of inclusion and exclusidadrar
as a function of the source of the messages (parents and peerserB¢al ontactand
racial identityO reports results that investigated the role of interracial contact and racial
identity for African American and European American childrenOs expectations about
interracial social inclusion as it occurred in their daily lives.
Racial Composition of the Peer Encounter

Likelihood of overt peer inclusion (Busstory). Thefirst assessmerasked
participants howikely or not likely inclusion would beTo measure how likelinclusion

of nonfriend peemwould be, and toest thepredictioQHlll) thatparticipants would view

inclusion more likely in the sarmr@ace than in the interraciaépr counter, and that this
effect would be driven by youngBuropean American participant 2 (9 to 10years,
13- to 14years) 2 (participant race: African American, European Ameri¢aB)(racial
composition of encounter: interracial, saraee) ankysis of variance was conducted for
likelihood of inclusion in the overt peer encounter. This analysis revealed three

significant effects. A main effect for racial composition of the encowwugported the
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hypothesiswas found in participantsO likelihooitinclusion evaluations in the overt

peer settingf(1, 203)= 12.11,p=.001,! { =.06. Overall, participants evaluated

inclusion to be more likely in sarrace encounterd = 4.49 SD= 1.08) than
interracial M = 4.04,SD= 0.95).Consistenwith expectations, an interaction effect for

racial composition of encounterparticipant racef(1,203)= 15.85,p < .001!' | = .08,
revealed that thigreater expectation fanclusion in the sameace encounter was driven
by European American paipants Mig= 3.84,SDr = 1.01;Msg= 4.83,SDsg= 1.17)
African-American participants did not make this distinctiprr( 05) Further, as shown
in Figure 2 European American participants evaluated inclusion to be significantly less
likely in interracial encounter than did their African American peprs (05) and less
likely than sameaace inclusiongg < .001). When evaluating the saimaee encounter
(matched to participant race) European American participants evaluated inclusion to be
significanty more likely than did African American participanfs<.001), while African
American participants, however, made no distinction between-sareeand interracial
peer encounterdr = 4.28,SDr = 0.83;Msgr= 4.19,SDsgr= 0.91) (Figure 2).

As shown inFigure 3,consistent with predictions avgay interaction for racial
composition of encounteér participant racé age was found;(1, 203) = 4.23p=.041

I'{ =.02. European American adolesceMs<5.24,SD= 0.97) were more optimistic

about samaace inclusion than were African American adolescevits ¢.10,SD=
0.98) and more so than European American childven ¢.50,SD= 1.07) fs < .001)

(seeFigure 3). Thus, consistent Wiﬂnediction%_ll'l), African American children and

adolescents did not differ in their expectations of interracial and-sareenclusion.
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Overallparticipantexpectednclusionto occur andg¢onsistent with prediains,
European American participants expected inclusion to be more likely in araaene
setting than in an interracial setting. While this distinction across the racial composition
manipulation suggests a potential ingroup bias, counter to expectatiassBuropean
American adolescents wiviewedsamerace inclusion to be more likely, more so than
their younger counterparts. While this ingroup latisct has beefound among younger
children, thecurrenteffect was strongeamongEuropean American adaeents who are
often found to be less optimistic about peer encounters (Killen & Stangor, 2001; Recciah
et al., 2012)Lastly, inconsistent with expectations, there were no effects for participant
age within the interracial peer context.

Reasoningfor likelihood peer overt inclusion (Bus).o testchildren's reasoning
in their likelihood of inclusion evaluations, aRi¢hotomoud_ikelihood: Likely, Not
likely) ! 2 (Participant ace: African American, European Anman)! 2 (Age: 9to 10
yeas, 13 to 14years) 3 (Reasoning: Exclusion, Pressure, Autonomy) ANOVA with

repeated measures on the last factor was conducted. Consistanedidnion%l_z), an

interaction effect for reasoniigDichotomous Likelihood of Inclusion wésund, F(2,

388) = 25.5, p< .001!! | =.12. Participants who thought inclusion was not likely

referencedPressurde.g., Ohe won't because his friend will be uncomfortae©)78,
SE=.07) significantly more than did those who evaluated inclusion to be likety.85,
SE=.03) < .001). Additionally, participants who thought inclusion was likely
referencednoreAutonomy; (e.g., Oshe should do what she wani4®).26,SE=.03),
at significantly higher proportions than nbkely participants 1 = .06,SE=.06) (p <

.01). Lastly, there were no significant differences in the proportion usseof
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Wrongfulness of Exclusion/Merits of Incluside.g., "you should include kids you don't
know") or byparticipant age or race. While neay interaction with participdmace

wasfoundy, 3, as shown inrable 4 children who wereositiveabout inclusion overall

highlighted the importance of making decisions independent from external pressure while
children who expected inclusion not to occur appealed the needsfaktird group (see
Table j.

Likelihood of covert peer inclusion (Lunch).To measur@valuations in the
peercovertstory, when friends have made attributions about afniend peer, and

specifically tesprediction%zll) that European American chikeh will be less likely to

expect inclusion than wilAfrican American adolescentsr interracial than sameace

peer contextsa2 (Age: 9 to 10-years, 13to 14years)! 2 (Participant race: African
American, European Americah)2 (Racial compositiorof encounterinterracial, @ame
race) analysis of variance was conducted for likelihood of inclusion in the covert peer
encounter.

When evaluating likelihood of inclusion in a covert, peer setting, a main effect for
age was founds(1, 203) = 5.38p=.021,! | =.027, such that younger participants
evaluated inclusion to be more likely € 4.28,SD= 1.30) than did their adolescent
counterpartsNl = 3.86,SD= 1.38).As shown in Figure 4his effect, however, was
driven by younger African AmericeparticipantsF(1, 203) = 5.2% =.023,! | =.026,
who evaluated inclusion to be more likely than their saged European American peers
(p < .01) and more likely than African American adolescents' expectapeh<(Q1).

African American and &ropean American adolescents did not differ in their evaluations

of inclusion likelihood (Figure 4). Thus, partially consistent with expectations, there were
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agerelated differences when children considesedert forms of inclusion messages,
such that Afican American children were molikely to expect inclusiothan
adolescents. This only partially confirms predictionthagffect was across thacial
composition of the interactionp 3way interaction with racial compositiamas found
This suggestthat African American adolescents were just as sensitive to the complex
attributions made in sanrace and interracial peer encounters.

Lastly, and also partially conformir[gediction%qz'l), an interaction for racial

composition of the encounterparticipant race was founé(1, 203) = 18.00p < .001,

I'{ =.084. Howeveras shown in Figure Bhis interaction revealed that African

American participants were more optimistic about inclusion occurring in an interracial
situation than were European American participgmts .001) and more so than the
samerace encountep(< .05). Unlike in the peer overt setting, African American
participants distinguished interracial from saraee exclusion such that they were more
optimistic about interracial than sasrece inclusion. European American particigant
were more optimistic about safmace inclusion than were African American participants
(p < .05) and more so than the interracial inclusjpr (001) (Figure 5).

Reasoningfor likelihood peer covert inclusion (Lunch)To measure childresO
reasoning irtheir Likelihood of Inclusiorevaluations in the covert encountand test
predictions about howeasoning will vary based on participant race, agdihe
complexity of the peer encounter, a 2 (Dichotomous Likelihood: Likely, Not likeB)
(Participant race: African American, Europe@american)! 2 (Age: 9 to 10yeass, 13 to
14-yearg! 4 (ReasoningExclusion, Pressure, Trait Attribution, PragmagtissiOVA

with repeated measures on the last factor was run. Consistembwitefindings in
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participantOs evaluationsjieraction effects were found among the proportion use of
reasoning. First, an interaction effect for reasohimjchotomous Likelihood of
Inclusionwas foundF(3, 585)= 14.60,p < .001!!' | =.07. Consistent with

predictiors( participants who thought inclusion was not likely referenced more

H2.2)!
conventional reasoning, discussiPgessurand maddrait Attributions(e.g., Onot gonna
happen because he's mean [sidlQ){s= .61, SEyess= .06; Myait = .22, SErait = .04)
significantly more than did participants who were optimistic about includfigRs(= .37,
SEyess= .04;Myait = .10,SEit = .03) s < .01). Participants who were thought covert
inclusion was likely referencéd/rongfulness of Exclusion/Merits ¢riclusionand
Pragmaticg'it's likely because there is an open sedWy{iu= .26,SExciu= .03 Mprag =
.14, SE,.q = .02) at significantly higher proportions thereir OnosikelyQ evaluating
counterparts who did not use these coges<(.001).

Second, aradditionalinteraction effect for reasoningage was founds;(3, 585)
=2.85, p=.028,!| =.02, such that younger childreaferencedPragmaticst
significantly higher proportiong = .13,SE= .03) than did older childret(= .01,SE
=.02) =.001). Thus, while older and younger children did not significantly differ in
their proportion use oExclusion, Pressure and Trait Attributioyeunger children also
discussed the physical opportunity for inclusion (an open seat), whildithégian
rationale was not used among their older counterparts. This suggests that adolescents
based evaluations more on social cues in the interaction while the physical opportunity
for inclusion was enough for younger children to base their expectations. This did not

interact with the direction of children's evaluations (e.g., younger childreg te open
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seat as a rationale for inclusion), as e interaction was found for a§ereasoning
dichotomous Likelihood of Inclusion

Lastly, consistent Witlexpectation(giz'?,) an interaction effect fareasoningd

participant race was founB(3, 585) = 3.29p = .028!! { = .02, such that European

American participantseferencedPressurgo conform to the peer groupt significantly
higher proportionsNl = .55,SE= .05) than did African American participanid € .43,
SE=.04) fp < .05). Similar to younger cliten, African American participants were
higher in their proportion use &ragmaticsthe physical opportunity for inclusioM(=
.13,SE=.03), while this rationale was used significantly less among European American
participants i = .01,SE=.02) ¢ < .05). This, however, did not interact alsohwtite
direction of participantsO evaluations. As showfainie 4 no 3way interaction was
found for race reasoning Dichotomous Likelihood of InclusiofseeTable 4. Given
the complexity of the situatiowith competing peer claims, participants overall most
frequently cited the pressure to conform to peer expectations in their justifications. Yet,
younger children and African American participants also cited the physical opportunity
for inclusion as amportant consideration in their evaluations of inclusion.

Likelihood of peer overt and covert inclusion (Bus and Lunch)To directly

testprediction%m) that African American adolescents will evaluate covert inclusion to

be less likely than overd 2 (Age: 9to 10years, 130 14years) 2 (Participant race:
African Ameican, European Americah)2 (Racial composition of encounter:
Interracial, @merace),! 2 (Form of messageOvert, Mvert) between groups ANOVA.
As shown in Figure 6 nainteracton for form of message age was found;(1, 196)=

6.07,p=.015,! | = .03, such thagoungerchildren did not differ significantly in their
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expectations about overt and covert peer encoumitge(= 4.22,SDyverr= 1.07;Mcovert=
4.28,SD.overr= 1.30), while adolescents evaluated inclusion to be less likéhe covert
than overt settingy( < .001) where a negative attribution about the target of inclusion
was madeNovert = 4.30,SDyvert= 1.01;Mcoverr= 3.86,SDrovert= 1.38).Adolescents were
viewed exclusion as less likely in thevert encounter timedid youngerchildren ¢ <
.001) (Figure 6).

Evaluation of overt peer exclusion (Bus)The next assessment asked
participants how good or bad it would be if the target were exclUaetkst how wrong
(or permissible) children and adolescents found tlcusion of a peer, nefriend when

exclusion occurred at school, as well as topiesdiction%&l), that African American

children will evaluatevertinterracial exclusioms more wrong than their older
counterparts andugopean American participamta 2 (Ae: 9to 10-years, 130-14

years)! 2 (Participant race: African Anrecan, European Americah)2 (Racial
composition of encounter: Interraciahi8erace) analysis of variance was conducted for
evaluation of overt peer exclusion. This analysigrled four significant effects.
Consistent with expectations, a main effect for age was fat(ig201)=5.92,p = .016,

I'{ =.030, such that younger childrevl € 2.69,SD= 1.13) evaluated exclusion to be

more wrong than did adolescent$ € 2.99,SD= 1.15). While overall adolescents
viewed exclusion to be more warranted than did younger children both means were
below the 3.5, migbointindicating that the majority of participants were negative about
exclusion.

Next, a main effect for raciabenposition of the encounter was fouldl, 201)=

5.03,p=.038,!{ =.02, indicating that participants viewing saraee exclusionN] =



2.71,SD= 1.18) evaluated it to be overall less permissible than did participants
evaluating exclusion in the interracial contaé¥t£ 2.97,SD= 1.09). Additionally a

main efect for race of participant was fourfé(1, 201)=21.12,p < .001! { = .10, such

that African American participants viewed exclusion to be more wrigihg 2.50,SD=
1.12) than did European American participaMs<3.15,SD= 1.09). Thus, consisht

with expectations, African American participants viewed exclusion overall to be more
wrong.

An interaction effect for participant rateracial composition, indicated that
African American participants were driving the main effect for racial composifithe
encounterF(1, 201)=4.74,p=.044,! | =.021 (Figure 7)As shown in Figure 7,

African American participants evaluated interracial exclusion to be more wrong than did
European American participantgél{sa = 2.17,SDaa = 1.19;Mga = 3.16,SD:p = 1.02) p <

.001) andnore wrong than sanrace exclusionMl = 2.80,SD= 0.98). European

American participants did not differ in their evaluations of interracial and-sacee
exclusion.

Taken together with findings from participantOs expectations of inclusion, the
results show that while AfricaAmerican participants evaluated inclusion as equally as
likely for interracial and sameace contexts, they were more perceptive of potential bias
in that they viewed rejection in interracial contexts to be more wrong thanrraamand
more so than did EapeanAmerican childrenWhile there was no-@ay interaction
with age thisalsoconfirms expectations that African Americans, who are more often
victims of bias, would evaluaiaterracial exclusion to be more wrong than European

Americans.
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Reasoning forevaluation of peer overt exclusion (Busjo measure childrenOs
justifications for why they evaluated peer overt exclusion to be warranted (or

permissible), and to teptedictionﬁﬂz) that African American participasitwill use

more moral reasonin@ 2 Pichotomous Evaluation of ExclusioBad, Good) 2
(Participant ace: African American, European American (Age:9- to 10yeass, 13 to
14-years)! 3 (Reasoningexclusion PressurgAutonomy) ANOVA with repeated

measures on the last factor waa. An inteaction effect for reasoninig Dichotomous
Evaluation of Exclusiomvas foundF(2, 388)= 35.64p < .001!! | =.13. Participants

who evaluated the act of exclusion as bad referewdetgfulness of Exclusion/Merits
of Inclusion(e.g., Olt's bad cause it will hurt his feelingsO)anonomy(e.g., OShe
should do what she wantd®ciu= .53, SExciu= .035; Mauto = .11, SEwto= .02)
significantly more than did those who evaluated the act of exclusion to béMgeg=
.16, SExciu= .06;Mauio = .00,SEwui0 = .02) s < .01). Additionally, participants who
thought exclusion was good referenééssire (e.g., Olt's ok because her friend would
have been uncomfortable®) € .78,SE= .03), at significantly higher proportions than
participants who evaluated exclusion as Bd&(.29,SE=.03) f < .001). Lastly, there
were no significant differencey Iparticipant age or race. Overall, children who
evaluated exclusion to be wrong highlighted the importance of making decisions
independent from external pressure as well as the harm and general wrongfulness of
exclusion on the part of the rejected chidd.shown in Table Schildren who evaluated
exclusion to be good or warranted, appealed to the need for keeping oneOs friend

comfortable, rather than introdutteem to a new peer (see Tab)e 5
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Evaluation of covert peer exclusion (Lunch)When exclusion aarred in the
peer coverstory (when attributions were made about a peer;fniend), do African
American and European American children and adolescents think exclusion was
warranted? Do these expectations change when the peer encounterriacsa(rese-

matched to participant) or interracial? To lmmdictionﬁ_| 41) that African American

adolescents would view covert exclusion to be more wrong than their younger
counterparts and European American participangs(Age: 9to 10-years, 130-14

yeas)! 2 (Participant race: African Anrecan, European Americah)2 (Recial

composition of encounter: Interraciahi8erace) analysis of variance was conducted for
evaluation of overt peer exclusion. This analysis revealed four significant effects.
Contray to expectations, but consistent with research finding younger children to have

an aversion to exclusion, a main effect for age was fde(ig,201)= 20.33,p < .001,! |

= .10 such that younger childreM(= 2.16,SD= 0.98) evaluated covert exclusion to be
significantly more wrong than did adolescemis< 2.78,SD= 1.01). However, no
interaction effects by participant race or racial composition of the encotihtes
hypotheses were not confirmed. African American and European American participants
evaluated exclusion interracial exclusion to be just as wrong asrsamexclusion in
the covert peer encounter.

Reasoning for evaluation of peer covert exclusifirunch). To measure
childrenOs justifications for why they evaluated exclusion to be wrong (or permissible) in
the peer covert encounter, alldhotomous Evaluation of ExclusioBad, Good) 2
(Participant ace: African AmericanEuropean American) 2 (Age: 9 to 10yeass, 13 to

14-years)! 4 (ReasoningExclusion PressurgAutonomy, Pragmatics ANOVA with



repeated measures on the last factor was run. Consistemimdlibtion% 4oy &N

interaction effect for reasoniigDichotomous Evaluation dExclusionwas foundf(3,
585)= 5.45,p=.002!! | =.03. Participants who thought exclusion was bad referenced

Wrongfulness of Exclusion/Merits of InclusiéiM = .46,SE= .04) at significantly higher
proportions than their peers who thought exclusion was warravitedZ2,SE=.12)

< .05).Participants who gave favorable ratings of evaluated exclusion made appeals to
PressurdM = .42,SE= .10) significantly more than did participants who evaluated
exclusion to be bad = .18,SE=.03) s < .05). Lastlyas shown in Table, 5here

were ro differences in the proportion useAitonomyandPragmaticdy participant
evaluation or interaatins by participant age or rad&hile no interactioawith

raceua sywere found, when reasoning about why covert exclusion was wrong, childrenOs

judgmerns were grounded in the moral domain, they considered the potential harm of
excluding the target. This differed from children who evaluated exclusion to be
permissible and focused on conventional reagbspscifically conforming to the needs of
the friendgroup who made mixed attributions about the padéntexcluded peer (see
Table 5.

Evaluation of peer overt and covert exclusion (Bus and Lunchpo children
and adolescentsO evaluation of exclusion vary based on the complexity of the peer
encounter? Tdirectly test differences across these peer contexts participantsO
expectations about the wrongfulness (or permissibility) of exclusionrong were
analyzed in a 2 (e: 9to 10-years, 130-14 years) 2 (Participant race: African
American, European Aeirican)! 2 (Racial composition of encounter: InterraciarSe

race),! 2 (Form of messageOvert, @vert) between groups ANOVA. The analysis
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revealed a main effect for form of messafgfd,, 192)= 14.83,p< .001,!| = .07, such

that participants evaluated overt exclusion to be more permiskli#e2(83,SD= 1.14)
than covert exclusiorM = 2.47,SD= 1.04). This effect was explained by two interaction
effects. Firstas shown in Figure &n interaction forace of participant message form
was foundF(1, 192)=8.07,p = .005!! | = .04. European American participants were
evaluated peer overt exclusion to be more permisdibte 8.15,SD= 1.09) than peer
covert exclusionNl = 2.54,SD= 1.06) ¢ < .001) (see Figure 8). This partially confirms

predictionﬁ4 4.4) of a 3way interaction, however rather than African American

adolescents driving this effect in their evaluations of covert exclusion as very bad,
findings revealed European Americantpapants were driving the interaction with more
permissible ratings of overt exclusion.

Additionally, as shown in Figure @&n interaction effect for racial composition of

the encounter message form was founfé (1, 192)=4.73,p=.031,! | =.024, such

that participants differentially evaluated exclusion peer owrt €.96,SD= 1.08) from
covert exclusionNl = 2.40,SD= 1.07) in the sameace conditionf < .001) (see Figure
9). Thus overt exclusion was more warranted whenciiiwed in the sameace
encounter and children overall evaluated interracial exclusion to be wrong across both
overt and covert encounters.
Source of the Message
Likelihood of peer and parent overt inclusion (Bus and SleepoverJo
directly test differenes acrospeer and parent status contexts two ggA3 to 10years,
13- to-14 years) 2 (Participant race: African Anrecan, European Americah)?2

(Racial composition of encounter: Interracial, Saraee)! 2 (Status context: Peer,
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Parent) was condualiewith repeated measures on the last factokif@lihood of

Inclusion and Evaluation of Exclusiorh.waspredicteqﬁi) that European American

adolescents wouldxpectinclusion in the parent context, while African American
children and adolescentsuld not differ in their evaluations by status context. When
evaluating the likelihood of inclusion, a main effect for peer and parent carfxi,95)

=20.99, p <.001,{ = .10revealed that participants were mékely to expectnclusion

occurring on the bus with a peer who was unfamiliar with the takjet4.27,SD=
1.04) than when it was inclusion in the home with a parent unfamiliar with the trget (
=3.77,SD=1.30).

As shown in Figure 10ainteraction effect was found for participant race
status contexf(1, 195)= 3.85,p=.05}! | = .02, such that African American
participants evaluated inclusion to be just as likely in a peer sestingvauld in a parent
setting, while European American children evaluated inclusion to be less likely when it
meant potential parent discomfort, than peer discomport.001) (Figure 10). This
confirmedexpectations that African American participantaudonot differ across status
context, yet contrary to expectations, European American participants were more positive
about peer than parent inclusion. Lastly,shown in Figure 1&n interaction for racial

composition status context was founB(1, 1%) = 6.96, p =.009! | = .03. Participants

evaluated interracial pearessages abourclusion to be the more likely than parant
messages abointclusion (p < .001) and more likely than saraee inclusiongf < .01)

(Figure 11). While this did natlso interact by participant race, findings are positive in

that African American and European American children had the same expectations about

interracial inclusion.
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Reasoning for likelihood parent overt inclusion (Sleepoverh understand
childrenOseasoning irtheir Likelihood of Inclusiorevaluations in the parent overt
encounter, a 20ichotomoud_ikelihood: Likely, Not likely)! 2 (Race: African
American, European Americah)2 (Age: 9 to 10yearolds)! 3 (ReasoningExclusion,
Pressure, Automay) ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor ezamslucted.

Consistent Witrpredictionﬁﬁz), an interaction effect for reasonihgichotomous

Likelihood of Inclusion vas foundF(2, 390)= 46.10, p < .001!! | =.109.

Similar to the per overt encountegs shown ifmable 4 participants who thought
parent overt inclusion was not likely referené&éssuréM = .91,SE= .05) significantly
more than did those who were optimistic and evaluated inclusion to be kely41,
SE=.04) < .001). References ®ressure were also higher in this parent status context
than in the peer context, with Pressure to conform to parent expectations being the most
referenced justification. Additionally, participants who thought inclusion was likely
referenced mor@utonomy, (M = .30,SE= .03), at significantly higher proportions than
nontlikely participants 1 = .02,SE=.04) p < .001). Lastly, unlike in the peer overt
encounter, a significant difference wasridun the proportion use of usérongfulness
of Exclusion/Merits of Inclusioby participant who expected parent overt inclusion to
be likely M = .16,SE= .02) and those who thought it not likeM & .02,SE=.03) p <
.01). Whle agerelated differences in itonomy reasoning were piieted, results
partially confirmed overall expectation€hildren who were optimistic about inclusion in
to thesleepover highlighted the importance of making decisions independent from
external pressure and highlighted the importance of being includive, ahildren who

did not expected inclusion appealed the needs of the parefita(sies).
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Evaluation of peer and parent overt exclusion (Bus andleepover).Do
evaluations differ when children evaluate exclusion in a peer and parent setting? It was

predicteqHSB) that adolescents would be more permissible of peer exclusion than parent

exclusionban interaction effect driven by European American participants. Findings

revealed, a main effect for peer and parent confi€t,193)= 43.93,p<.001,! | =.109,

such that when evaluating exclusion, participants evaluated exclusion from a seat on the
bus M = 2.85,SD= 1.14) to be more wrong than exclusion from a sleepdier 8.43,
SD=1.22), which did not differ from neutral. No interaction effefor age or participant
race were found was found in particip&besaluations of exclusio:hus, overall

children evaluated exclusion from a social activity in a home to be more permissible than
a social activity at school. This suggests that Afridarerican and European American
children did not differ in their evaluations of interracial and saace exclusion.

Reasoning for evaluation of parent overt exclusion (Sleepov&o measure
childrenOs reasoning about why exclusion was wrong (or perejissitihe peer overt
encounter, a gDichotomous Evaluation of ExclusioBad, Good) 2 (Participantace:

African American, European Amean)! 2 (Age: 9 to 10yeas, 13 to 14yearg! 3
(ReasoningExclusion PressureANOVA with repeated measures thre last factor was
run. An interaction effect for reasonihgdichotomous Evaluation of Exclusiavas
found,F(1, 195)= 64.31,p < .001!!' | =.25. As shown in Table, Barticipants who
evaluated the act of exclusion as bad referel¢amhgfulness of Exclusion/Merits of
Inclusion(M = .43,SE=.04) significantly more than did those who evaluated exclusion
it to be goodM = .07,SE=.07) (ps < .001). Participants who thought exclusion was

likely referenced morBressuréM = .82,SE= .04), at significantly higher proportions
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than did participants who evaluated exclusion as bbd (35,SE=.04) p <.001). In

addition, confirming)rediction%_ls' ay there was also a sigicant 3way interaction for

DichotomousEvaluation of Exclusioh age! reasoningF(1, 195)=4.50,p=.035 !l |

=.02. Overall, younger children discussed the wrongfulness of exclusion more than older
children and African American participants who evaluated exclusion as wrong used more
Autonomy reasoning than European American participants who gave the same
evaluation. European American and African American participants who were favorable
of exclusion did not differ in their proportion uskEPressure and Exclusi@odes (see
Table 5.

Likelihood of peer and parent covert inclusion (Lunch and Party) Do
children think inclusion of a peavill be just as likely when peers and parent have made
attributions about this target? To directly test differences across these status contexts and

predictionﬁml)that adolescentsould be less optimistic about parentiusion and

evaluation exclusion in this context to be more wrong than children with younger African
American children driving this effediyo 2 (Age: 9 to 10-years, 13to 14years)! 2
(Participant race: African Anrecan, European Americah)2 (Racid composition of
en@unter: interracial, sam®ace)! 2 (Satus context: peer, parent) was conducted with
repeated measures on the last fafrpt ikelihood of Inclusion and Evaluation of

Exclusion. When examining childreri@eelihood of Inclusion for per and parent status
context in covert form of the message conditji@amain effect for status context was

found,F(1, 195)=26.77,p < .001!! | = .12 Consistent with overall expectatigns

participants were more optimistic about inclusion ocagrin at the lunch table, in a peer



setting(M = 4.07,SD= 1.35) thanat a birthday party, in the hon(kl = 3.61,SD=
1.27).

Additionally, as shown in Figure 12n interaction was found for status context
participant raceé racial composition of thencounterF(1, 195)=22.01,p< .001,!{ =
.10. Both African American and European American participants evaluated parent covert
inclusion to be less likely than peer inclusion. However, in the interracial context
European American participants did not differentiate peer and parenktsomibile
African American participantsxpectednterracial peer inclusion to be more likely than
inclusion in the parent settipeer= 4.47,SDheer= 1.46;Mparent= 3.58,SDharent= 1.36)
(p < .001).This confirms expectations that African Amerigaarticipants would be less
optimistic about interracial parent inclusion, as they are evaluating outgroup, European
American, parentdn the sameace contextEuropean American participants
differentially evaluated the likinood of inclusion by peer amhrentstatuscontexts
(Mpeer= 4.51,SDheer= 1.27;Mparent= 3.79,SDharent= 1.10) p < .001), while African
American participants did not differ significantly in their expectations of sace
inclusion across the peparent contexts (Figure 12)

Reasoning for likelihood parent covert inclusion (PartyJo test children®
reasoning overalh their Likelihood of Inclusion evaluations the covert parent

encounteand test agﬂaelatedprediction%&z)in the use of moral and psychological

(autonony) reasoninga 2 (Likelhood: Likely, Not likely)! 2 (Participantaice: African
American, European Ameaan)! 2 (Age:9-to 10years, 13to 14years)! 3
(ReasoningPressure, Autonomy, Trait AttributipdNOVA with repeated measures on

the last factowas run. An interaction effect for reasoningikelihood of Inclusiorwas
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found,F(2, 388)=36.1Q p< .001,! { =.16.As shown inTable 4 participants who
thought inclusion was not likely referenceessurgM = .84,SE= .05) significantly
more than did participants who were optimistic about inclusibe (36,SE=.04) p <
.01). Participants who wethought covert inclusion in the parent encounter was likely
referenced mor@utonomyat higher proportiond = .14,SE= .02) than their non
likely counter parts. Thengere no differences by age or in the proportion use of Trait
Attribution across likehood ewaluations WhereWrongfulness of Exclusion/Merits of
Inclusion,PragmaticsPressure and Trait Attributiongere frequent codes children's
evaluations of pearovert inclusion, frequent coded categories in the parent covert
encountewerePresste, Trait AttributionandAutonomy(seeTable 4. Overall,
participants referenced more moral concerns about the need to be inclusive in peer
settings and used more conventional and psychological reasoning in the parent setting.
Evaluation of peer and paent covert exclusion (Lunch and Party) When
examiningparticipant€Evaluations of Exclusiofor peer and parent status contexts in
covert form of the message conditions, a main effect for peer/[=atmécontext was
foundF(1, 191)=45.66,p< .001!! { =.19. Similar to the overt setting, participants
evaluated peer covert exclusiom € 2.47,SD= 1.04) to be more wrong than a parent
covert setting of exclusiomM = 3.10,SD= 1.22). Thus, children evaluated exclusion
from a social activityn a home to be more permissible than a social activity at school.

Consistent Witrprediction%&g), an interation effect for status contektparticipant race

I racial composition of the encounter was fourd, 191)= 4.55,p = .034,!{ =.02 As

shown in Figure 13nitheir evaluations of interracial exslan from the parent context

European Americaparticipantsevaluated exclusion to be more permissiMe=3.32,
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SD=1.27) than did African American participankd € 2.80,SD= 1.06) ¢ <.01) and
more so than evaluations of interracial exclusion in the peer coptex01). African
American participants did not differ in their evaluations of peer and parent interracial
exclusion. Yetin thesameracecomposition both African AmericarfMpeer= 2.41,
SDheer= 1.06 Mparent= 3.0Q SDyarent= 1.27) (p < .05) and European American
participantyMpeer= 2.34 SDheer= 1.01; Mparent= 3.25 SDharent= 1.12) (p < .001)
differentially evaluated exclusion across peer and parent staisg exclusion from
the home to be more permissible (Figure 13).

Reasoning for evaluation of parent covert exclusion (Parfy/p understand
children® reasoning in their evaluations of exclusiothe parent covert encounter and

agerelatedprediction%m) that adolescent will use more autonomy reasoning than

younger childrena 2 Dichotomous Evaluation of ExclusioBad, Good) 2

(Participant race: African American, European Ameridag)(Age: 9 to 10years, 13to
14-years)! 4 (ReasoningExclusion PressurgAutonomy, Trait Attribution) ANOVA

with repeated measures on the last factor was run. An interaction effect for redsoning
Evaluation of Exclusiomvasfound,F(3, 573) =14.24,p< .001,77;, = .04.As shown in
Table 5 participants who thought exclusion was lvaterencedVrongfulness of
Exclusion/Merits of InclusiofM = .38,SE= .04) at significantly higher proportions than
their peers who thought exclusion was warranped 001) Participants whavere
favorable ofexclusion madeppeals td’ressur@ndTrait Attribution (Mpress= .60,

SEyess= -10;Mattrib = .20, SEuwib = .04) significantly more than those wivere not

favorable(Mpress= .35, SEyress= -04; Matib = .07,SEuwib = .03) s < .01). Lastly, there
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were no differences in the proportiose ofAutonomyby participant evaluation or
interaction by participant age or race (see Tahle
Interracial Contact and Racial Identity

To test howinterracial contacand racl identity are associated with African
American and European Americparticipants@stimations of Fequency interracial
Inclusion factor loadings of the Interracial Contact, Strength of IdentificatiorPaidic
Regardmeasures were tested, giver tiovel, younger age group in the sample. This was
followed by correlation coefficients computed among participantsO scores for Interracial
Contact, Strength of IdentificatioRublic Regardnd Frequency of Interracial Peand
Parentinclusion. LastlyHierarchical multiple regression analyses were uséestthe
unique associations of participantsO estimations. Results from these analyses are reported
below.

Factor loadings.Factor loadings for the sample were tested for the 4 Strength of
Identification items, 4 Interracial Contact items anBublic Regardtems. As shown in
Table 6 these were examined separately using principal components analysis to extract
the fewest number of uncorrelated components from the greater sets of vaiabézal
well-recognized criteria for the factorability of a correlation were used. First, for Strength
of Identification all 4 items correlated at .4 or above with at least one other item,
suggesting factorability. The KaisbteyerOlkin measure of sampling adequaess
.77, above the recommended value of .6, and BartlettOs test of sphericity was sjgnificant
12(203) = 241.78p < .001 Thecommunalities for each Strength of Identification items
were all above .3, further confirming that each item shared some cowamance with

other items, thus no items were removed. Secondublic Regardall 3 items
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correlated at .3 or above with at least one other item, suggesting rdadantdrability.
The KaisetMeyerOlkin measure of sampling adequacy was at the recrded value
of .6 and BartlettOs tesdtsphericity was significant,>(203) = 109.95p < .001 The
communalitiedor eachPublic Regardtem were all above .3, further confirming that
each item shared some common variance with other items, thus noviteensemoved.
Lastly for Interracial Contact all 4 items correlatéd4 or above with at least one other
item, suggesting factorabilitfhe KaisefMeyerOlkin measure of sampling adequacy
was .77, above the recommended value of .6, and BartlettGfssgricity was
significant,! 2(203) = 241.78p < .001 (See Table)6Thus no items had to be removed
from any of the scales and variables loaded significantly across the sample.

Simple correlations Before proceeding with the primary analyses, cotiggla
among the key variables were examined. Means were computed across vemiables
African American (Table)rfand Europea American participants (Tablg B order to
estimatecorrelationsFrequency of Interracial Peeand Parentnclusionwere
significantly correlated for both African American participants (68 p < .01) and
EuropearAmerican participants (= .60 p < .01). Thus, participants who expected race
based inclusion to frequently occur in peer settings werdilkédp to expecits
ocaurrence in parent settings (i.e. iasion of outgroup peers in the home). As expected
Interracial contact was significantly correlategquency of Interracial Peeand Parent
Inclusion, forAfrican American ¢ = .43,p< .01;r =.30, p < .0lrespectivly) and for
European American participants<.40,p < .01;r = .37, p < .0lrespectively). Also as
expected, African AmericaparticipantsO level Blublic Regardvas significantly

correlated witHrequency of Interracial Peeand Parentnclusion(r =.27,p < .01;r =
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.22, p < .05respectively)while Public Regardvas not significantly correlated with

Frequency of Interracial Peeand Parentnclusion for European American participants.

Lastly, while Strength of Identification was significantly celated withPublic Regard

for both African American participan{s = .29,p < .01) and European American

participantsi(= .30,p < .01), inconsistent with predictions it was not significantly

correlated with any other variables in this model. Thus, xteneto which children

identified with their own racial group was associated with their awareness of group status

but not with their expectations about inclusion or the leveitefracial contact
Multivariate analyses.Hierarchical multiple regressianalyses were used to

examine the unique associations of the participastisnations of Frequency of

Interracial Peerand Parentnclusionwith their Strength of IdentificatiorRublic Regard

and Interra@l Contact. As shown in Table ®vo hierarchicategression models, with

one interaction term at a time, were run to test the differential effeBisarfgth of

Identification,Public Regara@nd Interracial Contact for African American and European

American participantsO estimationgafquency of Irdrracial Peerand Parent

Inclusion.

It Wasexpectegwll) that Interracial Contact would predict variance in inclusion
estimations for European American participants, wWRuelic Regardvasexpectegpm)

to significantly predict variance for Afriam American participants. Lastly, given that
Strength of Identification is used in both majority and minority status chi{@erams et

al., 2013) identificationwasexpectegwls) to predictadditional variance in African

American and European Amegic participantséstimations of Frequency of Interracial

Peer and Parentnclusion
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The analysis revealed that Strength of Identificatitublic Regardnd
Interracial Contact accounted for 25% of the variance in African American childrenOs
estimationf Frequency of Interracial Peaand Parentnclusion,R? = .25,F(3, 92)
9.93,p < .001 Thisindicatesthat African Americarparticipants with highePublic
Regard stronger racial group identifications and gre&tegrracial Contacivere more
optimisic about interracial inclusion occurring at school and in the home. Thus,
expectations were partially confirmed. While the dimensions of racial identity were
strong predictors, literature would have suggebttstracial Contagtwould not have
account fovariance (e.g., Crystal et al., 2008). Consistent with expectaliaasacial
Contact did account for variance in European American childrenOs estimations of
Frequency of Interracial Peand Parentnclusion,R? = .17,F(1, 97) 19.96p < .001.
Strergth of Identification andPublic Regardlid not significantly predict variance in

European American participantsO estimations and werextiusled from the model
(see Table %or all ! S). Findings revealed thamterracial contaciattered for both

African American andeuropean American participants.
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Chapter 5
Discussion

The current study addressttdeegeneralaims 1) how African American and
European American children aadolescents evalwgt peer inclusion and exclusiom
sameraceandinterracialpeerencountes, as well as how the form of the peer message
(covertandover related to these evaluatiQr®y how the source of the messageom
peers or parentsas relevat to evaluations of social inclusipand 3 how racial identity
andinterracial contagpbredicedvariance in African American and European American
childrenOs expectations about interramgalrring in their daily lives, addressing the
asymmetry in théiterature about the role @fiterracial contactor European American
and African American childrefe.g.,Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008)l'he findings of the study
extend current researchsncial reasoning developmen(8RD) perspectivand ethnic
andracial identity(ERI) developmenin a number of novel ways. The main findings
underthese aims are discussed below.
Racial Composition of the Peer Encounter

A centralnovel findingof this study vasthatAfrican American and European
American children diffegdin their evaluations gbeer rejection (sarmece) and
interracialexclusion African American participants were optimistic abboth
interracial andsamerace inclusiorbin that they evalated both situations as likelyet,
for these childrerthe seerity of exclusion vas amplifiedn the interracial contexand
exclusion was more wronghen itmeantthe exclusionof an African American peer by

European American peefThus, the interracial nateiof theencountealong with the act
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of exclusionwere enough for African American children to find interracial exclusion
more wrong than the sannace context of peer rejection.

Previous research has only examined childrenOs evaluations of interracial
encounters (e.g., Killen et al., 2008), finding AficAmerican (and minority status
children) to evaluate interracial contexts of exclusion as more wrongsanore moral
reasoning than European American and majority status peers (Crystal et al.\\2Q&18).
remained unknown was if this effect was abbwet$alience of race in the interracial
encounter heightening the wrongfulness of the act, according to African American
children or ifAfrican American children evaluate exclusion, overall, to be more wrong
than European American children. Findings reweg#hat the interracial composition of
the encounter was being used by African American children in their evaluations, yet more
so in when evaluating the wrongfulness of exclusion than the likelihood of inclusion,
where racial composition mattered less.

This, however, was not the cak® European American participantspecially
adolescen)swho viewedinclusion asnorelikely in sameracethanin interracial peer
encountes, and thought exclusion was just as wrong across the two cantexis while
European American participants thought sam@ee inclusiorwasmore likely than
interracial, when exclusion occurred in both instances, they thought it would be just as
wrong fora European American children to exclude an African American, psarould
theexclusion of &2uropean American ped?ast research has documented the difference
in how European American and African American children evaluate interracial exclusion.
For instance, Killen and Stangor (2001) foukfdcan American children to evaluate

interracial exclusion to be more wrong and used more empathy in their reasoning, than
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did European American children, even when the rationale for interracial exclusion was a
conventionabnd not racdasedThis novel, finding can also be explained, in tbatext

of researclon discrimination andacialsocialization, that finds African American

childrento develop different intergroup attitudes based on experiences of discrimination
andmoresocial messages about their own racial grdlign their majoritystatus peers
(Beaton et al., 2012).

While childrenOseasoning did nalsofall along racial linespovel findings for
reasoning were thgiarticipantswho rejectedexclusion highlighted the importance of
making decisions independent from external gues as well as the harm and general
wrongfulness of exclusion on the part of the rejected child. Childrerfaviooed
exclusion appealed to the need for keeping oneOs friend comfortable, rather than
introducehim or her tahe newpeer Thus, H/pothesed and 3 were partially confirmed,
in thatEuropean American participants were moptimistic of sameace inclusion and
morecondoning of interracial exclusion thamre African American children.ie
external pressure of peers was salient in childrenvOsable evaluationsf exclusionand
the moral valene of rejection was most saliefior thoseevaluatedexclusionas wrong

However, not alhcts of exclusion arevert. Research has examined how children
weigh multiple claims in intergroup contextmding that with age children gain
understanding of complex peer group dynaraind show increasing deference to peer
norms, adhering to group loyalppbrams et al., 2008&itti & Killen, 2015; Nesdale et
al., 2005. While adolescents are found to weigdrying social dimensions in their
evaluations (Killen et al., 2012) do they take the same considerations acrosasame

and interracial encounters?hat remainedinknown was if thesdifferences across peer
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rejection and interracial exclusion persin more complex peer encount&sich as
when friends make attributions about a peer-inemd. Thus, the current study
addressed this gap by testimgw children and adolescents differ in their expectatidns
inclusion and evaluations of exclusionciovertpeer rejection and interraciahcounters.
It wasexpected that Afcan Americarparticipantswho often experiencgiscrimination,
would view interracial social situations as a proxy for bias or racial prejudice, even when
additional, norrace basg motives for exclusiowerebe present (Ruck et.aR014).
Given thata stereotypicadttributionsis made in the peer covert (Lunch) encounter
African American adolescents were expedtediew covert interracial inclusion as less
likely than their yoager counterparts, but like younger childréreywould view
interracial exclusion as unwarrantdeliropean American participantere expected to
be moreoptimisticabout sameace than interraciahclusionandwould be more
permissive of interracial elusion usingmorepsychological (autonomygasoning

A central novel finding was th&tfrican American participants were more
optimistic aboutovertinterracial than sameace inclusiorandviewed exclusionn both
compositiondo be just as wrongverall. This finding isinteresting in that African
American childreriwho were equally optimistic about sarmace ad interracial
inclusion in theovert contextmentioned aboveshowedmore optimism about interracial
inclusionthan sameacein this covet encounterWereAfrican American participants
undulyoptimisticin theinterracia) covert encountewhat might explain their making a
difference between the racial compositions of the encointer

This finding is important because whéets of intergrap social exclusion may

appear to be interpersonal choice about{meividual treatment, the acceptance of such
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exclusion (especially that based on group membership) can pridmaeceptance of
exclusion, discrimination, and victimization at the staditevel(Killen, Mulvey et al,

2013. In extreme cases of ongoing intergroup conflict, intergroup exclusion can pave the
way for outgroup demoralization (Brenick & Killen, 2014hus, the covert nature of the
encounter may have been too subtle, @enticipantsmay not have perceived the

stereotypic attribution (OheOs loud and angryO) a3 subts pointadolescentand

children did not significantly differ in theproportion use of Exclusion, Pressure and

Trait Attributions Yet, younger childrerandAfrican American participantdiscussed the
physical opportunity for inclusion (an open seat), while this rationale was noasised
oftenamong their older counterpagad European American children

Taken togetheAfrican American and European Amean children and
adolescents diffedin their expectations of inclusioRuropean Americaparticipants
weremore positive about sanrace than interraciahclusionand the opposite was fodin
for African American participants. Yatatings of exclusionlid not always differ as a
function ofparticipantrace.Thus findings for Hypotheses 2 and 4 were patrtially
confirmed.On average, children evaluated covert exclusion from a seat at lunch as bad.
The absence of an interaction farticipantrace inthar evaluations of exclusion, in the
covert context, is hopeful.

Lastly, findingscomparing how children perceive tbevert or overtdrm of the
peermessage are important, as childrenOs actual peer social interactions are complex
(Abrams & Rutland, 2008 Age-related differences in childrenOs evaluations of overt and
covert suggested that, with age, children had lowered expectabionsthe prospect of

inclusion occurring. This is consistent wittsearch in subjective group dynanticat
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finds adolesents to be more permissible of social exclusion given the frequéritsy
occurrence and older childrenOs increased capacity to understand the role of group needs
social decision§Abramset al.,2008 Hitti & Killen, 2015; Nesdale et al., 20D5Thus,

this finding about older children being overall less optimiabout inclusion, is

consistentvith research irsocial reasoning developmengedrspectivehat shovg, with

age, children weigh peer grogpecific needs over individual preferences (Abrams &
Rutland, 2008; Killen et al., 2012).

Source of the Message

ChildrenOs peer interactions and friendship decisions occur in myriad settings
wherechildren must negotiate competiimgerests of peers and aduditsd in contexts
varied in intimacy (e.gschoolvs. homg. Given the wealth of research on parent
socialization, much is known about the importance of parent messtayes-Britt et al.,
2007; Hughes, 2003; Pahlke et al., 203/t little has examined how children may
differentially weigh parent attides in an interracial encounter (eaparenOsttitudes
about inclusion of a peén to the homejrom peer attitudes (e.gg, friendQattitudes
about inclusion of a pe@r a social activity at school).

The novelfindingsof this studyregardingthe source of the messageere that
while participantghoughtinclusion to a social activity in the home when parent
messages were involvehs less likelythaninclusion to an activity aschoolwhen peer
messages were involved, European American [jzettits also evaluatezkclusion from
anactivity in the homevas moe warranted than peer exclusidius for European
American participants, not only was inclusion in the parent context less likely to occur,

but exclusion from such was more permissilblas partially confirmdHypothesis 5that
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African American participants would not differ across status context, yet contrary to
expectations, European American participants were more positive about peer than parent
inclusion.African American and Europeakmerican children had the same expectations
about interracial inclusidiChildrendifferedin theiruse ofWrongfulness b
Exclusion/Merits of InclusionChildren whoexpected parent ovei$leepover)nclusion
to be likelyused more moral reasoning ththnse who thought ot likely. While there
were no differences in its use in the peer contélildren who were optimistic about
inclusionalsohighlighted the importance of makinigcisions independent from external
pressure and highlighted the imparta of being inclusive, while children who did not
expected inclusionppealed the needs of the pardittis is consistent with research in
social domain theoryfinding children from many differentf culturesto identify the
personal domaias existingpeyond the parameter of authority regulatiandwith age
are found to reason with appeals to personal choice and aut¢hemyg, Ruck, &
PetersorBadali, 2014; Yau & Smetana, 2003)

Comparingpeer and parersources of the messagid children think hclusion of
a peer, nofiriend would be just as likely wheparens (vs. friendshave made
attributions about this targelf? Hypothesis 6, dolescentsvereexpected to biess
optimistic about parent inclusion and evaluation exclusion in this contbgtrmore
wrong than children with younger African American children driving this éffect
Consistent with overall expectatigrimdings revealed thatarticipants were more
positiveabout inclusion occurring iat the lunch tablen a peer settinghanata birthday
partyin the homeThis confirms expectations that African American participants would

be less optimistic about interracial parent incluswnich may also be attributed tioeir
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evaluations being of ogtoup, European American, parentsthesamerace context
European American participants differentially evaluated thdihided of inclusion by
peer angarentstatuscontexts Overall, participants referenced more moral concerns
about the need to be inclusive in peer settings and used orrentional and
psychological easoningabout pressure and autonomythe parent settinfHelwig et al.,
2014)!
Interracial Contact and Racial Identity

Examining childrerand adolescentsO intergroup relationships is vital to
understanding the origins aeffects of racial bias and prejudi¢¢igh quality, cross
ethnic peer relatiomgpsare known to benefit the development of children in many ways.
The most frequently documented benefits are in the domain of intergroup attitudes
(Aboud & Sankar, 2007; Feds, Noack, & Rutland, 2009; Killen & McGlothlin 2006 &
2010; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006Researctsupport AllportOs (1954ypothesighat equal
and personalized relationships are the mastistform of contact to promote harmony
due to stereotype reduati@nd other psywlogical mediating processes. However,
research also sh@man asymmetry by racial and ethnic groups (€&eddes, Noack, &
Rutland, 2009Killen & McGlothlin, 2010, such that effects for contact among African
American children and ethniainority groups is rarely foun(Ruck et al., 2014)
Surprisingly, given that much is known about the role of racial identity in predicting
African American childrenOs perceptions of prejudice (Hughés 20@9; Neblett et al.,
2012).Rather than assung intragroup homogeneity, among ethnic minority groups,
this null finding for contact among minority status children could suggest additional

factors that affect their outgroup attitudes, such as the role of racial and ethnic.identity
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Yet, few studieshave examinetiowidentity matters for African American childrenOs
intergroup relationships (with the exception of McGill, Way & Hughes, 2Bhi)ney et
al., 2007;Yip & Douglass201). None have examined how racial identity and
interracial contacmatte for both African American and European American childrenOs
expectations fomterracial inclusionn their daily lives

Thus, the current study tested this research asymmetry in the literature, predicting
interracial contacto predict variance iEuroppanAmericanparticipant€expectations of
interracial inclusionVariance waslsoexpected acrof8ublic Regardor African
American children with racial identification predicting additional variance for both
African American and European American papiants Novel findings for the regression
modelsshowedAfrican American participants with highBublic Regardstronger racial
group identificationsandgreaternterracial Contacio have greater expectatioaisout
interracial inclusion occurring attsgol and in the home. Thus, expectations were
partially confirmedWhile the dimensions of racial identity were strong predictors,
literature would have suggestederracial Contagtwould not have account feariance
(Pettigrew& Tropp, 2008; Killenetal., 2007.

Thus contrary to expectationsntlings revealed thamterracial contacinattered
for both African American and European American participakitaough few studies
have document contact effects, one such study féfimdan American studesiwith
high levels ofinterracialcontactmore likely to acknowledghe wrongfulness aface
based exclusion thaheir samerace peersvith low levels of ntergroup contact (Ruck et
al., 2014) Consistent with Ruck et al., (2014) contact was associatbdnterracial

expectations and iaddition to predicting level of wrongfulness of discrimination (Ruck
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et al, 2014) it also predicted optimism for inclusion even more strongly from African
Americans high ifPublic RegardAnother recent study, Sheltddouglass, Garcia, Yip
& Trail (2014) found racial aneéthnicminority adolescentsvho had fewEuropean
Americanfriendsandlimited contact with European American pededt less understood
(e.g., less validated and appreciateéding dailyinterracialinteractions. Bycontrast,
ethnic minorities who had moEuropean Americafriends and frequent interactions,
felt more understoofBShelton et al.2014) This novelfinding documents important
within-group differenceamongAfrican American youthwith regard to the influence of
intergroup contact oavaluations ofnterracial inclusionGiven that, prejudice arnulas
can be observed at a very young age, there is a necessity for research addressing within
group variability in ethnic minority population€#brera, 2013; &cia Coll, 2015). This
finding beingsto addresshis gap by integrating theories in ethaidracialidentity
developmentERI) to further understandowthese issues matter for African American
youth.Thus, inconjunction with recent eearchthese data demonstrate the beneficial
effects of intergroup fendships folAfrican American children and adolescents
Additionally, consistent with expectationanother novel finding was that
Interracial Contaatlid account for variance in Eurean American childrenOs estimations
of Frequency of Interracial Peeand Parentnclusion.Thisfinding is consistentvith
past researcfinding thatEuropearAmerican and majority status children with
interracial friendships to have more positive outgrattitudes anévaluate interraal
exclusion to be more wron@(ystal et al., 200&illen & McGlothlin, 2006 Killen &
Stangor, 2001l Researclthathas shown the contexts in which peer interactions help to

reduce prejudic®vhen intergroup friendshigester empathy, perspectitaking and a
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position to challenge stereotypic expectatifPettigrew & Tropp, 2008)rhus,this

finding bothreplicates and extends the literature by demonstrating that greateacial
contactpredicts greater expectat®about the frequency of interracial inclusidaken
together African American and European American children witbaterinterracial
contactviewed interracial inclusion to be a normative interaction that happens often in
and outside of school.

Lastly, Strength of Identificationlid not significantly predict variance in
European American participantsO estimatibmsterracial inclusionLiterature on social
identityOs role in interracial attitudes is mixed. While some studieslamanstrated
thatthat high levels of ingroup identification and exclusive group nocardead to
outgroup dislikg Abrams et al., 2008; Nesdale, Maass, Durkin, & Griffiths, 200&%ers
have foundstrong ingroup identific&in to promote positive outgroup attitudesg.,
Phinney et al., 20Q7Given that no one study has examined how identification may
predict variance on children@sectations for interraciaiclusion perhapsdentification
is more relevant to evaluations of the severity or wrongfulness of exclusion th
expectations for interracial inclusi@associated but distinct constructs
Summary and Implications

Even in its midlist forms, bias can have negative consequences for the victim of
bias (Huynh & Fuligni, 201Kaiser et al 2009; Kiang et al., 2006elett et al., 2008;
Seaton et al., 2012; Szalacha et al., 2008the child espousing prejudice, and broadly
for childrenOs intergroup social interactions (Crystal et al., 2008; Mendes et al., 2007;
Pettigrewet al., 2011; Rutland et al., 2005). Alsgbwing early in childhood is a

developing sense of identity based on affiliation with parents and peers groups where by
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the childOs environment gives evaluative meaning to his or her racial and ethnic identity
(Neblett et al., 2012; Ruble et al., 2004atm et al., 2012; Uma-Baylor, 2012)

African American, and other ethnic minority children, gain awareness of their own racial
and ethnic group membership they too become aware of prejfadi¢eo often by way

of being the target of bias (Riv&yake d al., 2009).

A large body of research on prejudice development has examined many facets of
the emergence of prejudice, including stereotypitgpble et al.2006) prejudicial
attitudeg(Raabe & Beelmann, 201 1discrimination(Brown & Bigler, 2005) implicit
bias(Baron & Banaji, 2006; Rutland, Cameron, Milne, & McGeorge, 2005)
categorizatior{Bigler & Liben, 2006) group identityNesdale, Durkin, Maass, &

Griffiths, 2004)and social exclusiofHitti, Mulvey, & Killen, 2011; Horn, 2008; Killen

& Rutland 2011) Intergroup research has identifigacial exclusionas a complex peer
encounter thatan function as an act of bias. Research has testiedenOpidgments,
evaluations and social reasoning about the conditions in wkudbsionis legitimateor
wrong,as well as how themake attributions of intentions in encounters that involve

many possible motivg®.g., Crystal et al., 2008Yet, no systemic investigation has been
conducted to testowall children understand intergroup interactions dneddpecific

criteria used discern an instance of social exclusion from an act of bias. What features of
these social encounters (e.g., the racial composition of the interaction, the overt or covert
form of the message and the peer or parent status) gisteechoptimism about inclusion

and the impetus taeject exclusion when it occurf? addition to the encounter, what are

the individuallevel traits (e.g., child race, age, levelmtkrracial contacand racial

identity concept) that give children aigae purviewof these peer interactions?
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Thecurrent study sought to answer these questions by examining children and
adolescentsO evaluations of interracial and-sacesinclusion and exclusion from a
social reasoningevelopmental (SRD) perspective,ding that while African American
childrenwereoftenoptimisticabout irclusion,when exclusiorccurredthey evaluate
interracial exclusion to be more wrong. On the whole chilératuatecexclusionto be
wrong, yet unlike African American childreBuropean American children evaluated
samerace and intergroup exclusion to be justvasng. Thusrace appeared to be more
salient in peer contexfer African American participantssall children evaluated
exclusionas more warranted and inclusion legslly in parent encounteBccurringin
more intimate home settings. Both African American and European American children
sharecdcynicismwhen adult attitudes wepresentLastly,interracial contacand identity
showed to be critical features that galiddrenoptimismaboutinterracialinclusionin
their daily lives European American children with high contact and African American
children with high contact, public regard and identification were more likely to expect
interracial inclusion to occur. Fiimgs point to the importance of creating spaces for
youth to have meaningful interactions with othedidfferentracial andethnic groups and
also buildpositive concepts of group affiliation.

This study contributes to research examirtlmgprocess by ch children
acquire these acute social skillliderstanding the consequesof oneOs actions for
others is a complex aspect of moral development, and inserting social cognition about
peers and parent claimsakes the tasfor the child that mucimore @mplicated.Thus,
results from this study will provide much needed evidence for creating effective teaching

and parenting tools, such as lesson plans around culture and identity to gremote
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quality of interraciainteractions Additionally, parents, cldren and teachers will benefit
from this informationFindings from this study highlight the need fwoviding students
opportunities for positiventerracial contacandthe importanceositive parental attitudes
endorsingnterracialencounters as thesnay effecthildrenOs evaluations and judgments
aboutinterracial inclusion and exclusiofhe study contribuggo the existing literature
andto effortspromotingpositive peer environments by providing novel information
about the contexts that heightand reduce the paissibility of exclusion and age

related changes there in.

Research in thifield is very promisingand has opened the doors to the
developmental sources of prejudice, and the rolarkatacial contagtknowledge of
group dynamicsparent soialization and racial identitgave in enabling individuals to
rejectacts ofbias and discrimination. To determine how best to reduce prejudice is an
important goal, and one that moral developmental research can directly address.
Therefore, iis imperativethe future research contirai® examine how children
understand intergroup interaction and moral development in this domain before
adulthood, whereas change is still possible and rapidly occurring.

The task for developmental research ignderstand what factors contribute to
childrenOs behavior and judgments that result in prejudicial (afutejodicial)
treatments well aghe differential role of peers and adults in this procelss.
challenges are great given that societal messagasten designed to perpetuate the
status quo, established hierarchies, and power arrangeMentindings from the

current study suggethis field may benefit from including childrenOs evaluations of
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parental biases and intergroup attitudes andhtgsthat it is about the intergroup nature

of exclusion that informs childrenOs evaluations.
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Tables

Table 1
Sample stribution

Group membership and survey version

African American European American
Age Version 1 Version 2 Version 1 Version 2
9- to 10years 21 23 31 26
13- to 14years 26 29 27 21

Note.Participants who selflentified as multiraciabr were not of African American or
European American descent were interviewed but excluded from analfessson 1 =
interracial peer stories, sarm&ce parent storie¥ersion 2 =samerace peer stws,
interracial parent stories

Table 2
Sample stribution by School Demographics

Racial composition of schools

Majority European Majority African
Participant American Racially diverse schoc American
Race (> 51%) (> 51%)
African 0 0 0
American 27 (27%) 23(23%) 49 (49%)
European o 0 0
American 90 (86%) 5 (5%) 10 (9%)

Note.Numbers indicate the number of participants in each schoolRgptcipants were
recruited from schools nging in racial diversityThe majority of EuropearAmerican
participantg86%)attended majority European American schpAfsican-American
participants attendingchools witha range ofacial and ethnischool compositions.



Table 3
Researclstudy 2sign

Racial composition by form of message

Source of the Interracial Samerace

message Overt Covert Overt Covert
Peer V1Es1 V1ES2 V2E651 V2E62
Parent V2E63 V2E64 V1ES3 V1Es4

Note.All participants receive both interracial and sanrace stories, as well ager and
parent source of the messamgmtexts, for a betweesubjects design. Each participant
receives Versiod (V1) or Versim 2 (V2) to evaluate 4 storieS1IDS4 = Stories®4: S1
= Peerovert Bus); S2= Peercovert Lunch); S3 = Parent overt (Sleepover); S4 = pare

covert (Party).

nae
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na¢

Proportion of Reasoning for Likelihood afdlusion
Not Likely Likely
I I Exclusion Pressure  Autonomy Exclusion  Pressure  Autonomy
Race Age M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M(SD)
African  9-Yrs 132 .88(.35) Eb .24(.30) .37(.30) 27(.43)
Americar 13.yrs  .22(.41) .78(.43) Eb .36(.42) .36(.46) .22(.30)
Europea 9Yrs  .09(.34) .91(.44) ED .24(.36) .37(.46) 22(.42)
Americar 13.yrs  .22(.47) .56(.43) .22(.36) .26(.38) .32(.43) .36(.40)
Note.Peer @ert (Bus)storyN = 202.
Not Likely Likely
Exclusion Pressure Trait Attrib ~ Utility Exclusion Pressure Trait Attrib  Utility
Race Age M(SD M(SD) M(SD M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)  M(SD)
African 9-yrs EP A5(.47)  .36(.45) 3.3 18(.37) .17(.37)  .08(.25) .45(.51)
Americar 13.yrs  ED 56(.49) .26(.42) 3.3 34(.47) .48(50) .11(.28) ED
Europea 9yrs EP 72(.45) .13(.34) ED 22(.39) .38(.47) .07(.24) .0€(.23)
Americar 13.yrs  ED .69(.46) .14(.33) 3.3 .29(.45) .45(.51)  .16(.36) .03(.19)
Note.Peer @ert(Lunch)storyN = 203.
Not Likely Likely
I I Exclusion Pressure  Autonomy Exclusion Pressure  Autonomy
Race Age M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
African  9-yrs ED 1.0((.00) ED 14(.14) A43(.49) .32(.23)
Americar 13-yrs ED .8€(.33) .04(.04) 21(.21) 4E(.49) .24(.41)
Europea 9-yrs  .0€(.24) .8€(.33) ED 12(.13) AS(.47) .1€(.39)
Americar 13-yrs ED .8€(.35) .05(.05) 17(.17) .25(.45) AE(.43)
Note.Parent gert (SleepoverktoryN = 203.
Not Likely Likely
I I Pressure  Autonomy  Trait Attrib Pressure  Autonomy  Trait Attrib
Race Age M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
African 9-yrs  .77(.42) 132 .17(.36) .27(.42) 11(.31) .21(.40)
Americar 13yrs  .84(.36) b .1C(.31) AC(.49) A1E5(.37) 23(.43)
Europea 9Vrs  .87(.35) 132 132 .3€(.48) .05(.22) .1€(.38)
Americar 13yrs  .9C(.25) 132 .1C(.25) 3€(.47) 25(.42) .0€(.24)

Note.Parent cwoert (Party)storyN = 202.
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Table 5

Proportion of Reasoning for Evaluation ok&usion
I I Bad Good
Exclusion Pressure  Autonomy Exclusion Pressure  Autonomy
Race Age M (SD) M(SD) M (SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)
African 9-Yrs  .53(.47) .31(.42) .16(.36) .17(.35) 72(.44) Eb
Americar 13.yrs .44(.44) .35(.42) .15(.36) .13(.23) .88(.23) Eb
Euopear 9Yrs  .67(.44) .21(.37) .03(.16) .23(.41) 73(.41) Eb
Americar 13.yrs  .48(.45) .31(.41) .10(.31) .14(.29) .81(.35) Eb

Note.Peer @ert(Bus)storyN = 202

Bad Good
Exclusion Pressure Autonomy Utility Exclusion Pressure Autonomy Utility
Race Age M(SD M(SD M(SD  M(SD M(SD) M(SD) M(SD  M(SD
African 9-Yrs .51(.49) .17(.33) .04(.17) .13(.33) 50(.71) .50(.71)  EP ED
Americar 13.yrs 45(.49) .21(.40) .07(.25) .0S(.28) 29(.49) .29(.49) .29(.49) EP
Europea 9yrs 51(50) .12(32) P .14(.34) ED 50(.58) .50(.58) EP
Americar 13.yrs  51(.49) .22(.41) .12(.32) .07(.24) 10(.32) .40(.52) .20(.42) Eb

Note.Peer cwert(Lunch)storyN =202

Bad Good
Exclusion Pressure Exclusion Pressure
Race Age M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
African  9-yrs .36(.47) A2(.47) ED .81(.39)
Americar 13-yrs .52(.44) .38(.45) .0€(.22) .8€(.34)
Europea 9-Yrs .3C(.45) .3(.49) 15(.33) T73(.41)
Americar 13-yrs .54(.52) .1¢(.38) .07(.25) .9C(.29)
Note.Parent gert (SleepoverstoryN = 203
Bad Good
Exclusion Pressure Autonomy Trait Attrib  Exclusion Pressure Autonomy Trait Attrib
Race Age M(SD M(SD M(SD  M(SD M(SD) M(SD) M(SD  M(SD
African V'S 41(47)  .29(43) .09(.26)  .0€(.24) 06(.18) .44(50) EP .38(.44)
Americar 13.yrs  43(49) .46(49) .03(17) .03(.17) ED 68(.48) .11(.32) .21(.42)
Europea 9-yrs .37(.46) .17(.35) .08(.26) .1C(.29) ED .70(.48) .10(.32) .1C(.32)
Americar 13 yrs  29(45)  .46(.49) .10(.28) .0&(.27) 10(.30) .57(.51) .05(.22) .1C(.30)

Note.Parent cwuert (Party) poportion ofreasoningor evaluation of exclusiorN= 199
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Table 6
Factor Loadings

Strength of

Identification Communalities

1. How much do you feel [racial group]. .826 479
2. How proud are you about being [racial group]. .817 .682
3. How important to you is it that you are [racial group]. .809 .667
4. How much do you like or not like being [racial group]. .692 .654

Note.Strength of IdentificatiofN = 203)

Public "
Communalities
Regard
1. Most people think that [people of my group] are just as sm
.852 .693
as people of other groups.
2. People think that [people of my group] are just as good as
.832 725
people of other groups.
3. People from other ethnic arakial groups think that [people
: : .630 397
of my group] have done important things.
Note.Public RegardN = 203).
Interracial "
Communalities
Contact
1. Think about your good friends at school. How many of yot 829 687

friends are from a differemthnicor racial group than you?

2. Think about your good friends at who donOt go to your scl
How many of youroutside of schoghre from a different 776 .602
ethnic or racial group than y8u

3. How many studesin your school are from an ethnic or raci

group that is different from your own? 621 589
4. Now, think about your neighborhood. How margoplein
your neighborhood are from a different ethnic or racial gro .657 432

than yo®
Note.InterracialContact(N = 198)
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Table 7
CorrelationsamongVariables for African Americanaticipants
Variable 1 2 3 4 5
1. Interracialpeerinclusion b
2. Interracial parent inclusion  .60** b
3. PublicRegard 2T 22 b
4. InterracialContact A3 .30 .16 b
5. Strength ofdentification D01 D14 29+ 0.16 b
M (SD) 4.51 (1.35) 4.46 (1.46) 3.74 (.96) 4.08 (1.02) 4.51 (.65)

Note.(N = 99)ldentification and Public Regard (Likektb5) Interracial Contact, Peer and
Parent Inclusion (Likert £6). *p < .05, **p < .01,*** p < .001.

Table 8
CorrelationsAmong \ariables for Europeamerican Rirticipants

Variable 1 2 3 4 5

1. Interracial peer inclusion b

2. Interracialparent inclusion .68 b

3. PublicRegard A7 13 b

4. Interracial Contact A0 37 .01 b

5. Strength of Identification .09 D02 30+ B11 b

M (SD) 4.69 (1.28) 4.46 (1.38) 4.04 (.82) 3.43(1.16) 3.80 (.88)

Note (N = 105)Identification andPublic Regard (Likert B5) Interracial Contact, Peer and
Parent Inclusion (Likert £6). *p < .05, **p < .01, **p < .001.
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Table 9
Resilts of Regressing Frequency of Interraciatlusion on Interracial
Contact, Public Regard and Strengthldentification

Independent variables B (SB !

African American
Step 1! R°= .17, p<.001

Interracial Contac 490 (.12) AQrr*
Step 2! R°= .21, p<.001
Interracial Contac 490 (.12) AQr**
Public Regarc .337(.16) 26%*
Step 3l R°= .25, p<.001
Interracial Contac 490 (.12) AQr**
Public Regarc .337(.16) 26%*
Identification D428 (.1849) pD22*

European American
Step 1! R°= .17,p< .001

Interracial Contac 428 (.096 A2rr*
Note (N = 203)*p < .05, *p<.01,*** p<.001.
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Figures

| Interracial | Samerace
Version 1BStory 1 Version 2bStory 1

Figure 1. Racial @mpositionof the Encounter Stimuli. @&rt peer (Bus¥tory stimuli, showing
example ofversionmanipulation© lllustration by Joan M. K. Tyckd® Instrument by Shelby P.
Cooley and Melanie Killen
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Figure 2 Likelihood of inclusion in peer ove(Bus) storyby racial
composition and participant radgigher scores indicate greater likelihood of
inclusion. Error bars represestandard errors of the mean apd<*.05, **p
<.01,*** p<.001.
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Figure 3! Likelihood of inclusion in peer ove(Bus) storyby racial composition, age and
participant race. Higher scores indicate greater likelihood of inclusion. Error bars néprese
standard errors of the mean anpk*.05, **p < .01,*** p< .001.
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Figure 4 Likelihood of inclusion in peer coveft.unch) storyby age and
participantrace.Higher scores indicate greater likelihood of inclusion. Error
bars represe standard errors ¢fie mean andp< .05, *p < .01,*** p<

.001.
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Figure 5 Likelihood of inclusion in peer coveft.unch)storyby racial
composition and participant radgigher scores indicate greater likelihood of
inclusion. Error bars represestandard errors of the mean apd<*.05, **p
<.01,*** p<.001.
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Figure 6.Likelihood of peer inclusion bform of messagand participant
age. Higher scores indicate greater likelihood of inclusion. Error bars
represent standard errors of the maad * < .05, **p < .01,*** p< .001.
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Figure 7.Permissibility of exclusion in peer ovéBus) story by racial
compositionand participant raceHigher scores indicate greater
permissibilityof exclusion Error bars represent standard errors of the mean
and *p < .05, **p < .01,*** p < .001.Horizontal line indicates scale midpoint

(representingpeutra).
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Figure 8.Evaluation of exclusion by participant race doin of message
Higher scores indicate greafgrmissibilityof exclusion Error bars
represent standard errors of the mean gnd 05, **p < .01,*** p< .001.
Horizontal line indicates scale midpoint (representiagtra).
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Figure 9.Permissibility of exclusion by racial compositiand form of message
Higher scores indicate greafmrmissibilityof exclusion Error bars represent
standard errors of the mean amqk*.05, **p < .01,*** p <.001.Horizontal line
indicates scale midpoint (representimegutra).
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6 7 = African American * European American
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Overt peer Overt parent
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Figure 10.Likelihood of inclusion in overstoriesby participant race and
peer/parensource of the messagdegigher scores indicate greater likelihood
of inclusion. Error bars represent standard errors of the mearpand®5,
**p< .01, ***p<.001!
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6 7 =Interracial ® Same-race
5 - " 1
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1 L T
Overt peer Overt parent
(Bus) (Sleepover)

Figure 11 Likelihood of inclusion in overstoriesby racial composition
and peer/parersiource of the messagdigher scores indicate greater
likelihood of inclusion. Error bars represent standard errors of the mean
and *p < .05, *p < .01, **p<.001!
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Figure 12 Likelihood of inclusion in coverstoriesby racial composition peer/paresdurce
of messagand participant racédigher scores indicate greater permissibility of exclusion.
Error bars represent standard errors of the mednp < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Figure 13 Permissibility of exclusion in covestoriesby racial composition, peer/paresgurce
of messagand participant racéligher scores indicate greafgermissibilityof exclusion Error
bars represent standard errors of the mean prd 05, **p < .01,*** p < .001.Horizontal line

indicates scale midpoint (representmeutral).
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Appendix B

Hypotheses for Racial Composition of the Peer Encounter

Overt Peer (Bus) Likelihood of Inclusion

Hypothesis 11

Accept

Hypothesis 12

Accept

Hypothesis 13

Reject

In evaluations of the likelihood of inclusion for the overt peer encountt
interaction effect for participant ra¢eage! racial composition of the encounte
predicted, such that European American participants will be poséive abou
samerace inclusion than interracial inclusion, with European American chi
showing a greater distinction. African American children and adolescents
expected to differ in their evaluations across samee and interracial compositio
Younger African Anerican children are expected to be overall npmsitivein botr
while African American adolescents are expected to be closer to neutral

expectations of inclusion

In reasoning about likelihood, an interaction effect for dichotomous Likelihc
Inclusion! reasoning is expected. Children who are npwsitive about inclusio
are expected to use more moral reasoning about merits of inclusion while «
who are éss positive are expected to use more conventional reasoning
preserving appealing to an uncomfortable friend.

The effect for moral reasoning is expected to be driven by African Am
participants. An interactioreffect for dichotomous Likelihood of Inclusioh
participant race reasoning is expected such that, African American childrer
thought inclusion was likely are expected to use more moral reasonin
European American participants who gave the sabiigelyO evaluation. Afric
American and European American participants who evaluated inclusi
OunlikelyO are not expected to differ in their proportion use of conve
reasoning.

Covert Peer (Lunch) Likelihood of Inclusion

Hypothesis 21

Partial

Hypothesis 22

Accept

In evaluations of the likelihood of inclusion for the covert peer encount
interaction effect for participant ra¢eage! racial composition of the encounte
predicted. Similar to predictions in the peer overt encounter, European Ar
participants are expected to be mopesitive about same&ace inclusion the
interracial inclusion, with European American children showing a g
distinction. Yet, while African American children are expected to be jusbsitive
across both racial compositis, African American adolescents are expected
less favorable of the interracial covert encounter as stereotypes are present
the attributions.

|

In reasoning about likelihood, an effect for dichotomous Likelihood of Inclus
reasoning is expected. Children who are muwsitive about covert inclusion &
expected to use more moral reasoning about merits of inclusion as \
psychological reaming about acting independently from a peer group,
children who are lespositive are expected to use more conventional reas
about preserving the friend group.



Hypothesis 23

Accept
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An additional interaction effect for dichotomouskelihood of Inclusion !
participant race reasoning is expected such that, African American childrer
thought inclusion was likely are expected to use more moral and psychc
(autonomy) reasoning, than European American participants who alsc
inclusion as OlikelyO. African American and European American participar
thought inclusion was unlikely are not expected use autonomy reasoning or 1
in their proportion use of conventional reasoning.

Overt and Covert Peer (Busand Lunch) Likelihood of Inclusion

Hypothesis 24

Partial

In examining likelihood of inclusion in overt and covert peer encountel
interaction effect for form of message (over vs. coverparticipant race racia
composition is expected, such that African American participants will be
positive about @ert inclusion than covert. European American participants wi
differ in their expectations about overt and covert encounters, and they are ¢
to be overall more favorable of samaee encounters than interracial in both fc
of the message ctaxts, than African American participants.

Overt Peer (Bus) Evaluation of Exclusion

Hypothesis {1

Partial

Hypothesis (2

Partial

In evaluations of the wrongfulness (or permissibility) of overt peer exclusic
interaction effect for participant ra¢eage! racialcomposition of the encountel
predicted, such that African American participants will evaluate interracial exc
as more wrong than samace exclusion, with younger African Ameri
participants evaluating it to be more wrong than their older cqparts. Europes
American participants are expected to be more favorable of exclusion than
American participants and are not expected to significantly differentiate-reae
and interracial compositions.

In reasoning about exclusion, an interaction effect for dichotomous Evalua
Exclusion! reasoning! participant race is expected. Participants who are
favorable of exclusion are expected to use conventional reasoning appealil
uncomfortable rfiend as well as appeals to autonomy in the decision to ex
Participants who evaluated exclusion to be wrong will use moral reasoning at
psychological harm of being excluded, with African American participants
more than their European Angan peers.

Covert Peer (Lunch) Evaluation of Exclusion

Hypothesis <1

Reject

In evaluations of the wrongfulness (or permissibility) of covert peer exclusi
interaction effect for participant ra¢eage! racial composition of thencounter i
predicted, such that African American participants evaluate interracial exclu
more wrong than samace exclusion. However, given the salience of stereoty
the interracial covert encounter, this effect will be driven by African Acae
adolescents evaluating it to be more wrong than their younger count
European American participants are expected to be more favorable of exclus
African American participants and are not expected to significantly differe
sameraceand interracial compositions.



Hypothesis <2

Accept

Hypothesis <3

Reject
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In reasoning about exclusion, an interaction effect for dichotomous Evaluatior
Exclusion! reasoning is expected. Participants who are more favorable of exc
are expected to us®nventional reasoning appealing to an uncomfortable frien
well as appeals to autonomy in the decision to exclude. Participants who eval
exclusion to be bad will use moral reasoning about the psychological harm of
excluded.

Given the presence of stereotypes in this vignette an additional interaction «
expected for Dichotomous Evaluation of Exclusibn reasoning! race o
participant. African American participants who evaluated exclusion as Ob:
expected to use more moral reasoning than European American participal
gave the same evaluation. African American and European American part
who evaluated exclusion to be good are not expected to differ in their propori
of conventional easoning.

Overt and Covert Peer (Bus and_unch) Evaluation of Exclusion

Hypothesis ¢4

Partial

In examining evaluations of exclusion in overt and covert peer encount
interaction effect for form of message (over vs. coverparticipantrace! racia
composition is predicted. African American participants are expected to e
interracial covert exclusion to be more wrong than seane and more wrong th
the overt context. European American participants will not differ in
expedations about overt and covert encounters, and they are expected to bt
more favorable of sammce encounters than interracial in both form of me:
contexts, than African American participants.

Hypotheses for Source of thMessage

Peer and Parent Overt (Busand Sleepover) Likelihood of Inclusion

Hypothesis £1

Partial

Hypothesis £2

Partial

In examining likelihood of inclusion in peer and parent overt encounter
interaction effect for status context (parent vs. peeape! racial compositiori
participant race, such that adolescents will be overall rposgive about paren
inclusion han peer inclusion, however this effect will be driven by Euroj
American adolescents participants evaluating seaoe inclusion. Africar
American adolescents will be legssitiveabout parent interracial parent inclusi
than their younger counterpsurt

In reasoning about the likelihood of inclusion in the overt parent context, an
for dichotomous Likelihood of Inclusion reasoning! age is expecte(
Adolescents who are mopesitiveabout overt parent inclusion are expected to
more psychological reasoning about acting independently from parents,
children who evaluated parent inclusion to be not likely are expected to use
conventional reasoning about not wanting theep&to be uncomfortable.
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Peer and Parent Overt (Busand Sleepover) Evaluation of Exclusion

Hypothesis £3

Reject

Hypothesis £4

Accept

In evaluations of the wrongfulness (or permissibility) of exclusion between the
and parent overt encounters, an interaction effect for status context (parent v
I age! racial composition participant race is expectdd. the samagace context
adolescents will overall be more permissible of peer exclusion than will you
children, while younger children will be more permissible of parent exclusion
will adolescents. This agelated pattern is expected in the interracial contex
European American children and adolescents. However, in the interracial ¢
African American children and adolescents evaluate exclusion to be just as
in peer and parent contexts.

In participantsO reasoning about exclusion in the overt parent context, an e’
dichotomous Evaluation of Exclusidnreasoning age is expected. Adolescel
who evaluated overt parent exclusion as ObadO are expected to us
psychological reasamg about acting independently from parents, while chilc
who evaluated parent exclusion to be good are expected to use more conv
reasoning about not wanting the parent to be uncomfortable.

Peer and Parent Covert (Lunchand Party) Likelihood of Inclusion

Hypothesis €1

Accept

Hypothesis €2

Partial

In examining likelihood of inclusion in peer and parent covert encounter
interaction effect for status context (parent vs. peeape! racial compositiori
participant race, is expected. Opposite to expectations for overt parent inc
adolescets are expected be to be more sensitive to the negative trait attributi
the covert context. Overall adolescents will be [essitivein both parent and pee
Younger children are expected to be mpositiveabout peer inclusion than pare
inclusion. Additionally, African American adolescents will be lgxssitive about
parent interracial inclusion than their younger counterparts.

In reasoning about the likelihood of inclusion in the covert parent context, an
for dichotomous Likelihood of Inclusioh reasonind age is expected. Similar
expectation for the overt parent context, adolescents who evaluated about
parent inclusion as likely are expected to use more psychological reasoning
acting indg@endently from parents and while children who evaluated c
inclusion as likely will use more moral reasoning about wrongfulness of m
negative attributions. Both children and adolescents who evaluated parent in
to be not likely are expectad use more conventional reasoning about conforr
to parent desires.
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Peer and Parent Covert (Lunchand Party) Evaluation of Exclusion

Hypothesis €3

Partial

Hypothesis €4

Partial

Hypothesis i1

Partial

Hypothesis 2

Confirm

Hypothesis i3

Partial

In evaluations of the wrongfulness (or permissibility) of exclusion between the
and parent covert encounters, an interaction effect for status context (par
peer)! age! racial compositionl participant race is expected. Consistent \
likelihood of inclusion, adolescents are expected be to be more sensitive
complexity of this encounter and negative trait attribution is expected to be
salient. Overall, adolescents will evaluate exclusion in the parent context to b
wrong than m the peer context. This effect is expected to be driven by Af
American adolescents, lepgsitive about parent interracial parent inclusion tt
their younger counterparts.

In participantsO reasoning about exclusidhércovert parent context, an effect
dichotomous Evaluation of Exclusidnreasoning age is expected. Adolescel
who evaluated covert parent exclusion as ObadO are expected to us
psychological reasoning about acting independently from parehite children
who evaluated parent exclusion to be good are expected to use more conv
reasoning about conforming and parent attributions.

Hypotheses for Interracial Contact and Racial Identity

Consistent withresearch in social reasoning developmental perspeatisleding
findings in intergroup contact literature, an asymmetry in the role of interc
contact and participant race status, it was predicted that Interracial Contact
predict more varianceniEuropean American childrenBrequency of Interracic
Inclusion estimationthan in those of African American participants. Additiona
correlational analyses will reveal a positive association among Interracial C
and inclusion estimations, suthat children with more interracial contact w
expect interracial inclusion to occur more often than children with lower rep
contact.

In examining the role of racial identity on childrenOs intergroup perception:
expected that Public Regard wiiredict more variance in African Americe
childrenOBrequency of interracial inclusion estimatighan in those of Europeé
American paticipants. Additionally, correlational analyses will reveal a posi
association between Public Regard &mwdquency of Interracial Inclusipsuch
that children with more positive expectations for group stats will expect inter
inclusion to occur mre often than children with lower Public Regard.

To understad the role of identity using &ocial reasoning developmen
perspectiveneasureStrength of identification will also be included in the moc
It is expected that Strength of identificatianll predict more variance in bot
African American and European American childref@sjuency of interracie
inclusion estimations.
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