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Experimentally created “minimal” social groups are frequently used as a means to investigate core components of
intergroup cognition in children and adults. Yet, it is unclear how the effects of such arbitrary group member-
ships compare to those of salient real-world group memberships (gender and race) when they are directly pitted
against each other in the same studies. Across three studies, we investigate these comparisons in 4-7-year-olds.
Study 1 (N = 48) establishes the minimal group paradigm, finding that children develop ingroup preferences as
well as other forms of group-based reasoning (e.g., moral obligations) following random assignment to a minimal
group. Study 2 (N = 96) and Study 3 (N = 48) directly compare this minimal group to a real-world social group
(gender or race) in a cross-categorization paradigm, in which targets are participants' ingroups in terms of the
minimal group and outgroups in terms of a real-world social group, or vice versa. The relative strength of the
minimal group varies, but in general it either has a similar effect or a stronger effect as compared to race and in
some cases even gender. Our results support the contention that an abstract tendency to divide the world into

us” and “them” is a central force in early intergroup cognition.

1. Introduction

When young children begin to navigate the social world, one salient
thing they notice is that individuals cluster into a range of social groups,
from gender and race/ethnicity, to language and more. Children are
sensitive to these group memberships from a surprisingly young age.
Even infants and children under age 3 prefer individuals who are similar
to them in terms of gender, age, and language, and within a few years
they also develop preferences relating to race and ethnicity (Aboud,
1988; Buttelmann et al., 2013; Kinzler et al., 2007; Shutts et al., 2010).
Social categories such as gender and race have rich cultural meanings
that likely vary considerably across children as a function of different
cultural and environmental input. Underneath this complexity, howev-
er, each of these distinctions invites children to make a basic conceptual
distinction between ingroup and outgroup, between “us” and “them.”

To what extent does children's reasoning about and attitudes towards
groups stem from cultural learning about specific groups (such as gender
or race) versus a more abstract or generalized response to an intergroup
boundary (“us” vs. “them”)? The work with so-called “minimal groups”
bears on this question, finding that children and adults affiliate with
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previously unfamiliar groups that have neither evolutionary nor real-
world significance (Tajfel et al., 1971; e.g., Bigler et al., 2001; Richter
et al., 2016; Yang & Dunham, 2019a; for a review, see Dunham, 2018).
These findings suggest that children represent generic ingroup and
outgroup members differently, and have a basic tendency to affiliate
with and prefer ingroup members even for groups that are of minimal
real-life significance. But how do these findings with minimal groups
relate to previously mentioned findings with culturally salient real-
world groups such as gender and race?

One possibility is that preference for minimal ingroups is a sort of
“over hypothesis” based on generalizing from preferences for multiple
real-world ingroups (e.g.., the generalization that one does or should
prefer ingroups). Such an effect should only emerge after children have
developed biases towards a number of real-world social groups, and we
might also expect that the minimal group effect would be weaker than
the biases towards real-world social groups that the minimal group ef-
fect is based on. Conversely, the minimal group effect could be an initial
template over which other group representations form; that is, the
general and abstract tendency to prefer ingroups could itself be one of
the drivers of bias towards real-world social groups, in which case it
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could be equally strong or even stronger than real-world bias, at least
early in development. Thus, a direct comparison of the strength of
minimal and real group effects provides a means of shedding light on
these possibilities, which is the focus of our current paper.

1.1. How do minimal group effects compare to real-world group effects?

To our knowledge, there is surprisingly little work examining the
question of how minimal group effects relate to real-world group effects
in children. A review of the adult literature on this question suggests
mixed results. Some researchers find that ingroup biases are stronger
among real groups as compared to artificial groups; some find the
reversed pattern; and others find no difference (see meta-analyses by
Balliet et al., 2014, Mullen et al., 1992, and Lane, 2016). However, most
of these findings are based on meta-analyses that compared the effects of
minimal versus real social groups that had been independently assessed
in separate studies. These studies also differ in other respects (e.g., how
minimal groups are operationalized, what measures are employed),
making the conclusions somewhat less definitive. Perhaps most impor-
tantly, since studies have not directly compared different forms of group
bias, it is unclear whether the minimal group or the real groups would
have stronger effects when they are pitted against each other. Further,
all these studies are conducted with adults. Since adults already have
extensive cultural experiences with different groups, the effects may
reflect simple generalizations from their accumulated experiences and
expectations towards the groups. Hence, they might obscure the basic
tendencies and relative strengths of minimal and real group biases in
children. Indeed, it has been proposed that minimal group bias is a
consequence of the cultural and linguistic meaning of dichotomous
categorization, internalized over years of social learning (Spielman,
2000). This implies an increase in the strength of minimal groups over
development, making developmental research a unique lens through
which to explore this question (Dunham & Olson, 2008).

With these thoughts in mind, the present investigation directly pits
minimal and highly salient real-world groups against one another in a
within-participants design, doing so early enough in life that general-
ization from multiple real-world groups to minimal groups is at least less
plausible. We focus on two salient real groups, gender and race, both of
which are particularly psychologically salient for adults and have
received the most attention among developmental researchers (e.g.,
Stangor et al., 1992; Yang & Dunham, 2019b). Gender is one of the most
salient social categories for children. By age one, infants seem to be able
to recognize gender from human faces because they divide their atten-
tion differently between male and female faces (Quinn et al., 2002).
Between ages two and five, children start to prefer peers of their own
gender (e.g., Dunham et al., 2015; Yee & Brown, 1994). Unlike the early-
developing preferences based on gender, children under age three do not
reliably show meaningful social preferences based on race. For example,
they do not selectively accept or give toys from or to same-race versus
other-race individuals, nor do they rate other-race individuals more
negatively than same-race individuals (Kinzler & Spelke, 2011; Shutts
et al., 2010). Existing evidence consistently suggests that race-based
preferences emerge somewhat later in life, at around four or five years
of age (Aboud, 2003; Dunham et al., 2013; Kinzler & Spelke, 2011; see
also Krieger et al., 2020 for evidence in selective social learning).

1.2. Beyond preferences: intuitive theories of social groups

Beyond showing preferences for their social ingroup members over
members of the other groups, children also make other kinds of in-
ferences based on social category memberships. These inferences have
been linked to two distinct intuitive theories of groups — an essentialist
theory and a coalitional theory — and might be part of children's “naive
sociology” (Rhodes, 2012). These intuitive theories capture children's
reasoning about the nature of social group memberships (e.g., are they

stable over time and indicative of key properties? Are they meaningful in
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marking social obligations?).

The first intuitive theory considers social categories as markers for
natural kinds, that is, thinking that category memberships are likely to
be determined by birth, stable, and indicative of shared fundamental
similarities (i.e., the essentialist theory). Research suggests that children's
understandings of gender (Diesendruck & halevi, 2006; Rhodes &
Gelman, 2009; Taylor et al., 2009; cf. Shutts et al., 2013) plausibly fit
this theory. Critically, children do not initially apply this view to other
social categories such as race (Rhodes & Gelman, 2009; Shutts, 2013;
Waxman, 2010). It is unclear whether children view minimal groups as
more similar to gender or to race on this dimension; the current study
explores this question.

The second intuitive theory holds that social categories mark
intrinsic social obligations between group members (i.e., the coalitional
theory). Unlike the essentialist theory, children readily apply this
thinking to gender, race, and even previously unfamiliar groups. For
example, children as young as four predict that social affiliations like
friendship will cluster based on gender and race (Shutts et al., 2013),
and even infants seem to expect ingroup members to support each other
such that they are surprised and look longer if that is not the case (Jin &
Baillargeon, 2017). Children also consider unfamiliar groups to be
grounded in the shared intentions of group members to interact (Noyes
& Dunham, 2017). Further, they appear to evaluate within-group harm
as intrinsically wrong in unfamiliar social groups, leading them to think
that it is more okay to harm outgroup members than ingroup members
as long as there is no rule against harm (Rhodes & Chalik, 2013). After
age 6 they also expect ingroup members to direct positive behavior such
as helping towards fellow ingroup members even when groups are un-
familiar (Rhodes, 2012). However, most of these studies have investi-
gated children's third-party judgments of groups to which they did not
belong; it remains an open question whether children make similar in-
ferences about groups they belong to (e.g. whether they would expect an
outgroup member to direct harm towards the child's own group). The
current work investigates both of these issues while always directly
pitting gender or race against a minimal group.

1.3. The present study

The present paper aims to examine the relative strength of minimal
group effects when directly contrasted with real social groups (in this
case gender and race). We include comparisons of children's ingroup
bias in the form of their explicit preference, as well as their tendency to
apply two intuitive theories of groups, namely an essentialist theory
about shared kind membership and a coalitional theory about intrinsic
within-group obligations. From early childhood to middle childhood,
children's naive theories of groups and their stereotypes of groups
become more comprehensive (Rhodes, 2012; Sigelman et al., 1986).
Therefore, we focus on two age groups, 4- and 5-year-olds and 6- and 7-
year-olds, which straddle this reported change in intergroup reasoning.
This allows us to examine whether children's differentiation of minimal
versus real-world social categories changes with age.

While not definitive, different patterns of results would support
different accounts of why minimal group biases exist. If the minimal
group represents a basic schema that is shared with real groups (“us”
versus “them”), we might expect minimal and real-world groups to be
similar in strength in 4- and 5-year-olds. By contrast, if minimal group
effects are a generalization or abstraction from children's reasoning
about multiple real-world groups (e.g., after internalizing the cultural
and linguistic meaning of dichotomous categorization; Spielman, 2000),
we would expect minimal group effects to initially be absent or at least
weaker than salient and familiar real groups (in 4- and 5-year-olds) and
they might become more similar in strength around ages 6 and 7. To be
clear, most existing studies on minimal group effects focus on the exis-
tence of the phenomenon; our study contributes to a further under-
standing of the relative strength of the effects in comparison to the
presence of a second salient real-group contrast, which potentially sheds
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light on the mechanism of the intergroup effects.

In Study 1, we establish baseline results with a minimal groups
paradigm focusing on these three measures in order to make sure we
induce minimal group biases when there is no competing group di-
mensions. In Study 2, we construct minimal groups in the same manner
and then pit them directly against a real-world social group (race or
gender) in which social targets are always ingroup along one dimension
and outgroup along the competing dimension. In Study 3, we simplify
the tasks and further probe the relative magnitude of effects between the
minimal group and a real group (gender or race).

2. Study 1

The goal of this study was to assess minimal group effects in terms of
children's ingroup preferences and their naive theories, thereby ensuring
that we have a procedure in place that replicates past findings on min-
imal group biases. This way we can build upon this procedure to
compare minimal group effects with real-world groups in Study 2 and 3.
We included three measures: children's explicit preferences towards
ingroup vs. outgroup members (hereafter preferences), children's
inductive generalizations based on minimal group membership (here-
after generalizations), and children's use of group membership as markers
of interpersonal moral obligations (hereafter obligations). These three
measures allow us to assess the basic tendency towards ingroup pref-
erence while also including some measures corresponding to children's
richer intuitions about how groups function.

2.1. Method

2.1.1. Participants

Power analyses indicated that total n = 47 was required to detect a
small to medium effect with >80 % power (linear multiple regression in
a random model, two tails, up to 3 predictors, a = 0.05, pZ = 0.25; using
G*Power). Our final sample included 48 children, mostly between the
ages of 4 and 7 (M = 5.85, SD = 1.30, range = 3.75 to 7.99; 27 females,
21 males; the majority of the participants were European Americans).
Participants were tested one-on-one in the lab, at local museums, or at
local schools in New England with a trained experimenter. Given the
demographic profiles of our data collection sites (i.e., a university
database, private schools, and museums), we believe that most partici-
pants came from middle-class families. Studies reported in this paper
were approved by [blinded for peer review]. Written parental consent
was obtained in advance of all testing; children also provided verbal
assent prior to beginning the procedures.

2.1.2. Procedures

Following the random assignment procedures in Dunham et al.
(2011), children were shown a green token and an orange token, which
were then hidden behind the experimenter's back and shuffled. The
experimenter brought her hands forward, with one token in each hand,
and asked the child to select a hand. Depending on the token selected,
the experimenter told the child he or she would now be in a green or
orange group. Children then put on a t-shirt of the corresponding color
and were told they would now view photographs of other children from
these groups on the computer. Children answered comprehension check
questions (to indicate four other children's minimal group memberships
from their photos using the visual cue of t-shirt colors; “Which group is
this child in?”) before going through the measures described next. All
children passed the comprehension check. After children finished all
three measures, they were asked one manipulation check question about
which group they belonged to. All children successfully answered this
question.

2.1.3. Stimuli
Stimuli were sixteen full-color head and shoulders photographs of
European American children (eight boys and eight girls) between the
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ages of 5 and 7, with photographs matched with participant gender
(following past literature on minimal group biases in children, e.g.,
Dunham et al., 2011). Photographs were edited using image-editing
software such that half the children in each gender wore green and
the other half wore orange t-shirts (for a total of four boys and four girls
per minimal group). Preliminary adult ratings collected for a prior study
employing these stimuli (Dunham et al., 2011; asking for ratings on
attractiveness using a Likert-like scale and estimations of age) indicated
the target children in each group were approximately equal in attrac-
tiveness and age.

2.1.4. Measures

Each participant completed three measures: preferences, generaliza-
tions and obligations. The preferences measure was always presented first
followed by the other two measures in a counterbalanced order for all of
the studies reported in this paper. This was determined so that partici-
pants' attitudes towards the targets were not influenced by what they
heard about the targets on the generalizations and obligations measures,
which ascribed various properties and actions to group members. Chil-
dren completed four trials in a randomized order for each measure. No
labels of group memberships or gender pronouns were mentioned in any
of the trials.

2.1.4.1. Preferences. On each trial, children saw a pair of targets pre-
sented side-by-side, one after the other, with contrasting minimal group
memberships. The order of appearance and the left/right position of the
targets were counterbalanced. When each target appeared, the experi-
menter drew the child's attention by pointing to the photograph and
said: “this is a (another) child”. The child was asked to indicate, in a
forced-choice manner, which target they liked better. If children prefer
their minimal ingroup, they should be more likely to select ingroup
targets.

2.1.4.2. Generalizations. On each trial, children first saw a protagonist
from one minimal group appear in the center of the screen. The exper-
imenter pointed to this protagonist and introduced a novel property, e.
g., “This is a child. This child has a tomma inside”. Then a pair of targets
from the contrasting groups appeared one after the other on the bottom
of the screen. The experimenter again pointed to and introduced each
target (i.e., “Here is a child. Here is another child”). The child was asked
to decide which of the two targets shared the novel property with the
protagonist (adapted from Gelman et al., 1986). Each of the four trials
featured a different type of novel property: biological (“has a tomma
inside™), behavioral (“gorps everyday™), cognitive (“thinks gobe is bad™)
and psychological (“likes to eat wag™). Half of trials featured a green
group protagonist and the other half featured an orange group protag-
onist. If children think of these minimal groups as inductively rich social
categories, they should generalize novel properties to a new individual
who shares the group membership with the protagonist.

2.1.4.3. Obligations. On each trial, the experimenter first introduced a
positive or negative moral behavior performed by protagonist from one
of the minimal groups, e.g. “This is a child. This child shared a toy with/
stole a toy from someone.” Then a pair of targets appeared in the same
manner as described above, with contrasting group memberships. The
experimenter introduced each target when they appeared. The child was
asked to decide which target was the recipient of the protagonist's
behavior. There were two prosocial trials (i.e., helping and sharing) and
two antisocial trials (i.e., hitting and stealing), with the group mem-
bership of the agent counterbalanced cross the two types of trials. If
children consider minimal groups to be markers of coalitional structure,
they should expect negative actions to occur between groups and posi-
tive actions to occur within groups (Rhodes, 2012).
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2.2. Coding and analysis

Responses were coded as 1 if participants showed minimal ingroup
biases, i.e., preferring their minimal ingroup members (preferences),
expecting the protagonist's minimal ingroup member to share the novel
property of the protagonist (generalizations), and expecting the recipient
of prosocial behaviors to be the protagonist's minimal ingroup and the
recipient of antisocial behaviors to be the protagonist's minimal out-
group (obligations). Responses indicating outgroup biases were scored as
0.

Preliminary analyses revealed no effects of participant gender and
color of the group the child was assigned to; further, for the generaliza-
tions and obligations measures there were no effects of whether the
character introduced first was the child's ingroup or outgroup. We also
did not expect any effects concerning these factors; therefore, they will
not be discussed further. We analyzed whether there were any age dif-
ferences between the younger children (4-5-year-olds, N = 24) and the
older children (6-7-year-olds, N = 24) for each measure. To capture the
repeated measures nature of the data, for each measure, data were
analyzed in a mixed-effects logistic model with trials nested within
participants. Across the models, we included age group (older vs.
younger) as a predictor; for the obligations measure, we also included
trial valence (prosocial vs. antisocial) and the age group by valence
interaction as predictors. If these predictors did not improve model fit,
we removed them from the final models (one by one, dropping the least
significant term first). Effect sizes for all measures are reported as odds
ratios (ORs) indicating the increased likelihood of choosing the ingroup
as opposed to the outgroup target.

2.3. Results

All data and analysis code to replicate all findings and create all
figures can be found at: https://osf.io/4suz2/?view_only=61eb56bbf64
2402e92e7907cf5bbe87c (blinded for peer review). We examine results
for each measure separately and present those results in Fig. 1.

2.3.1. Preferences

As shown in Fig. 1, there was a significant minimal ingroup prefer-
ence. Participants preferred ingroup members on 69 % of the trials, and
were 2.31 times more likely to prefer the ingroup member to the
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outgroup member: 95 % confidence interval of the OR = [1.64, 3.25], g
= 0.84, SE = 0.18, p < .001. There was no effect of age group, p = .88.

2.3.2. Generalizations

Children did not use minimal group memberships as a basis to infer
novel properties. As shown in Fig. 1, they expected the protagonist to
share the novel property with the protagonist's ingroup members as
opposed to outgroup members on 56 % of the trials, OR = 1.35, 95 % CI
=[0.86, 2.12], = 0.30, SE = 0.23, p = .19. The type of novel property
(e.g. biological versus preference) did not affect children's responses, p
= .31. Children's responses did not differ as a function of age group, p =
.70.

2.3.3. Obligations

Overall, participants used minimal group memberships as markers of
obligations (choosing the protagonist's ingroups as recipients of proso-
cial behaviors and choosing the protagonist's outgroups as recipients of
antisocial behaviors) on 56 % of the trials, but this varied as a function of
age group, f# = 1.07, SE = 0.39, p = .006 (see Fig. 1). Four-and 5-year-
olds did not demonstrate this tendency: they showed this tendency on
45 % of trials, which was not significantly different from chance, p =.37.
In contrast, six- and 7-year-olds used minimal group memberships as an
indicator of coalitional obligations on 68 % of trials, OR = 2.30, 95 % CI
= [1.32, 4.02], g = 0.84, SE = 0.28, p = .003. In other words, older
children were 2.3 times more likely to indicate prosocial behaviors to-
wards ingroups as compared to outgroups and antisocial behaviors to-
wards outgroups as compared to ingroups. The effect of valence and the
interaction between age group and valence were both not significant (ps
> .11).

2.4. Discussion

Consistent with previous research (e.g., Baron & Dunham, 2015;
Dunham et al., 2011; Dunham & Emory, 2014; Yang & Dunham, 2019a),
we found that children preferred their minimal ingroup members to
their minimal outgroup members. This ingroup preference was present
in children as young as 4 years of age and did not change with age during
ages 4-7. We also found that children did not expect group members to
share novel properties with other members of the same group. This is
consistent with the view that children do not expect social categories to
indicate fundamental similarities between ingroup members (Rhodes,
2012; Rhodes & Gelman, 2009; Shutts, 2013; Waxman, 2010), though
they may come to do so when given additional information that suggests
the category is essentialized, such as generic language (Rhodes et al.,
2012).

At the same time, we found that older children but not younger ones
used minimal group membership to make inferences about interpersonal
moral obligations: they expected antisocial actions to happen between
groups and prosocial actions to happen within groups. Previous research
found similar results using novel groups in which members had col-
laborations with each other (Rhodes, 2012; Rhodes & Chalik, 2013), and
our findings demonstrate that 6- and 7-year-old children have similar
expectations for minimal groups without receiving information about
within-group interactions. Contrary to previous findings that 4- and 5-
year-olds predict between group harm (Rhodes, 2012), we did not find
reliable expectations among this younger group in our study. This is not
surprising given that our group context was truly minimal; there is ev-
idence that children at this young age do not use groups to make verbal
predictions about social actions unless there is functional information or
if the categories are made more salient through increased exposure and
learning, or through the presence of additional factors such as between-
group competition (Rhodes, 2012; but see the looking-time studies using
different methodologies with toddlers, Jin & Baillargeon, 2017). What
our results do suggest is that by age 6, children's expectations for
interpersonal obligations based on group memberships are strong
enough that they spontaneously engage in coalitional reasoning even for
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minimal groups in the absence of additional information that charac-
terizes the groups or their patterns of interaction.

Taken together, our results suggest that by merely belonging to a
minimal group, children show preferences for their ingroup members
over outgroup members, and they treat minimal groups as indicative of
coalitional obligations but do not see them as natural kinds that share a
range of unobserved properties.

3. Study 2

In Study 2, we compare minimal group effects to highly salient real
social groups. We first assigned children to a minimal group (as in Study
1) and then via a crossed-categorization paradigm, we presented them
with stimuli that pitted their minimal group membership against one
real social group (gender or race). More specifically, for every pair of
targets that participants saw, they always shared minimal group mem-
bership with one of the targets and shared real group membership with
the other target. Studies using similar paradigms suggest that children
and adults are able to categorize targets based on multiple dimensions
(Brown & Turner, 1979; Deschamps & Doise, 1978; Urban & Miller,
1998). Previous work with adults suggests that this paradigm can reveal
whether the dimensions are equal in strength or if one dimension is
stronger than the other (e.g., Stangor et al., 1992; Urada & Miller, 2000;
Urban & Miller, 1998). This method allows us to systematically and
directly compare the relative strengths of minimal group effects with the
real social group effects. We used a between-subjects design in this
study: participants were assigned to either the Gender condition where
the minimal group was pitted against gender, or the Race condition
where the minimal group was pitted against race.

3.1. Method

3.1.1. Participants

As specified in Study 1, following power analyses we planned for
testing N = 48 (with N = 24 in each age group) for each of the two
between-subject conditions: minimal vs. gender and minimal vs. race.’
Our sample included 96 children, with 48 children in each condition (M
= 5.96 years, SD = 1.14 years, range = 3.83 to 7.83, 48 females, 48
males). There were 24 four- and 5-year-olds and 24 six- and 7-year-olds
in each condition. Given that the majority of the participants from our
data collection sites were White European American, to make sure the
stimuli had the same meaning to all participants rather than depending
on their own racial groups, we only recruited White European American
for the Race condition. The majority of the participants in the Gender
condition were White European American, reflecting the demographics
of our data collection sites.

3.1.2. Procedures

Children were assigned to one of the experimental conditions: Gender
or Race. As in Study 1, we asked comprehension check questions before
main measures and a manipulation check question (i.e., which minimal
group were you in) at the end of the session. All children passed the
comprehension checks; one child in the Gender condition and one child
in the Race condition failed the manipulation check and were excluded.
We added one additional participant in each of these two conditions to
meet our pre-planned target of N = 48 per condition.

3.1.3. Stimuli
We used photograph stimuli similar to those in Study 1. The only
exception was that in the Race condition, half of the stimuli featured

! We had planned a third condition involving (auditory) language, which
ended up not being interpretable due to background noise in our primary
testing location, and thus is not reported in this manuscript. Details are avail-
able upon request.
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White American children and half featured African American children,
and they were gender-matched to the participants.

3.1.4. Measures

Similar to Study 1, each participant completed the preferences mea-
sure first, followed by the generalizations and obligations in a counter-
balanced order. There were 4 trials for each measure.

3.1.4.1. Preferences. This measure was identical to that in Study 1,
except for the addition of real group membership information presented
via the stimuli. On each trial, one of the targets was the child partici-
pant's minimal ingroup and real group outgroup (gender or race out-
group, depending on condition), while the other target was the child
participant's minimal outgroup and real group ingroup. In other words,
the child participant shared with each target either minimal group
membership or real-world group membership. This task thus measures
children's relative preferences for their minimal versus real-world
ingroup.

3.1.4.2. Generalizations. This measure was identical to that in Study 1
except for the addition of real group membership information presented
via the stimuli. On each trial, a protagonist was introduced, followed by
two targets that either shared minimal group membership or real group
membership with the protagonist, in the similar manner as described
above. Participants were asked to indicate whether the protagonist's
minimal ingroup member (who was also their real-world outgroup
member) or real-world ingroup member (minimal outgroup member)
shared the novel property ascribed to the protagonist. Thus, this task
assesses whether children expected novel properties to generalize within
a minimal or a real-world group.

3.1.4.3. Obligations. This measure was identical to that in Study 1,
except for the addition of real group membership information presented
in the same way as in the Generalizations measure. This task assesses
whether children expected moral obligations to generalize within a
minimal or a real-world group.

3.2. Coding and analysis

We used similar coding and analyses for each measure as those in
Study 1. Responses were coded as 1 (minimal group bias) if participants
preferred their minimal ingroup (preferences), expected minimal
ingroups to share novel properties (generalizations), and expected the
recipient of prosocial behaviors to be a minimal ingroup of the protag-
onist and the recipient of antisocial behaviors to be a minimal outgroup
of the protagonist (obligations). Responses that indicated real-world
group biases were scored as O (real group bias). Preliminary analyses
across conditions revealed no effects of participant gender and minimal
group color for all three measures or the identities of the protagonist in
the generalizations and obligations measures, so these factors were not
included in subsequent analyses.

3.3. Results

We first examined the interaction effects between measure, condi-
tion, and age group in predicting children's responses. Our 2 (age group:
younger vs. older) x 3 (measure: preferences, generalizations, obliga-
tions) x 2 (condition: gender, race) model revealed that the 3-way
interaction did not improve overall model fit, p = .93. Examination of
the pairwise 2-way interactions revealed that only the interaction be-
tween measure and condition significantly improved model fit, Likeli-
hood ratio test y2(2, N = 96) = 8.04, p = .02, while the other two-way
interactions were not significant, ps > .51. Given the interaction be-
tween measure and condition and the main focus in the current work on
effects on each measure in each condition, we examine results for each



X. Yang et al.
condition and measure separately and present those results in Fig. 2.

3.3.1. Gender condition

Children preferred their gender ingroup over their minimal ingroup
on 66 % of trials, which was 2.25 times more frequently than they did
otherwise: 95 % CI = [1.41, 3.61], # = —0.81, SE = 0.24, p < .001. The
results for the generalizations measure differed in the opposite direction:
participants expected the protagonist to share the novel property with
minimal ingroup members on 59 % of the trials, 1.47 times more
frequently than they did for gender ingroup members, 95 % CI = [1.09,
1.99], p =0.39, SE = 0.15, p = .01. There was no effect of age group on
these two measures (ps > .56). On the obligations measure, however,
participants did not display a significant bias in either direction, OR =
1.16, 95 % CI = [0.87, 1.54], # = 0.15, SE = 0.14, p = .31. Descriptively,
they showed minimal ingroup bias on 54 % of the trials (i.e., expecting
prosocial behaviors to happen within minimal groups and antisocial
behaviors to happen between minimal groups). The effects of age group
and valence were both not significant (ps > .19), but there was a sig-
nificant age group by valence interaction, f = —1.45, SE = 0.59, p = .01,
driven by 4- and 5-year-olds showing stronger minimal group biases on
prosocial trials as compared to antisocial trials (OR = 3.05, 95 % CI =
[1.33,7.03], p = 1.12, SE = 0.43, p = .009) while older children did not
show an effect of valence (p = .41).

3.3.2. Race condition

Children did not show a significant bias towards either direction
(minimal group or race) across all three measures. On the preferences
measure, participants preferred race ingroup members on 52 % of the
trials, p = .73. On the generalizations measure, participants expected the
protagonist to share novel properties with minimal ingroup members on
55 % of the trials, p = .30. No age effects were found for these two
measures, ps > .58. On the obligations measure, overall on 54 % of the
trials participants showed minimal group bias, p = 31. The effects of age
group and valence and the age group xvalence interaction were all non-
significant, ps > .31.

3.4. Discussion

In this study we directly compared the strength of the minimal group
and real-world groups (gender and race) for three prominent measures
of intergroup cognition. When gender was pitted against the minimal
group, 4- to 7-year-old children preferred gender ingroups to minimal
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ingroups. Children's early-emerging and strong gender bias is well
established in the literature (e.g., Yee & Brown, 1994), and our results
further demonstrate that children's gender ingroup preferences are
stronger than their minimal ingroup preferences (see also Dunham et al.,
2011). Interestingly, we found the opposite pattern for the generaliza-
tions measure: children expected novel properties to generalize within
minimal rather than gender groups. However, children did not gener-
alize the properties within minimal ingroup members in Study 1. Placing
these findings side-by-side, it seems that children thought gender
ingroup members were particularly unlikely to share novel properties (cf
Shutts, 2013). One possibility here is that children deemed a novel social
category (i.e., a minimal group) to be a more likely basis for shared novel
properties compared to gender category (which is at least more
biologically-based), and perhaps children would generalize familiar
properties to gender over the minimal group, a possibility we explored
in Study 3. Additionally, children did not favor either minimal group
membership or gender in reasoning about moral obligations. Given that
older children used the minimal group as a basis for coalitional
reasoning in Study 1, these results further suggest that they viewed
minimal group and gender as indicative of moral obligations to a similar
extent.

Turning to the race condition, children did not show a clear pattern
on any of the measures. In other words, minimal ingroup biases seem to
be equally strong as race-based biases.

This implies that the effects of race are similar in power to those of
the minimal group in terms of influencing children's attitudes and
indicating shared properties and moral obligations.

4. Study 3

Study 3 aims to further probe the relative strength of minimal vs. real
groups in children's group-based reasoning using simplified tasks. In the
generalizations and obligations measures in Study 2, children reasoned
about third-party protagonists in relation to two other targets, while also
belonging to one of the groups. This design added complexity to the two
measures and was not directly comparable to the preference measure
(which was a first-party measure). We conducted a pre-registered Study
3 using first-party reasoning measures that only involved two target
children with contrasting group memberships on each trial. Because the
simplified tasks were clearer and shorter, we were able to use a within-
subject design (each participant went through both the Gender and the
Race conditions) to increase power (pre-registration link https://as
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predicted.org/blind.php?x=fy2dx8).
4.1. Method

4.1.1. Participants

Our final sample included 48 children between the ages of 4 and 7,
and they went through both the Gender and Race conditions in a ran-
domized order (M = 6.05 years, SD = 1.08 years, range = 4.17 to 7.85,
24 females, 24 males), with sample sized determined in the same
manner as Study 1 and 2. There were also 24 4-5-year-olds and 24 6-7-
year-olds. Children were recruited and tested in a campus lab or at two
local museums. Three additional children were tested but excluded from
data analyses due to failure to pass the final manipulation check ques-
tion (n = 1), sibling interference (n = 1), or unwillingness to continue
participating in the study (n = 1). Similar to Study 2 (Race condition), all
participants tested in this study were European American participants so
as to make sure that the stimuli in the Race condition had the same
meaning for all participants.

4.1.2. Procedures

We made two major changes from Study 2 to Study 3. First, in order
to further probe children's group-based reasoning, we simplified the
generalizations and obligations measures, such that on each trial, par-
ticipants only saw two contrasting targets and answered first-party
questions (e.g., which child helped you; see Measures below for de-
tails). Second, as the simplified measures took up less amount of time,
we were able to use a within-subject design to increase power (Gender
and Race conditions presented in a randomized order). There was a brief
break in between the Gender and the Race conditions. Given that we did
not find an effect of the minimal group color (green vs. orange) in pre-
vious studies, all participants were assigned to the green group in Study
3 to simplify the procedure. Participants then put on a green t-shirt and
answered comprehension check questions (indicating minimal group
memberships from photographs) before main measures. They answered
a final manipulation check question after completing all measures (on
which minimal group they had been in). One participant did not pass the
final manipulation check was thus excluded from data analyses.

4.1.3. Stimuli
We used photograph stimuli similar to those in Study 2.

4.1.4. Measures

Participants completed three measures in each condition with four
trials for each condition: preferences, generalizations and obligations. The
measures for each condition were presented in the same order as in
Studies 1 and 2.

4.1.4.1. Preferences. The preferences measure was identical to that in
Study 2.

4.1.4.2. Generalizations. The generalizations measure was simplified
from that in Study 2 (from third-party to first-party). We used familiar
properties that participants could relate to (i.e., liking of snacks, story-
book, games, and animals; adapted from the similarity measure in Yang
& Dunham, 2019a) instead of novel properties because this is a first-
party task asking participants to generalize their own properties to
another individual. On each trial, photographs of two target children
were presented, with one being the participant's minimal ingroup (and
real-world outgroup member) and the other being the participant's
minimal outgroup (and real-world ingroup member). Participants were
asked to guess who was similar to them (e.g., “One of these kids likes the
same snacks as you. Who do you think likes the same snacks as you?”).
Thus, this task assessed whether children expected their own properties
to generalize within a minimal group or a real-world social group.
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4.1.4.3. Obligations. The obligations measure was simplified from that in
Study 2. On each trial, we displayed photographs of two target children
in the same manner as described on the generalizations measure above.
Participants were asked to guess who did a hypothetical prosocial or
antisocial action towards them (items were helping, sharing a toy,
hitting, and stealing a toy; e.g., “Imagine that a kid helped you today.
Which kid do you think helped you today?”). Thus, this task assessed
whether children expected moral obligations to generalize within a
minimal or a real-world social group when themselves were recipients of
the actions.

4.2. Coding and analysis

We used the same coding and analysis strategies for each measure as
those in Study 2. Responses were coded as 1 if participants showed
minimal ingroup bias, i.e., preferring their minimal ingroup members
(preferences), expecting minimal ingroup members to share similar
properties with them (generalizations), and expecting themselves to be
the recipients of minimal ingroup members' prosocial behaviors and
minimal outgroups' antisocial behaviors (obligations). Responses indi-
cating real-world social group biases were scored as 0.

Preliminary analyses revealed no effects of participant gender, con-
dition order, or measure order, so these factors were not included in
subsequent analyses.” Data were then analyzed in the manner described
in Study 2, above.

4.3. Results

Following our pre-registered analysis plan, we first examined the
interaction effects between measure, condition, and age group in pre-
dicting children's responses (similar model as specified in Study 2). The
3-way interaction did not improve overall model fit, p = .12. Exami-
nation of the pairwise 2-way interactions revealed that the interactions
between age group and condition, and between age group and measure
significantly improved model fit, Likelihood ratio test y%(1, N = 48) =
5.01, p = .03 and ;(2(1, N = 48) = 9.61, p = .008, while the interaction
between condition and measure was not significant, p = .58. Given the
significant two-way interactions involving condition x age group and
measure x age group, as well as the focus of the current work being on
effects on each measure in each condition, we next examine results for
each condition and measure separately and present those results in
Fig. 3, following our pre-registration.

4.3.1. Gender condition

On the preferences measure, replicating the results in Study 2, chil-
dren had a stronger preference for their gender ingroup than their
minimal ingroup. They preferred their gender ingroup to their minimal
ingroup on 63 % of all trials, which was 2.58 times more frequently than
would be expected by chance, 95 % CI = [1.10, 6.01], p = —0.95, SE =
0.43, p = .03. As shown in Fig. 3, this effect appeared to be particularly
salient in older children (OR = 5.55, 95 % CI = [1.61,19.18], f = —1.71,
SE = 0.63, p = .007), but the effect of age group was only marginally
significant (f = —1.50, SE = 0.83, p = .07). On the generalizations
measure, in contrast with Study 2 where we used novel properties (in
third-party contexts), here participants showed a marginally significant
tendency to expect their own gender ingroup members to share familiar
properties with them (e.g., liking the same animals as them) on 60 % of
the trials, 1.88 times more frequently than chance expectations, 95 % CI
= [0.98, 3.62], f = —0.63, SE = 0.33, p = .06. There was a significant
effect of age group (f = —2.19, SE = 0.65, p < .001): 6- and 7-year-olds

2 There was an unexpected effect of testing location on the generalizations
measure in the gender condition (p = .01): the reported pattern was mainly
driven by participants tested in the lab. Since this effect only emerged for this
measure in this condition, we did not discuss it further.
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Fig. 3. Percentage showing minimal group bias (versus real social-group bias) across age groups and measures by conditions in Study 3.

made gender ingroup generalizations (OR = 5.73, 95 % CI = [2.22,
14.79], p = —1.75, SE = 0.48, p < .001) while younger children did not
(p = .28). The type of property (e.g. liking the same snacks or animals)
did not affect children's responses to this measure here or in the race
condition. On the obligations measure, overall participants did not
display a significant bias (p = .49); they showed gender ingroup bias on
53 % of the trials (i.e., expecting prosocial behaviors to happen within
gender and antisocial behaviors to happen between genders). The main
effects of age group and valence were both not significant (ps > .30);
however, consistent with the results in Study 2, there was a significant
interaction between age group and valence, # = —1.90, SE = 0.71,p =
.007, driven by 4- and 5-year-olds showing stronger minimal group
biases on prosocial trials as compared to antisocial trials (OR = 3.75, 95
% CI = [1.38,10.20], p = 1.32, SE = 0.51, p = .01); while 6- and 7-year-
olds did not show an effect of valence (p = .22).

4.3.2. Race condition

On preferences and generalizations measures, as in Study 2, children
did not show a stronger bias for race ingroup or minimal ingroup: they
preferred their minimal ingroup members on 57 % of trials (p = .11) and
expected their minimal ingroup members to share their properties on 57
% of the trials (p = .11). On the obligations measure, however, in the first-
party context here children displayed a significant minimal group bias
(expecting prosocial behaviors from their minimal ingroups and anti-
social behaviors from their minimal outgroups). Here children showed
minimal group bias on 61 % of trials, 1.91 times more likely than they
did otherwise, 95 % CI = [1.09, 3.33], § = 0.64, SE = 0.29, p = .02. This
effect was mostly driven by the prosocial trials (the effect of valence: OR
=2.33,95 % CI = [1.12, 4.85], g = 0.85, SE = 0.37, p = .02). Children
expected more prosocial behaviors from their minimal ingroup members
as compared to their race ingroup members (OR = 3.01, 95 % CI =
[1.45, 6.27], p = 1.10, SE = 0.37, p = .003), but they did not show
significant tendencies towards either direction in terms of antisocial
behaviors (p = .46). Age effects on all three measures were not signifi-
cant (ps > .17).

4.4. Discussion

These results replicated and extended the main findings of Study 2
using simplified measures. Overall, we found stronger gender effects
than minimal group effects, and some hints of stronger minimal group

effects than race effects. In terms of preference, as in Study 2, children
(at least by age 6) preferred their gender ingroup over their minimal
ingroup. In contrast, they did not show any tendency to prefer race
ingroup members over minimal ingroup members.

Our generalizations measure involved familiar properties in Study 3,
and we found that children (at least by age 6) expected gender ingroup
members but not minimal ingroup members to share their familiar
properties. This supports the view as discussed in Study 2, that children
might see a novel category like the minimal group as a more likely
platform for generalizing novel properties, but they view a more familiar
category like gender as a more reliable basis for generalizing familiar
properties. As for the race condition, again children did not expect race
ingroup members to be more likely than minimal ingroup members to
share their properties.

A similar overall trend of the relatively weaker effect of race than
minimal groups also appeared on the obligations measure. With the
simplified, first-party measure children still did not show an overall
tendency to treat either gender or the minimal group as more indicative
of moral obligations, but they regarded the minimal group as more
indicative than race when reasoning about moral behaviors towards
themselves. Finding that the effect of minimal groups were either
stronger than or similar to those of race support the hypothesis that race
is a reversible byproduct in detecting coalitional alliances and thus can
be erased if there is another strong and salient predictor of social alli-
ance available in the local context (Kurzban et al., 2001). These findings
also speak to the potential effectiveness of anti-racism interventions,
especially when targeting young children, which we discuss in more
detail in the General discussion.

5. General discussion

Three studies explored the relative strengths of minimal group
membership and real-world social group memberships in influencing
children's intergroup thinking. Consistent with past work, we found that
merely belonging to an arbitrary group is sufficient to elicit group
preference and the expectation of moral obligations in children (for a
review, see Dunham, 2018). The novel contribution of the current work
is that we directly pitted the minimal group against salient real-world
groups (gender and race). We found that the relative strengths of min-
imal group effects differed depending on the social category it was
compared to as well as the domain of judgment, but gender and race
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group memberships did not override minimal group in all cases. By age
6, children preferred gender ingroup members to minimal ingroup
members and also viewed their gender ingroups as more likely to share
familiar properties of themselves (e.g., liking the same snacks as them)
than their minimal ingroups. At the same time, they did not differentiate
race ingroup members from minimal ingroup members on these do-
mains of judgments. In terms of moral obligations (e.g., helping or
hitting them), children by age 4 considered the minimal group mem-
bership as a stronger basis for making coalitional inferences than race
(in first-party reasoning). These findings inform several aspects of chil-
dren's basic tendencies for group affiliation, the topic to which we now
turn.

5.1. “Mere membership”: an early-emerging generic representation for
social groups

Together with results from previous research (e.g., Baron & Dunham,
2015; Dunham et al., 2011; Dunham & Emory, 2014; Yang & Dunham,
2019a), our finding of ingroup favoritism in 4- to 7-year-olds in Study 1
suggests the “mere membership” effect has early developmental roots
(Dunham, 2018). New to the current work, we also found that the nature
of the group plays a role in children's ingroup favoritism when different
groups are pitted against each other. The preference for minimal groups
were not always stronger than preference for real-world groups: Studies
2 and 3 also found that ingroup favoritism for gender was stronger than
those for minimal groups (at least by age 6). These results are consistent
with the contention (Cosmides et al., 2003; Shutts et al., 2010) that even
among salient social categories that children have copious experiences
with, gender may be a more prioritized or salient category. At the same
time, the fact that we did not see children prefer race ingroups over
minimal groups in Studies 2 and 3 further suggests that minimal group
effects may not only be a generalization based on real group member-
ships. Instead, it might reflect an early-emerging generic representation
for groups per se, which is on a par with, or even the initial basis of, some
other group representations.

While most existing research on minimal group effects has focused
on children's ingroup favoritism (i.e., preference for ingroup members,
discussed above), our study also explored the effects of minimal groups
compared to real groups in terms of children's naive theories. We found
that by ages 6 or 7, children used minimal group memberships to predict
moral actions, but they did not use them to predict shared unobserved
novel properties. This fits with the proposal that children are more likely
to view social categories as markers of moral obligations via a coali-
tional interpretation of the groups than as deeply similar kinds, as might
follow from considering them by analogy to natural kinds (Rhodes,
2012). Moreover, children predicted moral obligations based more on
the minimal group than on race (in first-party cases). The relatively
weaker effect of race somewhat aligns with past studies with adults that
show that race are not perceived as unified or inferentially rich, espe-
cially compared to other categories that have common goals (e.g., sports
teams, members of an orchestra, labor union memberships; Lickel et al.,
2000). Our findings also provide direct evidence that children think
minimal group membership is more meaningful than race membership
in marking moral obligations. We also note an interaction between age
group and moral valence that appeared in two studies: 4- and 5-year-
olds showed a stronger minimal group bias (over gender bias) in their
reasoning about prosocial behaviors than about antisocial behaviors,
while 6- and 7-year-olds did not show this difference. Though the spe-
cific tasks differ, this age pattern is consistent with results in children's
allocations of positive vs. negative resources in an intergroup context (e.
g., Bohm & Buttelmann, 2017; Buttelmann & Bohm, 2014); future
studies can explore these potential cognitive mechanisms further.

5.2. Limitations and future directions

We acknowledge several limitations of the present work. First, as
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noted above, in several cases our primary findings consistent of null
results, i.e. when we directly pitted minimal groups against gender or
race we found responses indistinguishable from chance responding.
Given that gender and race are both salient social categories that chil-
dren detect early in life (e.g., Bar-Haim et al., 2006; Kelly et al., 2005;
Quinn et al., 2002; Weikum et al., 2007) and show robust ingroup biases
for (e.g., Kinzler et al., 2007), and that children also show such biased
with respect to minimal groups (e.g., Baron & Dunham, 2015; Dunham
et al., 2011), these findings suggest that the minimal group effect is of
comparable magnitude to biases with respect to real groups, at least
when they are directly pitted against each other in the manner we did
here. Importantly, the findings across two studies that race never
showed a stronger effect when contrasting with the minimal group offer
helpful insights in anti-racism interventions. For example, we could
potentially promote interracial friendships by putting children from
diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds in the same minimal group. As
children pay attention to their minimal group membership to the same if
not greater extent than race, such interventions may help create positive
cross-race experiences from early in the preschool years. Of course, null
results are inherently difficult to interpret, but the broader pattern of
results does suggest that children were sensitive to the grouping di-
mensions we presented. Additionally, it is an open question how other
types of social groups (e.g., sports teams, kindergarten classrooms)
compare with minimal groups. The current studies only focused on
gender and race, two real-world social categories that are frequently
thought of as biological and essentialized. Future work could fruitfully
assess attitudes towards different target groups (e.g., non-natural groups
like sports teams), and also assess each target group separately and
compare them in that manner.

Another important limitation concerns the difficulty of equating the
salience of the different groups we employed. Most notably, our pro-
cedure involved explicitly categorizing children into minimal groups,
which seems likely to amplify the salience of that categorization
dimension in a way that does not have a reasonable analog with respect
to race and gender. Thus, it is possible that, absent the grouping
manipulation, the relative salience of the different categories we
investigated could differ. That said, measuring and equating the salience
of the different groups employed is challenging. Gender and race are
already salient social categories that children readily and perhaps even
automatically attend to (e.g., Bennett & Sani, 2003; Dunham et al.,
2011, 2013; Quinn et al., 2002; Weisman et al., 2015), whereas minimal
groups are created immediately before testing (thus it is truly “mini-
mal”). Therefore, by their very nature, gender and race may be more
salient in children's mind than minimal group membership. It is also
worth noting that we did not label any of the social categories during
testing. Future work could increase and equate the salience of all the
social categories in question, for example by explicitly categorizing in-
dividuals by both gender/race and minimal groups in the studies.

We also acknowledge that in the current work the participants were
mostly White/European Americans, making our conclusions restricted
within this particular racial and national group. It is crucial for future
studies to diversify the samples and to explore whether children of
different racial and national groups reason about social categories
differently, and how such understandings intersect with children's own
backgrounds (see Clark & Clark, 1947).

5.3. Conclusion

To conclude, across three studies we found that minimal groups do
not produce minimal effects: from very early in life, children have basic
tendencies to affiliate with minimal groups and use minimal group
memberships to infer social interactions and moral obligations. Impor-
tantly, instead of treating all groups the same, children are sensitive to
the nature of the groups. The effects of gender were stronger than the
effects of minimal group membership at least on some domains, but the
effects of minimal group membership were similar to or even stronger
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than the effects of race. These findings suggest that minimal groups are
plausible contributors to the early structure of children's reasoning and
the processes by which social groups such as race acquire psychological
salience.

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Acknowledgement

The authors acknowledge the generous support from John Temple-
ton Foundation (Award # 56036) to Drs. Yarrow Dunham, Laurie San-
tos, and Karen Wynn.

References

Aboud, F. E. (1988). Children and prejudice. New York: Blackwell.

Aboud, F. E. (2003). The formation of in-group favoritism and out-group prejudice in
young children: Are they distinct attitudes? Developmental Psychology, 39, 48-60.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.1.48

Balliet, D., Wu, J., & de Dreu, C. K. W. (2014). In-group favoritism in cooperation: A
meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 140, 1556-1581. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0037737

Bar-Haim, Y., Ziv, T., Lamy, D., & Hodes, R. (2006). Nature and nurture in own-race face
processing. Psychological Science, 17, 159-163. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9280.2006.01679.x

Baron, A. S., & Dunham, Y. (2015). Representing ‘Us’ and ‘Them’: Building blocks of
intergroup cognition. Journal of Cognition and Development, 16, 780-801. https://doi.
org/10.1080/15248372.2014.1000459

Bennett, M., & Sani, F. (2003). The role of target gender and race in children’s encoding
of category-neutral person information. British Journal of Developmental Psychology,
21(1), 99-112. https://doi.org/10.1348/026151003321164645

Bigler, R. S., Brown, C. S., & Markell, M. (2001). When groups are not created equal:
Effects of group status on the formation of intergroup attitudes in children. Child
Development, 72, 1151-1162. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00339

Bohm, R., & Buttelmann, D. (2017). The impact of resource valence on children’s other-
regarding preferences. Developmental Psychology, 53(9), 1656-1665. https://doi.org/
10.1037/dev0000365

Brown, R. J., & Turner, J. C. (1979). The cross-cross categorization effect in intergroup
discrimination. British Journal of Clinical Psychology, 18, 371-383. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.2044-8260.1979.tb00907.x

Buttelmann, D., & Bohm, R. (2014). The ontogeny of the motivation that underlies in-
group bias. Psychological Science, 25(4), 921-927. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0956797613516802

Buttelmann, D., Zmyj, N., Daum, M., & Carpenter, M. (2013). Selective imitation of in-
group over out-group members in 14-month-old infants. Child Development, 84(2),
422-428. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01860.x

Clark, K. B., & Clark, M. P. (1947). Racial identification and preference among negro
children. In E. L. Hartley (Ed.), Readings in social psychology. New York: Holt,
Rinehart, and Winston.

Cosmides, L., Tooby, J., & Kurzban, R. (2003). Perceptions of race. Trends in Cognitive
Sciences, 7, 173-178. https://doi.org/10.1016/51364-6613(03)00057-3

Deschamps, J. C., & Doise, W. (1978). Crossed category memberships in intergroup
relations. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Differentiation between social groups: Studies in the social
psychology of intergroup relations. London: Academic Press.

Diesendruck, G., & haLevi, H. (2006). The role of language, appearance, and culture in
children’s social category-based induction. Child Development, 77, 539-553. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00889.x

Dunham, Y. (2018). Mere membership. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 22(9), 780-793.

Dunham, Y., Baron, A. S., & Banaji, M. R. (2015). The development of implicit gender
attitudes. Developmental Science, 17, 311-319. https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12321

Dunham, Y., Baron, A. S., & Carey, S. (2011). Consequences of “minimal” group
affiliations in children. Child Development, 82, 793-811. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j-1467-8624.2011.01577.x

Dunham, Y., Chen, E. E., & Banaji, M. R. (2013). Two signatures of implicit intergroup
attitudes: Developmental invariance and early enculturation. Psychological Science,
24, 860-868. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612463081

Dunham, Y., & Emory, J. (2014). Of affect and ambiguity: The emergence of preference
for arbitrary ingroups. Journal of Social Issues, 70, 81-98. https://doi.org/10.1111/
josi. 12048

Dunham, Y., & Olson, K. R. (2008). The importance of origins: Why cognitive
development is central to a mature understanding of social cognition. The Open
Psychology Journal, 1, 59-65.

Gelman, S. A., Collman, P., & Maccoby, E. E. (1986). Inferring properties from categories
versus inferring categories from properties: The case of gender. Child Development, 57
(2), 396-404.

Jin, K., & Baillargeon, R. (2017). Infants possess an abstract expectation of ingroup
support. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 114(31), 8199-8204.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1706286114

10

Acta Psychologica 229 (2022) 103685

Kelly, D., Quinn, P., Slater, A, Lee, K., Gibson, A., Smith, M., et al. (2005). Three-month-
olds, but not newborns, prefer own-race faces. Developmental Science, 8, F31-F36.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2005.0434a.x

Kinzler, K. D., Dupoux, E., & Spelke, E. S. (2007). The native language of social cognition.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 104, 12577-12580,
10.1073pnas.0705345104.

Kinzler, K. D., & Spelke, E. S. (2011). Do infants show social preferences for people
differing in race? Cognition, 119, 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
cognition.2010.10.019

Krieger, A. A. R., Aschersleben, G., Sommerfeld, L., & Buttelmann, D. (2020). A model’s
natural group membership affects over-imitation in 6-year-olds. Journal of
Experimental Child Psychology, 192, Article 104783. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jecp.2019.104783

Kurzban, R., Tooby, J., & Cosmides, L. (2001). Can race be erased? Coalitional
computation and social categorization. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences, 98(26), 15387-15392. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.251541498

Lane, T. (2016). Discrimination in the laboratory: A meta-analysis of economics
experiments. European Economic Review, 90, 375-402. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
euroecorev.2015.11.011

Lickel, B., Hamilton, D. L., Wieczorkowska, G., Lewis, A., Sherman, S. J., & Uhles, A. N.
(2000). Varieties of groups and the perception of group entitativity. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 78(2), 223-246. https://doi.org/10.1037//002.2-
3514.78.2.223

Mullen, B., Brown, R., & Smith, C. (1992). Ingroup bias as a function of salience,
relevance, and status: An integration. European Journal of Social Psychology, 22,
103-122. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420220202

Noyes, A., & Dunham, Y. (2017). Mutual intentions as a causal framework for social
groups. Cognition, 162, 133-142. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2017.02.007

Quinn, P., Yahr, J., Kuhn, A, Slater, A., & Pascalis, O. (2002). Representation of the
gender of human faces by infants: A preference for female. Perception, 31,
1109-1121. https://doi.org/10.1068/p3331

Rhodes, M. (2012). Naive theories of social groups. Child Development, 83, 1900-1916.

Rhodes, M., & Chalik, L. (2013). Social categories as markers of intrinsic interpersonal
obligations. Psychological Science, 6, 999-1006. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8624.2012.01835.x

Rhodes, M., & Gelman, S. A. (2009). A developmental examination of the conceptual
structure of animal, artifact, and human social categories across two cultural
contexts. Cognitive Psychology, 59, 244-274. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cogpsych.2009.05.001

Rhodes, M., Leslie, S. J., & Tworek, C. M. (2012). Cultural transmission of social
essentialism. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 109, 13526-13531.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1208951109

Richter, N., Over, H., & Dunham, Y. (2016). The effects of minimal group membership on
young preschoolers’ social preferences, estimates of similarity, and behavioral
attribution. Collabra, 2, 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1525/collabra.44

Shutts, K. (2013). Is gender ‘special’? In M. R. Banaji, & S. A. Gelman (Eds.), Navigating
the social world: What infants, children, and other species can teach us (pp. 297-300).
New York: Oxford University Press.

Shutts, K., Banaji, M. R., & Spelke, E. S. (2010). Social categories guide young children’s
preferences for novel objects. Developmental Science, 13, 599-610. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1467-7687.2009.00913.x

Shutts, K., Roben, C. K. P., & Spelke, E. S. (2013). Children's use of social categories in
thinking about people and social relationships. Journal of Cognition and Development,
14, 35-62. https://doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2011.638686

Sigelman, C. K., Miller, T. E., & Whitworth, L. A. (1986). The early development of
stigmatizing reactions to physical differences. Journal of Applied Developmental
Psychology, 7, 17-32. https://doi.org/10.1016/0193-3973(86)90016-X

Spielman, D. A. (2000). Young children, minimal groups, and dichotomous
categorization. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26, 1433-1441. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167200263010

Stangor, C., Lynch, L., Duan, C., & Glass, B. (1992). Categorization of individuals on the
basis of multiple social features. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 62,
207-218. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.62.2.207

Tajfel, H., Billig, M. G., Bundy, R. P., & Flament, C. (1971). Social categorization and
intergroup behaviour. European Journal of Social Psychology, 1, 149-178. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ejsp.2420010202

Taylor, M. G., Rhodes, M., & Gelman, S. A. (2009). Boys will be boys; cows will be cows:
Children’s essentialist reasoning about gender categories and animal species. Child
Development, 80, 461-481. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01272.x

Urada, D. L., & Miller, N. (2000). The impact of positive mood and category importance
on crossed categorization effects. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78,
417-433. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01272.x

Urban, L. M., & Miller, N. (1998). A theoretical analysis of crossed categorization effects:
A meta-analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 894-908. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.4.894

Waxman, S. (2010). Names will never hurt me? Naming and the development of racial
and gender categories in preschool-aged children. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 40, 593-610. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.732

Weikum, W. M., Vouloumanos, A., Navarra, J., Soto-Faraco, S., Sebastian-Gallés, N., &
Werker, J. F. (2007). Visual language discrimination in infancy. Science, 316.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1137686, 1159-1159.

Weisman, K., Johnson, M. V., & Shutts, K. (2015). Young children’s automatic encoding
of social categories. Developmental Science, 18(6), 1036-1043. https://doi.org/
10.1111/desc.12269


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180039294966
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.1.48
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037737
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037737
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01679.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01679.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2014.1000459
https://doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2014.1000459
https://doi.org/10.1348/026151003321164645
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00339
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000365
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000365
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8260.1979.tb00907.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8260.1979.tb00907.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613516802
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613516802
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01860.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180039381112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180039381112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180039381112
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-6613(03)00057-3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180039410202
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180039410202
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180039410202
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00889.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00889.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180042323174
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12321
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01577.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01577.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612463081
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12048
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12048
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180042445100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180042445100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180042445100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180040415979
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180040415979
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180040415979
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1706286114
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2005.0434a.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180041044099
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180041044099
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180041044099
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2010.10.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2010.10.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2019.104783
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2019.104783
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.251541498
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2015.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2015.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.78.2.223
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.78.2.223
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420220202
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2017.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1068/p3331
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180043070439
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01835.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01835.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2009.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2009.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1208951109
https://doi.org/10.1525/collabra.44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180040509287
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180040509287
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0001-6918(22)00200-1/rf202207180040509287
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2009.00913.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2009.00913.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2011.638686
https://doi.org/10.1016/0193-3973(86)90016-X
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167200263010
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167200263010
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.62.2.207
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420010202
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420010202
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01272.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01272.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.4.894
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.4.894
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.732
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1137686
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12269
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12269

X. Yang et al. Acta Psychologica 229 (2022) 103685

Yang, X., & Dunham, Y. (2019a). Minimal but meaningful: Probing the limits of Yee, M., & Brown, R. (1994). The development of gender differentiation in young
randomly assigned social identities. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 185, children. British Journal of Social Psychology, 33, 183-196. https://doi.org/10.1111/
19-34. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2019.04.013 j-2044-8309.1994.tb01017.x

Yang, X., & Dunham, Y. (2019b). Hard to disrupt: Categorization and enumeration by
gender and race from mixed displays. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 85,
Article 103893. https://doi.org/10.1016/.jesp.2019.103893

11


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2019.04.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103893
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1994.tb01017.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1994.tb01017.x

	Which group matters more: The relative strength of minimal vs. gender and race group memberships in children's intergroup t ...
	1 Introduction
	1.1 How do minimal group effects compare to real-world group effects?
	1.2 Beyond preferences: intuitive theories of social groups
	1.3 The present study

	2 Study 1
	2.1 Method
	2.1.1 Participants
	2.1.2 Procedures
	2.1.3 Stimuli
	2.1.4 Measures
	2.1.4.1 Preferences
	2.1.4.2 Generalizations
	2.1.4.3 Obligations


	2.2 Coding and analysis
	2.3 Results
	2.3.1 Preferences
	2.3.2 Generalizations
	2.3.3 Obligations

	2.4 Discussion

	3 Study 2
	3.1 Method
	3.1.1 Participants
	3.1.2 Procedures
	3.1.3 Stimuli
	3.1.4 Measures
	3.1.4.1 Preferences
	3.1.4.2 Generalizations
	3.1.4.3 Obligations


	3.2 Coding and analysis
	3.3 Results
	3.3.1 Gender condition
	3.3.2 Race condition

	3.4 Discussion

	4 Study 3
	4.1 Method
	4.1.1 Participants
	4.1.2 Procedures
	4.1.3 Stimuli
	4.1.4 Measures
	4.1.4.1 Preferences
	4.1.4.2 Generalizations
	4.1.4.3 Obligations


	4.2 Coding and analysis
	4.3 Results
	4.3.1 Gender condition
	4.3.2 Race condition

	4.4 Discussion

	5 General discussion
	5.1 “Mere membership”: an early-emerging generic representation for social groups
	5.2 Limitations and future directions
	5.3 Conclusion

	Declaration of competing interest
	Acknowledgement
	References


