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Abstract

Recent developmental research demonstrates that group bias emerges early\
childhood. However, little is known about the extent to which bias in minimal @
arbitrarily assigned) groups varies with children’s environment and exper&xd
whether such bias is universal across cultures. In this study, the deyelopment of group
bias was investigated using a minimal groups paradigm witl%éyear-olds from
the Faroe Islands. Children observed ingroup and outgr: embers exhibiting varying
degrees of prosocial behavior (egalitarian or stingyfshatingy. Children did not prefer their

ingroup in the pretest, but a pro-ingroup roup sentiment emerged in both

conditions in the post-test. Faroese éhildren’sesponse patterns differ from those of
American children (Schug, Shus rth, & Patalano, 2013), suggesting that

intergroup bias shows cultiifal Mariation even in a minimal groups context.

An exte:s@iy literature demonstrates that positive ingroup and negative

outgroup attit re readily evoked in early childhood (e.g., Baron & Banaji, 2006;

B Q,& Lobliner, 1997). While much of the existing literature addresses
childgen’s attitudes in response to socially demarcated groups (e.g., McGlothlin & Killen,
2006; Rutland, Cameron, Milne, & McGeorge, 2005), there is growing evidence of a
generalized tendency for children to exhibit bias (i.e., conceptualizing ingroups and

outgroups differently) even for arbitrarily assigned groups, in the absence of real-life
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experience with those groups (Dunham, Baron, & Carey, 2011; Schug, Shusterman,
Barth, & Patalano, 2013; Jordan, McAuliffe, & Warneken, 2014). Some argue that
ingroup favoritism reflects a fundamental representational system in human psychology

(Hirschfeld, 2001; Spelke & Kinzler, 2007). In other words, children may have a

generalized concept of groups in which ingroups are regarded more favorably thanx
outgroups, and they may draw upon this schema when processing informatign &
interacting with novel groups and group members. Such a mechanism mi hb
favored by natural selection, as there are numerous proposed bene taining pro-
ingroup and anti-outgroup attitudes. For instance, attending %&mbership is
helpful in developing alliances and avoiding threats (A al., 2006; Kinzler,
Shutts, DeJesus, & Spelke, 2009; Kurzban, T by% ides, 2001). In spite of the

evidence and theoretical arguments for nism, little is known about how such

biases may be brought to bear on th&processiag of experiences with ingroup and

outgroup members, or how the dev t of these biases might be influenced by
cultural context. Furthermgte, gh researchers have made the argument that pro-
ingroup bias may be al characteristic of human cognitive development (e.g.,

Spelke & Kinz:zr@, the expression of this bias may nevertheless vary in any number

of ways ion of cultural context. Indeed, it is logical to speculate that there
S Qﬁon in intergroup biases across contexts, given that the extent to which
indiviiduals rely on their ingroup varies cross-culturally (Schwartz, 2006).

The most compelling support for the existence of a generalized group concept
relies on minimal groups paradigms. In these paradigms, participants are assigned to

artificial groups with which they have not had previous experiences. Groups must be of
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equal status and not be in competition with each other (e.g., Bigler, et al., 1997; Dunham
et al., 2011; Tajfel, 1970; Vaughn, Tajfel, & Williams, 1981). For instance, Dunham and
colleagues (2011) demonstrated that children in the U.S. readily prefer their ingroup over
an outgroup almost immediately after being assigned group membership, as expressed via
both explicit and implicit measures. Generalized bias further affected how children\
processed new information about the relevant groups: after hearing stories ig

ingroup or outgroup members performed an equal number of positive and&k
actions, children were more likely to recollect positive actions per by/their ingroup
(Dunham et al., 2011), indicating a tendency to maintain a morS§ositie concept of one’s
own group. Membership in a minimal group not only affec ren’s attitudes but also

or% allocate desirable resources

d to mete out harsher punishments

their behavior. For instance, 6-8 year olds are

to an ingroup member (Buttlemann & B@

=

dan et al., 2014). By further examining

children’s minimal groups concepts ay better understand the resilience of these
biases and how strongly t@hildren’s attitudes and inferences in light of specific
experiences with grout @ bers.

Ina stui@! th

stage for the present work, Schug and colleagues (2013)
provided dence of children’s differential processing of experiences with group
m Qgh monitoring children’s attitudes both before and after they were given
grouprbased experiences. In this study, children in the U.S. were assigned to one of two
minimal groups. The children reported how much they “liked” puppets from each group.
They then observed videos in which ingroup and outgroup puppets shared in either an

egalitarian or a stingy manner. In one between-subjects condition, the ingroup puppets
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largely shared in an egalitarian manner and the outgroup puppets shared in a stingy
manner (called the Outgroup Stingy/Ingroup Egalitarian Condition); in the other
condition, this was reversed (Ingroup Stingy/Outgroup Egalitarian Condition). After
viewing the videos children were asked how much they liked novel puppets from each
group. Children’s initial ratings showed no significant ingroup preference, and chi%
attitudes about their ingroup remained positive regardless of whether they vie

ingroup members sharing in an egalitarian or stingy manner. In contrast, aﬁi t
the outgroup changed as a result of the sharing observation: attitud% ut the outgroup

remained positive when outgroup members shared in an egalitatign ner, but when the

processing of equivalent experience

generalized concept of groups, and @ concept can influence judgments following
observations of and exper@ novel group members (Schug et al., 2013).

Although evidé @ r a generalized group-based concept in childhood is

growing, very 1:'ft®

differentb ipemerges in different environments. Much of the work demonstrating

about how bias toward minimal groups may unfold

g ith both naturalistic and lab-created groups — has been conducted in
sociggies that value autonomy and individualism, such as the U.S. and England (e.g.,
Olsson, Ebert, Banaji, & Phelps, 2005; Tajfel, 1970). However, some adult studies

suggest that cultural context might affect the degree to which we observe positive

ingroup and negative outgroup attitudes in childhood. For instance, empirical studies
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show that adults with more collectivist values tend to have stronger ingroup affiliations
and anti-outgroup bias (Leong & Ward, 2006; Schwartz, 2006; Triandis, Bontempo,
Villareal, Asai, & Luca 1988). In a review of empirical studies on individualism and
collectivism, Oyserman and colleagues (Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002)
indicated that one of the more consistent findings was a tendency for collectivists a\
individualists to interact with others differently (e.g., collectivists tended tofav
accommodate ingroup members, and individualists tended to feel less lo &&el
ingroup and more comfortable interacting with strangers). Adult studi ying the
minimal groups paradigm suggest that members of individualis %ectivis‘[ societies
may respond differently to minimal groups. Members o types of societies show

ingroup preferences — though in some cases ingro is*%tronger in individualist

societies, perhaps because social categori mgful in those societies even in the

absence of interpersonal connection®qY amagishi, Mifune, Liu, & Paluing, 2008; Yuki,

Maddux, Brewer, & Takemura, 20 ever, members of collectivist societies show

increased bias when they k rimed to consider interdependence or potential for

interpersonal connecti @ ng group members (Karp, Jin, Yamagishi, & Shinotsuka,

1993; Yukieta @

ow cultural orientation may influence group attitudes, even in the

ed on the limited literature, it is clear that much remains to

be explo

al minimal groups where the child’s culture could not have provided
specific information about those groups.

Although the extent to which a society has an individualist or collectivist cultural
orientation may influence bias, it is not the only variable thought to be influential.

Another aspect of environment that may affect the emergence of bias is that of exposure
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to diversity. Empirical studies with both adults and children demonstrate that, in many
instances, intergroup bias with real-world groups (e.g., native Europeans in Europe as
compared to immigrants) is reduced in heterogeneous environments (McGlothlin &
Killen, 2006; Wagner, van Dick, Pettigrew & Christ, 2003). However, under some
circumstances (e.g., Stephan, 1978), exposure to outgroup members may evoke mo
negative attitudes toward those individuals. With these contrasting observaton d,
further study is clearly needed to examine where and when exposure to di&
related to the reduction, or entrenchment, of bias.

Cultural variation in levels of bias in adult populatio%% question of how
cultural context affects the emergence of bias in childh@ er, studies of minimal

1 al

group bias in childhood have relied on data fr and individualistic

t emerge differently in less diverse

of bias from a young age and in minimal
groups could indicate an early-arisifig tendency to conceptualize ingroups and outgroups
differently (Hirschfeld, 2@ & Kinzler, 2007). However, before such a

conclusion can be dra @ ; essential to examine whether and how responses to the

minimal groupf E@n

ay vary with cultural context.

I t study, we address the question of cultural variability in minimal
g ia¥focusing on the Faroe Islands!. In this minimal groups design we look at a
develppmental population — 4 to 6-year-old children — in order to understand the role of
cultural experience in the development of group-based reasoning. The present study

assesses both children’s initial group bias prior to any experience with an artificial

' The Faroe Islands (population ~48,000) are a largely self-governed province of
Denmark located in the North Atlantic (Duhaime & Caron, 2008).
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ingroup and outgroup, and their responses following equivalent positive and negative
experiences with each group, replicating the method previously used with U.S. children
(Schug et al., 2013). If there exists a universal tendency to regard novel ingroups and
outgroups differently, then we would expect children to exhibit the same manner and

degree of bias observed previously in the U.S. If this tendency varies between cultutes,

such as with degree of homogeneity or collectivism, we would expect to fingd ad t
pattern of bias. K\

The Faroe Islands are particularly well suited to a replicati oup bias
research in a novel cultural context. According to a governmen statistical

database, this is a very homogeneous population: only opulation is of non-

European descent and the vast majority of resident§ 1

to the anthropological literature, the
“have strong links to the p\ collective family system,” (Gaini, 2009, p. 2-3).

Ethnographic data und @ e the centrality of family and community-based

relationships; f:: @e, Svening visits to family and neighbors are culturally integral

a communal social order (Gaffin, 1995; 1996; Wylie, 2011).

and help

g@ of the Faroe Islands’ relatively greater collectivism and homogeneity, it
diffegs from the previously studied American population and other populations in which
developmental minimal groups designs have been explored. We thus speculated that
Faroese children would demonstrate higher levels of intergroup bias when compared to

American children, or that their biased attitudes would be particularly resilient to
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contradictory evidence. However, we recognized a potential contrasting outcome. If
group bias stems from a universal schema for social cognition (Hirschfeld, 2001; Spelke
& Kinzler, 2007), young children might show more similarities than differences in their
group-based reasoning; it is possible that cultural experience would not affect the level of
group bias in children as young as 4 to 6 years old. Our goal was to assess whether%
and colleagues’ (2013) earlier findings would replicate in a culture differen‘ﬁ@o
the U.S., in order to explore whether cultural background mediates childr&p\e ing
of group-based information at all in a minimal groups paradigm. 0

We replicated Schug et al.’s (2013) method previously U§ed tesssess children's
attitudes about ingroup and outgroup individuals in the . arlier data were

collected in a diverse Connecticut town of approxi ,000, with 32% of its

3). The final U.S. sample included

=71.33, SD = 6.57), and testing was

conducted in preschools, a local ch % museum, and in a university lab (Schug et al.,
&

By contrast, t t data were collected in and around the urban capital of the
Faroe Islands, (’)@ Faroe Islands has an approximate population of 48,000
(Hagstov, QOB). As in the previous study, we used a minimal-groups method in
w nged 4 to 6-year-olds to artificial groups and showed them instances of
ingroup and outgroup individuals (puppets) sharing in either an egalitarian or a stingy
manner. Sharing behavior is a frequent choice for experimental manipulation in group
bias studies because observations of prosocial behaviors affect children's judgments of

others (McCrink, Bloom, & Santos, 2010) and, although the strength of the effect varies
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across studies, children change their own sharing behaviors based on the group affiliation
of the recipient (Fehr, Bernhard, & Rockenbach, 2008; Buttlemann & Béhm, 2014;
Dunham et al., 2011). Our central question was whether the previous results in a U.S.
population would extend to a culture that differs from the U.S. along dimensions, like

collectivism and homogeneity, that are potentially relevant to the development of p

oL
C}\

Method
Participants %
Four to six-year-old children (N = 46, female = Q@ 64.20 months, SD =
F a% s were included in the final

cal preschools and tested all children

bias.

10.73 months) from the Torshavn region of t

sample. Researchers obtained permissio

who received parental consent and Were in th&yappropriate age range. Children were

female, M = 63.00 month

assigned before testing to either p Stingy/Ingroup Egalitarian (n =25, 16
® 8), or an Ingroup Stingy/Outgroup Egalitarian (n =

21, 12 female, M= 6 ths, SD = 11.43) condition, with assignment alternating

between the twi @Jns.

Procedu

Q in the Faroe Islands was conducted via the same methods used with the
previgusly studied American population except that the data were collected by native
Faroese research assistants under the close supervision of an American principal
investigator. One female experimenter (E1) interacted with the child while another

experimenter (E2) recorded responses.

10
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Before beginning the study, children were randomly assigned to a Group (Kite or
Balloon) and to a condition (Outgroup Stingy/Ingroup Egalitarian or Ingroup
Stingy/Outgroup Egalitarian). Although children were assigned to just one group, they
observed members of both the ingroup and the outgroup. E1 began the study by
explaining that the child would meet puppets belonging to two groups, and that the&
would also be assigned to a group (“The puppets you’re meeting today are speei
because they belong to two groups: the Kite Group and the Balloon Group®Y ou'get
belong to a group too. You get to belong to the Kite/Balloon Groupg).WEhe£hild was
assigned to one of these groups and asked to wear a badge with gp’s symbol (kite
or balloon). A kite badge and a balloon badge were pla of the child (where
they remained for the study). The child was agkedffo which badge belonged to

each group and was asked to identify hi roup membership. The child then

b

saw four pictures of puppets wearin@badges apd identified each puppet’s group

membership ("Does he belong to th roup or the Balloon Group?"). Finally, the
face scale was introduced asla r the child to show how much he or she liked the

puppet, and E1 asked @ ns to confirm that the child understood how the scale

worked (e.g., " @:e are you going to point to if you really like a puppet a lot?"). In
the rare uD
w :

Before watching the video children simultaneously met two puppets, one ingroup

here a child did not understand, E1 repeated explanations until they

and one outgroup, and answered questions about them. Which group children were asked
about first was counterbalanced between participants.

1. Liking: How much do you like him? (Child points to 3-point smiley face scale

11
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coded as frown = 1, straight mouth = 2, and smile = 3.)
2. Child's intended sharing: Who do you want to share your stickers with?
3. Predicted puppet sharing: Who do you think will share his stickers with you?

The children then watched a series of 12 video clips (6 ingroup, 6 outgroup) in
which Kite and Balloon puppets shared either half of their candy or only two candi\
with a neutral-group puppet (see Figure 1). Puppets were counterbalanced gt
groups such that each group contained puppets that were similar — though&%tl 1 —
in appearance. A neutral animal puppet was chosen as the sharing 6 ntfo avoid any

risk that the children would perceive the Kite and Balloon p@

members of their own or the other group.

sharing with

The video series corresponded to one conditions. In the Outgroup

Stingy/Ingroup Egalitarian Condition,
sharing half their candy and outgro sharing only two candies. The remaining
two clips showed the ingroup bei and the outgroup egalitarian. Varying each
group’s sharing strategies fth created a more naturalistic scenario; in real-world

encounters, children w e likely to see variation in ingroup and outgroup behaviors.

The Ingroup Sti rodp Egalitarian Condition showed the opposite configuration of

clips.

Qmple, if a child was assigned to the Kite Group and the Outgroup
Stingy/Ingroup Egalitarian Condition, she observed videos in which the Balloon Group
was stingy most of the time and the Kite Group was egalitarian most of the time. In
contrast, if she was assigned to the Kite Group and the Ingroup Stingy/Outgroup

Egalitarian Condition, she would see the video with more stingy Kite Group and more

12
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egalitarian Balloon Group behaviors. Pilot testing in the U.S. indicated that, when not
assigned to a group, 4-5-year-olds accurately determined which group had shared more
(binomial p = .01) and that exactly 50% of children preferred Kite or Balloon puppets.

At post-test, children met one new puppet from each group and were asked the
same questions as in pre-test. Children were also given a sticker to share with onlyﬁ
the puppets. Finally, children were asked two more questions only in the pogt-t W c

group was the "nicest" and which group shared the most in the video. K

Results
Initial analyses revealed no effect of sex so data wer@@ When conditions
were collapsed, children identified which group shared @ video with a rate of
accuracy in the Faroese population (60%) as in pre¥i earch with the US population

(58%) (Schug et al., 2013)%. Also as in

13), there was no significant
difference in children’s liking of ingtgup and“Qutgroup puppets at pre-test, t(45) =-1.12,
p=.134.

We ran a three-fac A@A with children's liking of the puppets (based on
scores from the smiley @ ale, coded as: 1, 2, and 3) as the dependent measure, group
(Ingroup vs. O p)land'experience (Before Video vs. After Video) as within-subjects

factors, eg igion (Outgroup Stingy/Ingroup Egalitarian vs. Ingroup Stingy/Outgroup

E a between-subjects factor. Although Schug et al. (2013), observed a three-
way nteraction in the three-factor ANOVA, the current study did not. We did, however,

find a significant two-way interaction of experience and group, F(1, 44) = 4.86, p = .040,

2 All of the analyses described below were run separately by individuals who correctly
identified who shared the most and those who were inaccurate. The same pattern of
responses was observed regardless of participants’ accuracy.

13
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7722 .093, such that liking increased for the ingroup but decreased for the outgroup from
pre- to post-test. There were no reliable two-way interactions involving condition or any
main effects (p’s > .500). Thus, it appeared that group membership influenced children’s
liking of the puppets over time, and this pattern did not differ by children’s experience
with videos showing distinct patterns of ingroup or outgroup sharing. \
Because the difference in liking between conditions was not a signiff @m ,
O

we collapsed across conditions for further analysis. An ANOVA again Q ly the

interaction between experience and group (F(1, 45)=4.62,p=. =7093), and no

main effects (ps > .637). Follow up t-tests (collapsed over @) indicated that

liking of the ingroup significantly increased after View@ideo (pre- vs. post-test,

t(45) =-2.00, p =.026, d = .359), while likin the oup decreased (pre- vs. post-
test, t(45) = 1.70, p = .048, d = .348; see . Further, at post-test, there was a
preference for the ingroup over the oup (t(45) =1.86, p=.035, d = .449). These
findings differ from Schug et n which this pattern was found only in the
Outgroup Stingy/Ingrou itarian Condition (see Figure 3).

The additi rical measures (e.g., which puppet is nicer) were
analyzed for differ between conditions and collapsed across conditions. We

observe@glnal tendency for children to report a desire to share with the ingroup at

po re often in the Outgroup Stingy/Ingroup Egalitarian Condition, y*(1, N = 45)

=3.57, p=.057, phi = .282. Children's preference for the ingroup was statistically
significant only in the Outgroup Stingy/Ingroup Egalitarian Condition (75% chose the

ingroup, p = .023, binomial test). This condition effect is different from the one observed

in the U.S. study, in which children showed greater accuracy in identifying which group

14
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shared the most only in the Outgroup Stingy/Ingroup Egalitarian Condition (Schug et al.,
2013). There were no other differences between conditions. When collapsed across
conditions, children reported their ingroup as being "nicer”, p = .001. This pattern was
statistically significant in both conditions in the Faroese children (76% in Outgroup
Stingy/Ingroup Egalitarian, p = .015; 76% in Ingroup Stingy/Outgroup Egalitarian,

.027, binomial test). This broad pro-ingroup appraisal contrasts with the patte ug
et al. (2013), where children reported the ingroup to be nicer only in the O%)

Stingy/Ingroup Egalitarian Condition.

Discussion Q%
In the current study, Faroese children were assi of two minimal groups

and observed members of both groups engaging i ivePor negative behaviors. We

asked two primary questions. First, wou ildren’s responses differ from those

of U.S. children in an equivalent s ? Secong, if differences between cultures were
observed, what form might they owing videos of ingroup and outgroup
members sharing equally k equally with a third party who belonged to neither
the ingroup nor outgr oese children's liking of the ingroup increased and liking of
the outgroup d @Th pattern emerged whether the ingroup or outgroup was
observed Q an egalitarian manner or in a “stingy” manner. Faroese children’s

li foered from previous results in which U.S. children’s liking of the ingroup
remained relatively constant in both conditions, while liking of the outgroup significantly

decreased only after viewing negative outgroup behavior. This difference between

cultures in responses to minimal groups information suggests that if there is a universal

15
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tendency to conceptualize novel ingroups and outgroups differently, this tendency
remains subject to cultural influences even from a young age.

Could Faroese children’s pro-ingroup and anti-outgroup attitudes have arisen
regardless of condition simply because these children failed to attend to puppets' sharing
behavior in the videos? This explanation is unlikely given that children in the Faro&
Islands identified which group shared the most with the same accuracy as obse @
previous research. Additionally, there was one small indication that childr&e
sensitive to condition: Faroese children in the Outgroup Stingy/Ing; itarian

condition reported a greater desire to share with the ingroup, as d to Faroese

children in the Ingroup Stingy/Outgroup Egalitarian COQ ese findings suggest
b

that the children noticed the sharing behaviors,theyfo ut that their liking of the

ingroup and outgroup was not affected in sharing.

Faroese children appear to hfige experignced a fast entrenchment of pro-ingroup

aring behaviors in the videos they observed.

and anti-outgroup bias regardles: 0 @

Taken together, the differ ance patterns of the U.S. and Faroese children

appear to be consiste e hypothesis that group-biased sentiments are stronger in
societies with r 1@0 ctivist tendencies, and inconsistent with the hypothesis that
the emer Qas conforms to a universal pattern. Both groups responded more

fa Qe ingroup when presented with the same observations, supporting claims
that Rlumans have a universal tendency to treat ingroups and outgroups differently. The
observed tendency in which members of one’s own group are recognized as different and
are favored is consistent with evolutionary arguments proposing a link between a

recognition of individuals’ group memberships and a need detect potential coalitional

16
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partners (Kurzban et al., 2001). However, the specific manifestations of this bias differed
across the two cultures. American children were particularly prone to developing

negative outgroup attitudes in response to negative outgroup information, while they
retained a consistent positive appraisal of the ingroup regardless of the ingroup’s
behavior. Faroese children, in contrast, responded positively to the ingroup and \

negatively to the outgroup at post-test regardless of either group’s behaviorglt e

argued that both groups showed anti-outgroup attitudes, but that the Faroe&h&:
greater tendency to develop pro-ingroup attitudes. Adult studies o inimal groups
paradigm have previously demonstrated some cross-cultura%%
(Yamagishi, et al., 2008). Our results suggest that the SQ al norms that underpin
this variability appear to emerge from as early,as 44to O%eats of age.

That Faroese children’s liking of.

in group bias

increased regardless of condition is

not surprising given what we know 8f collectiist values. Previous empirical studies with

adults indicate a positive relatioi Eh @ ween collectivism and pro-ingroup attitudes

(Oyserman et al., 2002; T ., 1988). The Faroe Islands embody many qualities

of collectivist societi deially relative to the highly individualistic U.S. (Clark, 2004;

% Keller, 2007). It is therefore reasonable that we would see

Gaffin, 1995; 1 m
earlier a emergence of strong pro-ingroup sentiments in Faroese as compared

More surprising is our finding that Faroese children’s liking of the outgroup
decreased — even when the outgroup was egalitarian. Previous well-known studies have
documented the positive effects of intergroup contact on attitudes toward the outgroup

(for a review see Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). However, the apparent entrenchment of bias

17



Downloaded by [Wesleyan University] at 14:11 20 November 2015

Running Head: EARLY GROUP BIAS IN THE FAROE ISLANDS

that we report here, in which exposure to an outgroup increased negative sentiments, has
precedent in the developmental literature (Stephan, 1978), and similar patterns have been
reported more extensively in U.S. adults. In adults, contact with an outgroup can evoke
negative attitudes when ingroup members lack experience with outgroup members and,

therefore, find interactions with outgroup individuals to be potentially threatening &

anxiety evoking (Plant & Devine, 2003; Stephan et al., 2002). In such casesy th

of the outgroup may elicit anxiety about how to present oneself, or it ma @
@

own identity, values, or self-image. Such anxiety is associated with., t y to

experience negative affect in intergroup interactions and with p s of feelings of

1
hostility when engaging in these interactions (Plant & 3; Plant, 2004; Stephan

et al., 2002). Our participants may have been arti% Inerable to developing

intergroup anxieties. Given the Faroe Is 1ve homogeneity, children were very

unlikely to experience diversity in thei ives, and thus they may have experienced

negative emotions while observi:E @ pip members in the video. One possibility is that

these negative emotional cxfie
liking of the outgroupdless of the nature of their observations.
There a @er of other mechanisms that might explain the entrenchment of
Faroese cl Gntergroup biases, besides the idea that participants experienced
S

n

could be the driving force behind their decreased

when exposed to an outgroup. One possibility is that the Faroese children
atten@ed primarily to positive behaviors by the ingroup and negative behaviors by the
outgroup — even in the condition in which the reverse patterns were far more frequent.
This explanation is consistent with the fact that Faroese children increased ingroup liking

and decreased outgroup liking even when each group more often behaved in a negative
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and positive manner respectively. Similarly, this same finding could have emerged if
Faroese children better remembered negative outgroup and positive ingroup behaviors.
These interpretations align with previous minimal groups studies in which children
showed enhanced recall for positive ingroup behaviors (Dunham et al., 2011).

It is important to acknowledge that the current study has limitations. The F%

sample is small; consequently, statistical comparison of these complex respens @ ns

between cultures is not possible. Although the current study has identical &h tovene
conducted in another society (Schug et al., 2013), the strongest claym that cah be made
from these data is that the patterns appear to differ between cu g\e two studies
and that the pattern observed in the U.S. was not replic aroe Islands. Ideally,

\T% up-based thinking would

tfwo cultures. Finally, while there are

future studies exploring the influence of envirgn

include larger samples directly compari
many intriguing possible explanatiofig for ourfindings, further research is needed to
provide a more conclusive understa’ f the relevant cultural influences and the
cognitive processes drivin u@s

Regardless of fhie spéeific cultural and cognitive mechanisms underpinning the

differences obs the U.S. and Faroese populations, our finding that minimal

groups bi icsgpetween cultures in childhood has an important implication: if there is
a Qﬂitive mechanism promoting a tendency to conceptualize ingroups and
outgroups differently, that mechanism remains subject to environmental influences. That
cultural variables should shape the expression of what appears to be a generalized

cognitive system in such young children is remarkable. Furthermore, our finding presents

a fundamental challenge to researchers applying this paradigm. Because a frequent
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assumption of the minimal groups paradigm is that it eliminates potentially confounding
environmental variables, it is critical to recognize that even when the creation of groups
and all information about them are controlled by researchers, one cannot assume that
participants are unaffected by the social systems in which they have been immersed from

birth.

In conclusion, this work provides evidence that the development of gnind

groups bias varies based on cultural context. Children from the Faroe Isla\@* ¢

homogeneous society that highly values family and community re% ips,

demonstrated a tendency to increase their liking of the ingroup ‘amnd ease their liking

of the outgroup, regardless of each group’s behavior. T rom a previous study

with U.S. children, who showed particular sensitiv ative outgroup behavior.

These findings underscore the need for considering the question of a
universal developmental trajectory 8fiearly group bias. Until more evidence can be

collected across cultures, claims ?f ality in the development of minimal groups

bias may be premature.
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Figure Captions

Figure 1. Still frames from egalitarian (left) and stingy @ o clips. In the
n

egalitarian clip, the group puppet shared half of higfo dy with the animal puppet.

In the stingy clip, he or she shared only i candy.

Figure 2. Liking-rating means (fi straight mouth = 2, and smile = 3) and standard
errors for the Faroese pop ti@uding the Ingroup Stingy/Outgroup Egalitarian (left)

and Outgroup Stingy/1 @ Egalitarian (right) Conditions before and after viewing the

video of sharinf I@r.

Fi Qg-rating means (frown = 1, straight mouth = 2, and smile = 3) and standard
errorg, for the comparison American population including the Ingroup Stingy/Outgroup
Egalitarian (left) and Outgroup Stingy/Ingroup Egalitarian (right) Conditions before and

after viewing the video of sharing behavior. Used with permission for Schug et al., 2013.
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