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Older but Wilier: In-Group Accountability and the Development
of Subjective Group Dynamics
Dominic Abrams, Adam Rutland, Lindsey Cameron, and Jennifer Ferrell
University of Kent
To test social and cognitive variables that may affect the development of subjective group dynamics, the
authors had 224 children between the ages of 5 and 12 years evaluate an in-group and an out-group and
normative and deviant in-group members under conditions of high or low accountability to in-group
peers. In-group bias and relative favorability to normative versus deviant in-group members (differential
evaluation) increased when children were accountable to peers and as a function of perceptions of peer
group acceptance of these members (differential inclusion). These effects were significantly larger among
older children. Multiple classification ability was unrelated to judgments of group members. This study
shows that the development of subjective group dynamics involves an increase in sensitivity to the
normative aspects of the intergroup context.
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integrates social psychological constructs with developmental phenomena, is useful here because it predicts that as children get
older, their increasing social experiences and cognitive skills
should facilitate more sophisticated judgments about other individuals. In addition, these judgments should become more responsive to relevant group differences and changes in the social context.

Is social exclusion inevitable when a peer deviates from an
in-group norm—for example, when a peer is disloyal by expressing enthusiasm about a different social group? Developmental
psychologists have shown that peer rejection is prevalent in middle
childhood and has considerable implications for children’s psychological adjustment and life success (Dunn, 2004; Hymel, Vaillancourt, McDougall, & Renshaw, 2002; Rubin, Bukowski, &
Parker, 1998). However, developmental research (e.g., Newcomb,
Bukowski, & Pattee, 1993) has typically explained peer rejection
as resulting from the individual characteristics of the child being
excluded (e.g., aggression, disruptive behavior). There has been
relatively little research into the way social and cognitive variables
combine in the development of children’s relative judgments of
normative and deviant peer group members within intergroup
contexts when group memberships are salient (Ruble et al., 2004).
Given that children spend so much of their middle childhood
among peers, either in educational or play settings, a key social–
developmental variable for intergroup social exclusion is likely to
be the extent to which group members scrutinize children’s behavior (i.e., peer group accountability). Therefore, it is important
to understand how developmental changes in children’s judgments
of peers are sensitive to peer group accountability. The developmental subjective group dynamics (DSGD) model (Abrams &
Rutland, in press; Abrams, Rutland, & Cameron, 2003), which

Intergroup Context for the Research
The present experimental study extended the DSGD model by
investigating how accountability to other in-group members and
multiple classification skills may affect the development of children’s intergroup judgments and their evaluations of individual
in-group members who differ in their adherence to prescriptive
in-group norms. Following a study by Abrams, Rutland, Cameron,
and Marques (2003), the present research was set in the intergroup
context of summer activity schemes (referred to as summer school)
in England. It is important to note that summer activity schemes
are not comparable to North American summer camps, which
children attend for a long time on a regular, often annual, basis and
which may serve the development of a strong sense of cohesiveness. The schemes in the present research were nonresidential
summer camps providing sports and other activities for children
drawn from the local area. Typically, children attend for 1 or 2
weeks or a few days each week during the 6-week summer
vacation period. Thus, the schemes are generally with children
who are drawn from a number of different schools. The mix of
children changes daily and according to the activities they pursue.
These schools therefore provide a relatively minimal group membership, with no particular history of close intragroup relationships
but with sufficient meaning and value that children evaluate their
own summer school positively relative to others.
Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, and Marques (2003) found, among
6 –7- and 10 –11-year-olds, that the summer school context involved unambiguous loyalty norms about the expression of intergroup bias in favor of the in-group over the out-group summer

Dominic Abrams, Adam Rutland, Lindsey Cameron, and Jennifer Ferrell, Department of Psychology, University of Kent, Canterbury, United
Kingdom.
Jennifer Ferrell is now at the Division of Psychology, University of
Bedfordshire, Luton, United Kingdom.
This research was supported by a grant from the British Academy and
by Economic and Social Research Council Grant R000230401. We extend
our gratitude for feedback to John B. Nezlek and Arnaud Wisman. Much
appreciation is extended to the teachers and children for their participation.
Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Dominic
Abrams, Department of Psychology, University of Kent, Canterbury CT2
7NP, United Kingdom. E-mail: D.Abrams@kent.ac.uk
134

SUBJECTIVE GROUP DYNAMICS AND ACCOUNTABILITY

school. While using the same intergroup context, the present
research differed in several respects from Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, and Marques (2003). First, the present study involved children in a continuous age range between 5 and 12 years and 3 times
as many participants, providing far greater statistical power for
testing age-related changes. Second, children only evaluated members from the in-group. Third, and most important, there was no
accountability manipulation in Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, and
Marques (2003). In the present study, children were either accountable or not accountable to in-group members while they
made judgments about the whole in-group and out-group and
about a normative and deviant in-group member. As in previous
research (Abrams, Rutland, & Cameron, 2003; Abrams, Rutland,
Cameron, & Marques, 2003), the normative member expressed
normative attitudes by favoring the member’s in-group. The deviant member expressed positive attitudes toward both the in-group
and the out-group, an attitude profile that children were found to
regard as atypical in previous research (Abrams, Rutland, & Cameron, 2003; Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, & Marques, 2003).1

Developmental Model of Subjective Group Dynamics
Subjective group dynamics involve psychologically linking relevant intergroup attitudes to differences in judgments and evaluations of particular group members (see Marques & Paez, 1994).
The DSGD model holds that with greater cognitive and social
sophistication, children should be more likely to integrate their
preferences for different groups, with their evaluations of individuals being based on particular characteristics or behaviors. Specifically, the DSGD model proposes that children shift from evaluations of in-group and out-group members based on a simple
preference for members of their in-group category (Aboud, 2003;
Nesdale, 2001; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) to judgments that differentiate among individuals within groups. This produces phenomena such as the black sheep effect, whereby a deviant out-group
member may be regarded more favorably than a similar deviant
in-group member (Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1988). In line
with the developmental literature on social perspective taking
(Quintana, 1998, 1999; Selman, 1971, 1980), older children should
be more likely to recognize that deviance constitutes a departure
from norms that other group members would want to preserve (i.e.,
deviance is a variation between individuals that is relevant to their
group membership).
According to the DSGD model, older children sustain valued
differences between in-group and out-group by differentially evaluating group members in favor of those who provide stronger
support for in-group categories (see Abrams, Marques, Bown, &
Dougill, 2002; Abrams, Marques, Bown, & Henson, 2000;
Marques, Abrams, & Serôdio, 2001). Children’s capacity to focus
on differences within groups therefore sustains, rather than diminishes, intergroup differences and bias because prejudice becomes
targeted toward particular individuals.
A basic prediction of the developmental DSGD model is that
intergroup and intragroup differentiation will be more closely
linked among older than among younger children. An important
variable in this process is children’s understanding of differential
inclusion. This is assessed by asking children how acceptable the
normative and deviant in-group members are to other members of
the in-group and out-group—specifically, how other group mem-
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bers would feel toward the targets.2 Relative to the deviant member, the normative member should be perceived as more acceptable
to fellow in-group members and less acceptable to out-group
members. We regard differential inclusion to be an inference that
children make on the basis of their social experience (i.e., learning
about group dynamics, either in general or in particular) and their
social perspective-taking ability. The DSGD model holds that the
relationship between differential inclusion and differential evaluation should be more systematic among children with better
social– cognitive ability and more social experience. All other
things being equal, this relationship should be larger among older
than among younger children (DSGD hypothesis). In addition,
when children are more committed to supporting their in-group,
they should show these effects more strongly (motivational hypothesis).
Consistent with these hypotheses Abrams, Rutland, Cameron,
and Marques (2003) found that older children favored the normative in-group member over the deviant in-group member (differential evaluation) more strongly than did younger children. Moreover, differential evaluation was related to differential inclusion. In
this experimental design, differential evaluation is a form of peer
rejection or social exclusion, because the children are expressing a
preference for one peer group member over another. In line with
the motivational hypothesis, children who exhibited greater intergroup bias also showed greater intragroup bias in their differential
evaluations of deviant and normative group members, although
this effect was only marginally significant and requires further
investigation within a summer school setting. This pattern of
findings was echoed by Abrams, Rutland, and Cameron (2003) in
the context of English children’s support for the in-group (England) or out-group (Germany) soccer teams during the 2002
World Cup Soccer championships. The relationship between differential inclusion and differential evaluation was higher among
older children, and it was further strengthened amongst children
who were more committed to (identified with) their in-group.
The present research makes a new contribution to the model and
to developmental research on social exclusion by examining
whether the relationships between intergroup bias, differential
evaluation, and differential inclusion are affected by the development of children’s sensitivity to contextual normative factors and
by their multiple classification skills.

1
The term deviant is used to describe a person who adopts a counternormative position relative to prescriptive in-group norms. This does not
necessarily imply deviance in terms of moral principles or any level of
psychopathology. Prescriptive norms involve values, attitudes, and behaviors that group members want to uphold so as to sustain value and meaning
for the group (see Marques, Abrams, Paez, & Martinez-Taboada, 1998). In
the DSGD framework, deviance from prescriptive norms can be operationalized in terms of loyalty to the in-group in an intergroup context. Expressions of favorable attitudes toward an out-group deviate from the loyalty
norm that pervades many intergroup situations (see Zdaniuk & Levine,
2001).
2
Inclusion could be reflected in a variety of forms. Our index focuses
only on the underlying feeling of attraction or repulsion that could motivate
a range of behavioral responses.
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Research has not yet investigated directly the prediction from
the DSGD model that children’s differential evaluations are related
to the development of sensitivity to the prescriptive normative
aspects of the intergroup context. One way to test this idea is to
vary children’s accountability to their peer group. Accountability
affects intergroup judgments (Blanchard, Crandall, Brigham, &
Vaughan, 1994; Jetten, Spears, & Manstead, 1997; Monteith,
Deneen, & Tooman, 1996). Both adults and children control their
expressions of prejudice to reflect social desirability norms (e.g.,
Dovidio & Gaertner, 1991; Plant & Devine, 1998; Rutland, 2004;
Rutland, Cameron, Milne, & McGeorge, 2005; but see Doyle,
Beaudet, & Aboud, 1988, for a different conclusion in relation to
racial attitudes). For example, children’s level of specific concern
about expressing prejudice affects their intergroup attitudes (Levy
& Troise, 2001), and children have been found to moderate their
attitudes depending on their audience (Banerjee, 2002; Banerjee &
Lintern, 2000; Jahoda, Thomson, & Bhatt, 1972; Katz, Sohn, &
Zalk, 1975; Lawrence, 1991).
Children who are more self-conscious of their public selfpresentation moderate their intergroup biases (Abrams & Brown,
1989). For example, among 10 –12-year-olds, heightened public
self-focus acted to increase national in-group bias (Rutland et al.,
2005). Other evidence also shows that when norms are to express
intergroup bias and the context involves salient intergroup rivalry,
older children can show high levels of intergroup bias (BlackGutman & Hickson, 1996; Rutland, 1999; Teichman, 2001).
Previous research (Marques et al., 1998, Experiment 2) demonstrated the potential effect of accountability on adults’ intragroup
judgments. Students were assigned to groups on the basis of a
minimal (and baseless) categorization. They evaluated normative
and deviant members of either the in-group or the out-group. Half
of the participants were in an accountable condition; they were told
that their answers would be shared with other in-group members.
The remaining participants were not made accountable. Differential evaluation of group members, and specifically the black sheep
effect (Marques et al., 1988), was significantly stronger in the
accountable than in the control condition. The present research
used a comparable manipulation to examine developmental aspects of responses to in-group accountability.
In general terms, we expected accountability to increase both
intergroup bias and differential evaluation of normative versus
deviant in-group members. However, we expected that older children’s greater social experience and social perspective-taking
skills should mean that they would be more responsive than
younger children to peer norms in the accountable condition and,
hence, should respond to accountability by showing more intergroup bias than younger children (intergroup accountability hypothesis).
There are several developmental reasons to advance this new
hypothesis. Older children should have more and more varied
experience of the dynamics of peer groups (Erwin, 1993; Hartup,
1983). This experience should give them a better understanding of
the loyalty norms that prevail in many small groups (Zdaniuk &
Levine, 2001). As children gain in social experience, their greater
understanding of small-group dynamics is reflected in greater
expectations of differential inclusion and application of differential
evaluations (Abrams, Rutland, & Cameron, 2003; Ojala & Nes-

dale, 2004). Hence, it seems likely that older children will be more
responsive to the implicit pressure to show in-group loyalty when
they are accountable to in-group members (see Marques et al.,
1998).
Developmental research on social perspective taking also suggests that children below 8 years of age are relatively poor at
coordinating and integrating various psychological perspectives
such as first-, second-, and third-person perspectives (Quintana,
1994, 1999; Selman, 1971, 1980). Therefore, younger children
may be less likely to feel pressure from peer group accountability
and less capable of coordinating their intergroup and intragroup
judgments in response to anticipated peer reactions.
In line with Marques et al. (1998), we expected older children to
be more responsive to the accountability manipulation by showing
greater intergroup bias and greater differential evaluation. We did
not expect accountability to affect differential inclusion judgments,
because these are a measure of beliefs about other group members
rather than evaluations of those members. We did, however, expect
accountability to affect the way children link their differential
inclusion judgments to their evaluations of members. Therefore, a
further new hypothesis tested in the present study was that because
older children should be more able to understand the normative
expectations of the peer group, the impact of accountability on the
evaluations of group members will be largest among those older
children who also perceive higher differential inclusion (intragroup accountability hypothesis).

Multiple Classification Skill
The social– cognitive skill to differentiate among individuals
using a multitude of psychological categories and traits seems to
emerge from around the age of about 8 years, as illustrated in the
developmental literature on person perception (e.g., Alvarez, Ruble, & Bolger, 2001; Barenboim, 1978, 1981; Livesley & Bromley,
1973; Peevers & Secord, 1973; Ruble & Dweck, 1995).
Cognitive– developmental theory (CDT; Aboud, 1988; Katz, 1976;
Lambert & Klineberg, 1967) holds that children’s judgments of
in-group and out-group members change from being group-based
to being outcomes of more complex, person-based processes as
children develop multiple classification skills. That is, children
judge people on multiple dimensions, of which a particular group
membership is only one. Consequently, it has been argued, intergroup biases in many domains reduce as children get older, particularly after the age of 7 or 8.
Previous tests of the DSGD model (Abrams, Rutland, & Cameron, 2003; Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, & Marques, 2003) revealed that older children do focus more on individual differences,
consistent with the idea that older children make greater use of
multiple classification (Aboud, 1988; Bigler, 1995; Katz et al.,
1975). However, in contrast to the predictions of CDT, greater
differentiation between individual group members was associated
with higher rather than lower intergroup bias.
In these previous DSGD studies, there was no independent
assessment of multiple classification ability and, thus, no opportunity to test whether multiple classification ability is related to the
intergroup or intragroup judgments. Therefore, the present research examined whether children’s ability to use multiple bases of
classification is related to their evaluations of groups and group
members. On the basis of CDT, we expected better multiple
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classification skill to be associated with reduced intergroup bias
and increased differential evaluation of particular group members.
We are agnostic about whether the development of multiple
classification skill may be relevant for the onset of differential
inclusion judgments. It may be that multiple classification ability
would help children to understand that other members of groups
can use multiple levels of judgment, but it seems more likely that
such understanding may require the development of social
perspective-taking ability.
If the development of intergroup bias, differential inclusion, or
differential evaluation is a result of developing multiple classification abilities, the relationship between age and these other variables should be mediated statistically, at least in part, by multiple
classification skill. We label this original hypothesis the multiple
classification hypothesis.

differential evaluation would be larger among children showing
more intergroup bias (motivational hypothesis).
Originally, we assumed that these DSGD effects are related to
the development of children’s sensitivity to peer group norms.
Therefore, there should be different developmental trends in judgments at both the intergroup and intragroup levels in the accountable and nonaccountable conditions (intergroup and intragroup
accountability hypotheses).
On the basis of CDT, we also provide a novel examination of the
multiple classification hypothesis that older children should have
better multiple classification skill, which should be associated with
less intergroup bias and more intragroup differentiation. Thus, we
expected that multiple classification ability might mediate the
relationship between age and the intergroup and intragroup differentiation measures.

Relationship Between Intergroup and Intragroup
Judgments

Method

The DSGD model predicts that across middle childhood, intergroup bias should become more strongly positively related to
intragroup biases. Consistent with this idea, Abrams, Rutland,
Cameron, and Marques (2003) found that the relationship between
intergroup bias and differential evaluations strengthened with age.
Abrams, Rutland, and Cameron (2003) also found that children
who identified more strongly with the in-group also showed a
stronger relationship between differential inclusion and differential
evaluations. This finding is consistent with the idea that children
who care more about in-group superiority will apply their understanding of differential inclusion more to their own evaluations of
group members. We did not expect accountability to change either
of these effects, because we expected accountability to elevate
both intergroup bias and differential evaluation rather than to
change the relationship between them. However, because the
present study used a slightly different index of intergroup bias, the
replication of these previous effects provides a useful convergentvalidity test of the model as a whole.

Summary of Hypotheses
We expected the intergroup context to be sufficiently engaging
that children would show in-group bias (favoring the in-group as a
whole over the out-group as a whole) and that children would
favor the normative member over the deviant member. The DSGD
model concerns the relationship between intergroup and intragroup
differentiation. These variables are based on three measures: general intergroup bias (in-group minus out-group ratings), differential evaluation (normative minus deviant member ratings), and
differential inclusion (differences in the perceived attractiveness of
the normative and the deviant member to the in-group vs. the
out-group). Children who express more intergroup bias should
relate their expectations about differential inclusion more systematically to their differential evaluation of group members. Specifically, we predicted that the development of cognitive ability and
social experience amongst older children should result in stronger
associations between the different forms of differentiation in older
children than in younger children (DSGD hypothesis). It was also
anticipated that the association between differential inclusion and

Design and Participants
Our predictions did not assume that specific ages should be
associated with specific differences in the operation of subjective
group dynamics—namely, that there should be age-related changes
during middle childhood. We therefore examined children between
5 and 12 years of age, and we assumed that age as a variable serves
as a proxy for the continuous development of both social–
cognitive factors and social experience. Age was distributed
evenly over years, with an average of 25.5 children within each
year band between 5 and 12 years (range ⫽ 4.75–12.83 years; M ⫽
9.00, SD ⫽ 2.25). To maximize statistical power, we treated age as
a continuous independent variable rather than grouping it into
categories (see MacCallum, Zhang, Preacher, & Rucker, 2002).
The second independent variable was condition (accountable vs.
control), to which participants were assigned randomly.
The participants were 228 children from six different summer
schools within a locality 50 miles from London, United Kingdom.
On the basis of 2003 U.K. Census data, 96.6% of the population in
this locality is classified as White British. The locality is ranked
190th of 354 districts in the English Indices of Multiple Deprivation. As compared with the national average (51.0%), 68.3% of
households were classified as of medium to high socioeconomic
status (ranging from small employers to managers and professions). Thus, the children could be described as predominantly
from middle-class backgrounds. Assignment to condition was random within each school, 2(5, N ⫽ 228) ⫽ 6.09, p ⫽ .30. Forty
percent of the participants were female, and gender was evenly
distributed between conditions, 2(1, N ⫽ 228) ⫽ 0.40, p ⫽ .53.
Gender was evenly distributed across age (point biserial r ⫽ ⫺.10,
p ⬎ .13). Data were incomplete for 5 children, and these were
among the 21 excluded from the overall analyses.

Procedure
All children participated individually under the supervision of a
female experimenter. The experimenter interviewed the younger
children with the questionnaire in front of them. The older children, given their more advanced reading ability, were allowed to
self-complete the questionnaire in the presence of the experimenter, who sat directly next to each child. The experimenter
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monitored all children’s progress through each question, ensuring
and checking with them whether they understood the questions.
This procedure was used to ensure that the baseline accountability
cues were similar for children in all age groups (see also Abrams,
Rutland, & Cameron, 2003) and that only the accountability to
in-group varied.

Materials
Children were given a questionnaire and either completed it
themselves or had each question read out by a female researcher,
with the child asked to point to the answer. The front page
explained, “We are asking children about the Summer School.
Most of the questions can be answered by putting a tick next to a
picture of a face.” There followed a series of questions about the
weather that day, with an explanation of which face to tick to
describe it. Each point on the 5-point scale was represented by a
circular “feeling face.” The mouth on each face varied, moving
from a downward position (1) through horizontal (3) to a large
smile (5). This page was used to check that participants understood
how to use the response scale.
Accountability manipulation. At this point, the accountability
manipulation was introduced. In the accountable condition, children were told that they would be asked some questions about the
summer schools and that afterward their answers would be shown
to other children from their summer school too. In the control
condition, children were told that no one else would see the
answers they gave to the questions.
Intergroup bias. The next page tapped the child’s general
judgment of his or her Summer School by asking. “How much do
you like your Summer School Scheme at [school]?” A parallel
question was asked about the other school: “How much do you
think you would like to be at the Summer School at [other school]
instead?” For these two questions tapping in-group and out-group
evaluation, the face scales were anchored with 1 (not at all) and 5
(very much). We computed a composite measure of general intergroup bias by subtracting support for the out-group from support
for the in-group.
Member information. The next page presented “some of the
things said by children who went to [in-group summer school] last
year.” Previous research has revealed in-group gender bias
amongst children (e.g., Bigler, 1995; Martin, 1989; Powlishta,
1995; Yee & Brown, 1994). To avoid confounding with gender
bias, we referred to the children by initial letters and did not
mention their gender. To ensure that the normative position was
clearly established, we included two normative children and one
deviant child. The children were presented with statements ostensibly made by 3 children, labeled ND, JR, and DM. JR was always
the deviant member, and ND and DM were normative members.
The first normative member, ND, said, “I really like the [ingroup] summer school, there’s lots of different things you can do,
the [in-group summer school] is a great place to be during the
summer.” The deviant member, JR, made a positive statement
about both the in-group and the out-group school: “All the things
you can do at [in-group] Summer School are great fun, but I think
the [out-group] Summer School would be good because there are
lots of exciting things to do there.” The second normative member,
DM, agreed with ND and said, “The [in-group] summer school is
good for sports and games and the people are really nice at the

[in-group] summer school.” Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, and
Marques (2003) demonstrated that these statements reflected the
normative and deviant positions in this context. The out-group
school was held constant regardless of children’s own school. The
out-group school scheme was long-standing and large, and the
name of the school was well-known to all of the children. All of
the participating summer schools were within a 15-mile radius of
the out-group summer school.
The rest of the questionnaire asked about one of the normative
members and the deviant member. Half of the children answered
questions about ND and JR, and half answered questions about
DM and JR. The order of presentation of questions about the
normative member and the deviant member was also counterbalanced. Children were first reminded of what the particular member
had said, and then they answered several questions. The first two
questions constituted a perceptual accuracy check to see whether
participants understood which preferences the member had expressed: “What does [member] feel about being at the [summer
school]?” “What do you think [member] would feel about going to
the [other summer school] instead?”
Differential inclusion. After these manipulation-checking
items, two questions using the face scales to measure perceived
same-group inclusion and other-group inclusion were asked. These
were included to see whether children understood the social implications of the members’ attitudes in terms of their likely acceptability to members of each group. The questions were as follows:
“How do you think other children at [summer school] would feel
towards [member]?” “How do you think children who go to the
[other summer school] would feel toward [member]?”
To calculate an index of differential inclusion, we subtracted the
out-group inclusion rating from the in-group inclusion rating. In
previous research, Abrams, Rutland, and Cameron (2003) and
Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, and Marques (2003) found that this
score was typically positive for a normative member and negative
for a deviant member. Then the score for the deviant member was
subtracted from the score for the normative member. The higher
the score, the more the participant expected the normative member
to be accepted by the in-group and rejected by the out-group and
the more they expected the deviant member to be accepted by the
out-group but rejected by the in-group.
Differential evaluation. Member evaluations were examined
by asking two questions: “How do you feel towards [member]?”
“How much would you like to be [member’s] friend?” Responses
were made using the feeling face scales. The average of the ratings
of the deviant member was subtracted from the average of the
ratings of the normative member to obtain an index of differential
evaluation. A more positive score represented stronger preference
for the normative over the deviant member.
Multiple classification task. Finally, we presented children
with three red Xs, three green Xs, three red triangles, and three
green triangles on a separate page. Below these objects was a box
bisected horizontally and vertically to comprise a 2 ⫻ 2 grid.
Children were instructed as follows: “Think about which of these
objects belong together. Put the objects in the grid below. Put
objects that belong together in the same square of the grids. You
do not have to use all the grid squares.” Younger children performed this task with cutouts of the shapes, whereas older children
drew the shapes using red and green pens. The experimenter then
asked for a justification of their sorting behavior, if it correctly
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involved two dimensions, by asking, first, “Why are these items
together in this group?” and, second, “Why are these shapes put in
a separate box from these shapes?” However, if the child sorted the
objects incorrectly (i.e., by sorting on only one dimension or with
no pattern of classification), the experimenter showed the child a
correct sorting of the objects. Next, the experimenter asked the
child to justify why this was the correct way to sort the objects,
using the same justification questions given above.
This task is modeled closely on the nonsocial classification task
used by Bigler and Liben (1992); it was scored according to
Golbeck’s (1983) method (based on Inhelder & Piaget, 1964). A
child who incorrectly sorted the objects and was unable to justify
the classification when shown the correct sorting method, was
assigned a score of 0. In contrast, a child who sorted the objects on
both dimensions but was unable to correctly justify why, was
assigned a score of 1. A score of 2 was assigned if the objects were
sorted incorrectly, but the child was able to justify the sorting
method when shown the correct classifications. Finally, if the
objects were correctly sorted with a correct justification, the child
was assigned a score of 3. To check whether the presumption of
ordinality of this scaling was appropriate, we also classified these
data in three different dichotomous forms (correct vs. incorrect
multiple classification, correct vs. incorrect justification, incorrect
vs. either correct or correctly justified classification).

Results
First, we analyzed the data to investigate possible effects of
school and gender. Previous research has revealed pronounced
in-group gender bias amongst children (e.g., Bigler, 1995; Martin,
1989; Powlishta, 1995; Yee & Brown, 1994). Gender was not
strictly relevant to the present hypotheses or to the comparison
between the summer schools, and there were no a priori reasons to
expect gender to affect responses. As expected, there were no
significant multivariate main effects or interactions involving either gender or school. As a further precaution, we used hierarchical
linear modeling to check whether school (as a Level 2 random
variable) accounted for a reliable proportion of the variance in the
dependent measures and to be sure that the statistical effects at
Level 1 (individuals) were not the result of deflated standard errors
owing to Level 2 variation. We followed the procedures recommended by Nezlek (2001). Initially, all Level 1 coefficients were
modeled as random. Coefficients were fixed following recommendations offered by Nezlek. (Details of error terms that were fixed
and the bases for fixing them are available on request from D.A.)
The analysis revealed no reliable Level 2 variation, and the Level
1 results were not changed by inclusion of Level 2 data. Moreover,
all of the intraclass correlations were small (⬍.07) and nonsignificant, indicating that there was unlikely to be a substantial risk of
deflated Level 1 standard errors. Therefore, the analyses reported
below collapse across school as well as gender (see also Footnote
6 [presented later]).

Manipulation Check: Perceptual Accuracy
Data from 8 children were excluded because it was evident
during testing that they were not paying attention to the task. Two
of these were among the 5 already excluded owing to noncompletion. On examination of the perceptual accuracy measure data from
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all children, these 8 were among the 18 (7.6%) excluded participants who had inaccurately judged the deviant member to be more
favorable to the in-group than the normative member. Younger
children were more likely to have failed the manipulation check
(r ⫽ ⫺.23, p ⬍ .001). Data for the remaining 207 children were
used for subsequent analyses. The initial and final numbers included for analysis reflected the availability of children at the time
of the study. Within each year group, the initial and final numbers,
respectively, were 25 and 20 (age 5), 28 and 23 (age 6), 31 and 27
(age 7), 31 and 30 (age 8), 31 and 30 (age 9), 25 and 24 (age 10),
22 and 21 (age 11), and 32 and 32 (age 12). Random assignment
to condition was successful within all age levels (maximum difference between cell sizes in the accountable and the control
condition ⫽ 5, modal difference ⫽ 1), 2(7, N ⫽ 207) ⫽ 4.54, p ⫽
.72.

Order Effects
Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, and Marques (2003) used a fixed
order of presentation of group members. In the present research,
order was counterbalanced. We examined all of the main dependent variables described below to see whether there were any
effects of order of presentation of the normative and deviant
members. Across all the measures, no differences were significant
(smallest F[206] ⫽ 0.00; largest F[206] ⫽ 0.56, p ⫽ .45). Therefore, order was not included as a factor in subsequent analyses.

Hypothesis Tests
The means for measures of general group evaluations and member inclusion and evaluation as a function of condition are shown
in Table 1. Correlations among these variables are presented in
Table 2. Our theoretical interest is in differences between judgments of the in-group and the out-group and differences between
judgments of normative and deviant members. Therefore, the
analyses focus on the magnitude of these differences (cf. Judd,
Kenny, & McClelland, 2001). The DSGD hypotheses were tested
using multiple regression analyses. For these analyses, we followed the procedures recommended by Aiken and West (1991),
including centering of independent variables (condition and age)
before calculation of interaction effects.
Intergroup accountability hypothesis. As expected, intergroup
bias differed significantly from zero, t(205) ⫽ 17.60, p ⬍ .001,
2 ⫽ .60. There were no significant main effects for age or
condition, ts(203) ⬍ 0.70, multiple Rs ⫽ .053, but there was a
significant Age ⫻ Condition interaction, ␤ ⫽ .16, t(202) ⫽ 2.27,
p ⬍ .05, multiple R ⫽ .17. As predicted by the intergroup accountability hypothesis, simple slopes analysis showed that among
younger children, there was no significant effect of condition, B ⫽
⫺0.09, t(202) ⫽ 1.59, p ⬎ .12, whereas older children showed
significantly more bias in the accountable than in the control
condition, B ⫽ 0.13, t(202) ⫽ 2.43, p ⬍ .05. Also consistent with
this hypothesis, in the control condition, the relationship between
age and bias was nonsignificant (r ⫽ ⫺.11), but in the accountable
condition, children expressed stronger intergroup bias with age
(r ⫽ .19, p ⫽ .05).
Differential inclusion. As expected, differential inclusion was
significantly different from zero (M ⫽ 1.46, SD ⫽ 2.44), t(204) ⫽
8.54, p ⬍ .001, 2 ⫽ .26. We regressed age, condition, and their
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations for Measures of Group Inclusion and Evaluation as a Function of Condition (Control or
Accountable) and Type of Member (Normative or Deviant)
Control

Accountable

Normative

Deviant

Normative

Deviant

Variable

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Inclusion by in-group
Inclusion by out-group
Evaluation

4.00
3.12
3.88

0.87
1.26
1.09

3.67
3.95
3.57

1.12
1.02
1.14

4.29
3.02
4.12

0.87
1.37
1.10

3.56
3.98
3.25

1.24
1.07
1.24

Note. Scores on each variable could range from 1 (negative) to 5 (positive). The inclusion measures tapped how a child believed members of the in-group
or the out-group would feel toward the target member. Evaluation tapped the child’s own feelings toward the member. Pairwise comparisons within rows
revealed that means for the normative versus deviant members differ significantly both within and between conditions ( p ⬍ .05). For each type of member,
pairwise comparisons of inclusion by in-group versus inclusion by out-group showed significant differences ( p ⬍ .05) except for the deviant member in
the control condition ( p ⫽ .054).

interaction term onto differential inclusion. This revealed a significant effect of age, ␤ ⫽ .29, t(203) ⫽ 4.30, p ⬍ .001, and a
marginal effect of condition, ␤ ⫽ .12, t(203) ⫽ 1.80, p ⬍ .08,
multiple R ⫽ .31, but no Age ⫻ Condition interaction, ␤ ⫽ .02,
t(203) ⫽ 0.23. Differential inclusion increased as a function of age,
consistent with previous findings (Abrams, Rutland, & Cameron,
2003; Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, & Marques, 2003) and the
assumption that older children should have a clearer understanding
of group dynamics in an intergroup context.
Differential evaluation. The DSGD model anticipates that
normative in-group members should be favored over deviant members. As shown in Table 1, this was the case.3 As expected,
differential evaluation was significantly related to differential inclusion (r ⫽ .28, p ⬍ .001).4 We tested the DSGD and intragroup
accountability hypotheses by regressing centered scores for differential inclusion, age, condition, and their two-way and three-way
interaction terms onto differential evaluations.
DSGD hypothesis. The DSGD hypothesis is that the relationship between differential evaluation and differential inclusion
should strengthen as children get older. This implies a significant
Age ⫻ Differential Inclusion interaction effect on differential
evaluation. Consistent with this hypothesis, there was a significant
Age ⫻ Differential Inclusion interaction, ␤ ⫽ .34, t(202) ⫽ 3.61,
p ⬍ .001.
Intragroup accountability hypothesis. This hypothesis is
based on the premise that older children should be more able to
understand the normative expectations of the peer group. Thus, the
impact of accountability on the evaluations of group members will
be strongest among older children who also perceive higher differential inclusion. This implies a significant Age ⫻ Differential
Inclusion ⫻ Condition interaction.
The effect of condition was significant, ␤ ⫽ .20, t(199) ⫽ 2.84,
p ⬍ .005. As expected, children showed stronger differential
evaluation in the accountable condition. Consistent with the intragroup accountability hypothesis, the Age ⫻ Differential Inclusion
interaction for the DSGD hypothesis was qualified by a significant
three way interaction between Age ⫻ Condition ⫻ Differential
Inclusion interaction, ␤ ⫽ .19, t(195) ⫽2.62, p ⬍ .01; multiple
R ⫽ .40, F(7, 195) ⫽ 5.43, p ⬍ .001.5
To explore this interaction, we examined the simple Age ⫻
Differential Inclusion interactions within each level of account-

ability. In the control condition, shown in the upper panel of Figure
1, only the main effect of differential inclusion was significant,
␤ ⫽ .27, t(195) ⫽ 2.59, p ⬍ .05. Children who showed higher
differential inclusion also showed higher differential evaluation.
However, in the accountable condition, the effect of differential
inclusion, ␤ ⫽ .32, t(195) ⫽ 3.35, p ⫽ .001, and the Differential
Inclusion ⫻ Age interaction, ␤ ⫽ .34, t(195) ⫽ 3.61, p ⬍ .001,
were both highly significant.
The meaning of the two-way interaction within the accountable
condition is relatively straightforward. The relationship between
differential inclusion and differential evaluation strengthens significantly with age. This is illustrated in the lower panel of Figure 1, which depicts the relationship between differential inclusion
3

Analyses of individual items are not reported in detail here for reasons
of space and clarity and because they do not substantively alter the findings
or conclusions. For the means in Table 1, analyses of variance (ANOVAS;
subsumed by the regression analyses in the body of the article) revealed
significant effects of member on out-group inclusion, F(1, 203) ⫽ 56.58,
p ⬍ .001, 2 ⫽ .219, and in-group inclusion F(1, 203) ⫽ 34.15, p ⬍ .001,
2 ⫽ .144, and a significant Condition ⫻ Member interaction effect on
in-group inclusion, F(1, 202) ⫽ 4.55, p ⬍ .05, 2 ⫽ .022. Inclusion of the
normative and deviant members differed more in the accountable condition, F(1, 203) ⫽ 32.49, p ⬍ .001, 2 ⫽ .214, than in the control condition,
F(1, 203) ⫽ 6.70, p ⫽ .01, 2 ⫽ .074. For member evaluations, there was
a significant effect of member, F(1, 204) ⫽ 33.65, p ⬍ .001, 2 ⫽ .142,
and Condition ⫻ Member interaction, F(1, 204) ⫽ 7.36, p ⬍ .01, 2 ⫽
.035. Normative and deviant members were evaluated more differently in
the accountable condition, F(1, 204) ⫽ 38.94, p ⬍ .001, 2 ⫽ .255, than
in the control condition, F(1, 204) ⫽ 4.72, p ⬍ .05, 2 ⫽ .046.
4
Mintergroup bias ⫽ 2.12, SD ⫽ 1.74, possible range ⫽ ⫺4 to 4;
Mdifferential inclusion ⫽ 1.46, SD ⫽ 2.44, possible range ⫽ ⫺8 to 8;
Mdifferential evaluation ⫽ 0.49, SD ⫽ 1.48, possible range ⫽ ⫺4 to 4.
Correlations among these difference scores were as follows:
rintergroup bias–differential inclusion ⫽ .14, p ⫽ .055, rintergroup bias–differential evaluation ⫽
.23, p ⬍ .001, rdifferential inclusion– differential evaluation ⫽ .28, p ⬍ .001.
5
Otherwise, the full factorial regression analysis revealed significant
main effects of intergroup bias (␤ ⫽ .21, p ⬍ .01) and differential inclusion
(␤ ⫽ .25, p ⬍ .001). The Intergroup Bias ⫻ Differential Inclusion interaction remained significant (␤ ⫽ .24, p ⬍ .01), and the Differential
Inclusion ⫻ Age ⫻ Intergroup Bias interaction remained significant (␤ ⫽
.16, p ⬍ .05).
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Table 2
Zero-Order Correlations Among Variables
Variable
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
†

Age
General in-group evaluation
General out-group evaluation
Normative inclusion by in-group
Normative inclusion by out-group
Deviant inclusion by in-group
Deviant inclusion by out-group
Evaluation of normative
Evaluation of deviant
Multiple classification score

p ⬍ .10.

*

p ⬍ .05.

**

p ⬍ .01.

***

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

—
⫺.05
⫺.06
.01
⫺.23**
⫺.26***
.02
.11
⫺.02
.34***

—
⫺.18**
.26***
.01
.18**
.06
.29***
.12†
.03

—
⫺.09
.21**
.08
.01
⫺.15*
.14*
⫺.08

—
⫺.09
.21**
.11
.28***
.07
.04

—
.26***
⫺.06
.02
.30***
⫺.12

—
⫺.02
.16*
.44***
⫺.09

—
.13
.11
⫺.03

—
.18*
.01

—
⫺.09

—

p ⬍ .001.

and differential evaluation as a function of age (defined for these
purposes as 1 standard deviation below and above the mean age of
all participants, respectively). Among younger children, there was
no significant relationship between differential inclusion and differential evaluation, B ⫽ ⫺0.01, t(195) ⫽ 0.10, whereas among
older children, the relationship was highly significant, B ⫽ 0.38,
t(195) ⫽ 3.97, p ⬍ .001, such that older but not younger children
related their perceptions of differential inclusion to their differential evaluations of members. Older children who did not believe
other group members would judge normative and deviant members
differently did not evaluate those members differently themselves.
However, older children who perceived high levels of differential
inclusion among their peers responded to accountability by similarly differentiating between normative and deviant members in
their own evaluations. We further checked the simple slopes for
effects of age within levels of differential inclusion. When they
perceived low differential inclusion, older children showed significantly less differential evaluation than did younger children, B ⫽
⫺0.21, t(195) ⫽ 2.27, p ⬍ .05. When they perceived high differential inclusion, older children showed marginally significantly
more differential evaluation than did younger children, B ⫽ 0.23,
t(195) ⫽ 1.97, p ⬍ .052. Thus, the three-way interaction shows
that perceptions of differential inclusion become especially influential when peer accountability is heightened, and this influence
gains momentum with increasing age. This pattern is consistent
with the intragroup accountability hypothesis.

Replication of Relationships Among Intergroup and
Intragroup Judgments
The present data also provided an opportunity to test whether
relationships among variables replicate previous findings from this
intergroup context (Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, & Marques, 2003)
but with a wider age range and a slightly different measure of
intergroup bias. To the extent that the form of interactions obtained
in previous studies (Abrams, Rutland, & Cameron, 2003; Abrams,
Rutland, Cameron, & Marques, 2003) were replicated, this would
provide convergent validation for the idea that the same underlying
processes are at work.
Motivational hypothesis. The DSGD model assumes that as
children develop greater sensitivity to peer group norms and
greater social experience, there should be a stronger relationship
between intergroup differentiation and intragroup differentiation.

Thus, older children who are motivated more strongly to support
their in-group will also base their differential evaluation judgments
more strongly on their differential inclusion judgments.
General intergroup bias was significantly positively related to
differential evaluation, as expected (r ⫽ .23, p ⬍ .001; see also the
relationships among the constituent items in Table 2). To map the
present findings onto those of Abrams, Rutland, and Cameron
(2003) and Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, and Marques (2003), we
examined whether the impact of differential inclusion on differential evaluation was moderated by intergroup bias and whether
this effect was larger among older children. We therefore included
intergroup bias as a predictor in the regression analysis. Over and
above the effects reported previously, this yielded only two significant effects involving intergroup bias.
There was a significant Age ⫻ Intergroup Bias interaction, ␤ ⫽
.22, t(192) ⫽ 3.11, p ⬍ .005. In line with the findings of Abrams,
Rutland, Cameron, and Marques (2003), the relationship between
intergroup and intragroup bias strengthened with age. Figure 2
shows the regression slopes for differential evaluation when age
and intergroup bias are 1 standard deviation below and above their
respective means. Simple slopes analysis revealed that among
younger children, the relationship between intergroup bias and
differential evaluation was nonsignificant, B ⫽ 0.06, t(192) ⫽
0.83, whereas among older children the relationship was significant, B ⫽ 0.39, t(192) ⫽ 4.43, p ⬍ .001. Specifically, the more
intergroup bias they expressed, the more older children favored the
normative member over the deviant member. Comparison of the
simple slopes for age among children who showed lower or higher
intergroup bias showed that there was a nonsignificant reduction in
differential evaluation with age when intergroup bias was low, B ⫽
⫺0.11, t(192) ⫽ 1.37, p ⬎ .17, but a significant increase in
differential evaluation with age when their intergroup bias was
high, B ⫽ 0.23, t(192) ⫽3.13, p ⬍ .005.
In addition, there was a significant Intergroup Bias ⫻ Differential Inclusion interaction, ␤ ⫽ .24, t(192) ⫽3.59, p ⬍ .001,
multiple R ⫽ .50. Consistent with the predictions based on
Abrams, Rutland, and Cameron (2003), the relationship between
differential inclusion and differential evaluation was larger among
children who also showed more intergroup bias. Specifically,
among children who showed less intergroup bias, the simple slope
between differential inclusion and differential evaluation was nonsignificant, B ⫽ ⫺0.01, t(192) ⫽ 0.27, whereas among children
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who showed more intergroup bias, the relationship was positive
and significant, B ⫽ 0.30, t(192) ⫽ 5.90, p ⬍ .001. In addition,
whereas there was no relationship between intergroup bias and
differential evaluation among children who perceived low differential inclusion, B ⫽ ⫺0.04, t(192) ⫽ 0.98, intergroup bias and
differential evaluation were strongly positively associated among
children who perceived high differential inclusion, B ⫽ 0.39,
t(192) ⫽ 8.80, p ⬍ .001. Figure 3 shows the slopes describing the
relationship to differential evaluation when values of differential

Low Intergroup Bias
High Intergroup Bias

Differential Evaluation

2

High Differential Inclusion
Low Differential Inclusion

1.5
1
0.5
0
-0.5
Younger

Older

Differential Evaluation

2
Figure 2. Differential evaluation of in-group members as a function of
age and intergroup bias. Intergroup bias was derived by subtracting the
rating of the out-group from the rating of the in-group. Values for differential evaluation were derived from the regression analysis, within which
differential inclusion, age, intergroup bias, and their two-way and threeway interactions were used as predictors. In this figure, to represent
younger and older age groups, and for high and low differential inclusion,
we substituted values 1 standard deviation above and below the means for
those variables.

1

0

-1
Younger

Older

Control
Condition

inclusion and intergroup bias are 1 standard deviation above and
below their respective means.6

Multiple Classification Skill

Differential Evaluation

2

1

0

-1
Younger

Older

Accountable
Condition
Figure 1. Evaluation of normative group member minus evaluation of
deviant group member (differential Evaluation) as a function of condition,
age, and differential inclusion. Values for differential evaluation were
derived from the regression analysis, within which condition, differential
inclusion, age, and their two-way and three-way interactions were used as
predictors. Differential inclusion is in-group inclusion minus out-group
inclusion rating for the normative member minus the same score for the
deviant member. In this figure, to represent younger and older age groups,
and for high and low differential inclusion, we substituted values 1 standard deviation above and below the means for those variables.

We hypothesized that multiple classification skill may provide a
cognitive underpinning for children’s evaluation of groups and
group members and, thus, may at least in part account for the
development of subjective group dynamics. We were agnostic
regarding the relationship between multiple classification and differential inclusion. Scores on the ordinally scored multiple classification task were highly significantly related to age (r ⫽ .34, p ⬍
.001). However, these scores were not significantly related to
differential inclusion, differential evaluation, or intergroup bias
(all rs ⬍ .12, all ps ⬎ .10), and this thus precludes the possibility
of mediation. Moreover, when we tested possible interaction effects between cognitive ability and age, none were significant.
The possibility remained that the ordinal scaling of this measure
missed important differences that might be associated with perfor6

We examined effects of school using multilevel modeling. The intraclass correlations were all ⬍.07, and no Level 2 (school) effects were
significant. Level 1 effects remained consistent with those reported in the
text: the Age ⫻ Condition interaction effect on intergroup bias, t(206) ⫽
2.29, p ⫽ .023; the relationship between age and differential inclusion,
t(203) ⫽ 4.34, p ⬍ .001; the marginal effect of condition on differential
inclusion, t(203) ⫽ 1.82, p ⫽ .07; the significant Age ⫻ Condition ⫻
Differential Inclusion interaction effect on differential evaluation, t(203) ⫽
2.67, p ⫽ .008; the Age ⫻ Intergroup Bias interaction effect on differential
evaluation, t(203) ⫽ 3.37, p ⫽ .001; and the Differential Inclusion ⫻
Intergroup Bias interaction effect on differential evaluation, t(203) ⫽ 4.39,
p ⬍ .001.
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ment. Third, within middle childhood, the developmental differences in relationships among differential inclusion, differential
evaluation, and intergroup bias were in line with previous research
using a different intergroup context (Abrams, Rutland, & Cameron, 2003), and they consolidated marginal effects from a smaller
scale study in a similar context (Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, &
Marques, 2003). Older children’s judgments of deviant members
(differential evaluations) more strongly reflected their increasing
understanding of the relationship between the individuals’ behavior and their group membership (differential inclusion). The findings are summarized briefly below, and then their implications are
discussed further.

Intergroup Judgments
0
Low Bias

High Bias

Figure 3. Differential evaluation of in-group members as a function of
differential inclusion and intergroup bias. Values for differential evaluation
were derived from the regression analysis, within which differential inclusion, age, intergroup bias, and their two-way and three-way interactions
were used as predictors. In this figure, to represent high and low intergroup
bias and for high and low differential inclusion, we substituted values 1
standard deviation above and below the means for those variables.

mance and competence factors (i.e., that it confounded these). To
investigate whether different dichotomizations of the classification
ability measure might better predict the dependent variables, we
examined the three alternative dichotomizations described above.
All three were significantly related to age, though none as highly
as the ordinal index. Specifically, older children were more likely
to correctly classify the stimuli regardless of whether they could
justify the classification (r ⫽ .26, p ⬍ .001); older children were
more likely to correctly justify the classification regardless of
whether it had to be shown to them (r ⫽ .30, p ⬍ .001); and older
children were more likely to correctly classify and justify the
classification than they were to fail either of these aspects (r ⫽ .30,
p ⬍ .001). None of these dichotomous measures were significantly
related to the dependent measures. Therefore, although as predicted, older children did show better multiple classification skill
(regardless of the index used), we found no support for the hypothesis that multiple classification skill would mediate the relationship between age and the dependent variables.

Discussion
Several findings emerged clearly from this study. First, as
anticipated, older children’s intergroup bias and differential evaluation were both affected by in-group accountability. Significantly, these findings extend the DSGD model by confirming that
older children are more sensitive to peer group norms when
forming their intergroup judgments and evaluations of individual
normative and deviant group members. Second, though multiple
classification skill increased with age, it was unrelated to children’s intergroup and intragroup differentiation. These findings
have important implications for CDT (Aboud, 1988; Bigler, 1995;
Katz et al., 1975) and attempts to explain the development of
social knowledge using underlying stages of cognitive develop-

The present measure of intergroup bias was based on group
preference rather than simple favorability, but in other respects, the
relationships between this measure and the others in the study are
completely in line with those in Abrams, Cameron, and Rutland
(2003) and Abrams, Cameron, Rutland, and Marques (2003).
Regardless of age, children expressed significant bias in favor of
the in-group summer school. Moreover, intergroup bias increased
with age when the salience of the loyalty norm was heightened by
making children accountable to in-group members. This is consistent with the intergroup accountability hypothesis that older children should be more sensitive to peer group norms.
As expected, multiple classification skill was significantly associated with age. In fact, the relationship was highly comparable
to the correlation of .36 within a 5–10 year age range obtained by
Bigler and Liben (1992), who used a four-task multiple classification skills measure (␣s ⫽ .70 in a pretest and .90 in a posttest;
N ⫽ 75). Thus, it seems reasonable to believe that the present
measure was sufficiently sensitive to detect variations in multiple
classification skill. Despite finding that multiple classification skill
was significantly better among older children, we did not find that
intergroup bias decreased with increasing multiple classification
skill or with age, as might have been predicted by CDT (Aboud,
1988; Katz, 1976; Lambert & Klineberg, 1967). This finding is
consistent with a growing body of research suggesting that intergroup attitudes may not be significantly linked to multiple classification skill (e.g., Abrams, Cameron, & Rutland, 2003; Abrams,
Cameron, Rutland, & Marques, 2003); Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, Ferrell, & Pelletier, 2006; Bigler, Brown, & Markell, 2001;
Cameron & Rutland, in press; Rutland, 1999, 2004; Rutland et al.,
2005) or, indeed, more basic classification skill (Patterson &
Bigler, 2006). Furthermore, we found no evidence that multiple
classification skill was related to intragroup judgments, which
provides an important further line of evidence. Together, this
research suggests that the stages of cognitive development associated with the development of multiple classification skill may
not be especially influential on these forms of social judgment.
One possible explanation for the absence of a relationship
between multiple classification skill and intergroup bias may be
suggested by the absence of an age trend in intergroup bias itself.
This may in part be a product of the accountability manipulation.
Previous developmental research on accountability cues and intergroup attitudes showed that children were less racially prejudiced
because of their expectation that adults may disapprove of intergroup bias (Rutland et al., 2005). In contrast, the present research
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shows that national intergroup bias can be increased with age if
peer group loyalty norms are salient. This suggests that an important avenue for future research will be to investigate how children
develop sensitivity to different types of audience when inferring
norms for judgments about groups and their members.

Intragroup Judgments
In line with the DSGD model, children judged that normative
members were more likely than deviant members to be accepted
by peers. More important, there was a significant developmental
trend in the children’s understanding of differential inclusion, with
the older children performing better than younger children. This
finding provides partial support for CDT’s expectation that older
children should engage in more individuated judgments (Aboud,
1988; Bigler, 1995; Katz et al., 1975). However, significantly, we
found no support for the idea that multiple classification skills are
related to intragroup differentiation. Although age was significantly related to both differential inclusion and multiple classification skills, the latter were unrelated to one another. This does not
necessarily mean that multiple classification skills play no role in
some aspect of subjective group dynamics. However, we found no
evidence for the possibility that multiple classification skill underpins judgments about group inclusion.
On the basis of the notion that older children should give less
weight to group memberships, another possibility is that CDT
might predict that older children will evaluate a group member
who is more partisan (i.e., normative in this context) less positively
than they will an even-handed (i.e., deviant) group member. Indeed, children could have viewed the deviant member as more
generally inclusive and perhaps higher in social competence (see
Erwin, 1993; Schneider, 1993). Thus, children could justifiably
have evaluated the deviant member more favorably than the normative member. But this did not occur. In line with the DSGD
model, the normative in-group member was evaluated more positively than the deviant member. Moreover, this effect increased
significantly in the accountable condition.
Consistent with our intragroup accountability hypothesis, when
they were accountable, older children related their perceptions of
differential inclusion more strongly to their differential evaluations
than did younger children. This highlights the fact that social
competence may mean different things in different contexts (Durkin, 1995). A socially competent child is likely to be one who
understands about adherence to the relevant group norms in a
particular intergroup context and to a relevant audience (Abrams &
Brown, 1989; Rutland et al., 2005). This argues for a revision of
the view that bullies (i.e., children who derogate a deviant member) or aggressors have poor social understanding and poor social–
cognitive skills (Crick & Dodge, 1994; Dodge, Pettit, McClaskey,
& Brown, 1986; McKeough, Yates, & Marini, 1994). Indeed,
research suggests that bullies often have a good understanding of
others’ emotions and their minds in different social situations
(Dunn, 2004; Sutton, Smith, & Swettenham, 1999). Social understanding and related social– cognitive skills are especially important for indirect methods of bullying such as social exclusion
within a group (Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz, & Kaukainen, 1992),
because the bully is likely to require some understanding of group
dynamics. It is interesting to note that, in line with our age
moderation effects, research suggests that indirect forms of bully-

ing increase with age, whereas more direct methods decline (Rivers & Smith, 1994).

The Relationship Between General Intergroup Bias,
Intragroup Differentiation, and Age
In line with the DSGD and previous findings, general intergroup
bias and differential evaluation were positively related. Moreover,
as predicted, the relationship between intergroup bias and differential evaluation was significantly larger among older children. In
addition, consistent with the findings of Abrams, Rutland, and
Cameron (2003), older children who expressed greater intergroup
bias also related their perceptions of differential inclusion more
strongly to their differential evaluation of normative and deviant
group members. The replication of these developmental trends is
important because of the slight change in the measure of intergroup bias. Thus, regardless of whether intergroup bias was measured in terms of favorability (Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, &
Marques, 2003) or intergroup preference, older children’s intergroup judgments were related to their intragroup evaluations more
systematically through their perceptions of differential inclusion.
Note that children did not actually have to see peer group reactions, they merely had to imagine them. Peer group social pressure
was therefore represented psychologically and did not have to take
place directly. This is consistent with the idea that the dynamics of
groups are represented psychologically and have an important role
in judgments of groups and their members. These findings suggest
that developmental processes through middle childhood introduce
differential inclusion as a social–perceptual basis, and perhaps a
sense of justification, for differential evaluation of group members
(Killen, Lee-Kim, McGlothlin, & Stangor, 2002).

Limitations and Implications
By necessity, the present research addressed only part of the
development of subjective group dynamics. One limitation is that
we did not ask children to judge members from the out-group.
Although judgments of out-group members are useful for detecting
the black sheep effect (Marques et al., 1988), it is not necessary to
examine these when testing the relationships between intergroup
and intragroup judgment. Nonetheless, it is conceivable that children’s evaluations of out-group members might show different
relationships with either accountability or multiple classification
skills (see Aboud, 2003; Nesdale, 2001).
A further limitation is that our focus was only on deviance in
terms of the prescriptive in-group loyalty norm. It may be that
other types of deviance (e.g., in terms of appearance, personality,
morality, or legalistic rules) carry different connotations and attract
different evaluations (cf. Killen, Lee-Kim, et al., 2002). However,
it still seems likely that older children will have a more sophisticated understanding of who endorses particular norms and rules,
and members of different groups will have different norms. The
manner in which children make use of this understanding when
they judge the actions and attitudes of others is worthy of investigation in future research.
The summer school intergroup context could be viewed as
relatively novel and free from cultural or historical content. Membership of the summer schools was transitory and presumably
carried less meaning than children’s memberships in longstanding
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social categories such as gender, ethnicity, and nationality or
membership in their regular schools (see also Killen & Stangor,
2001). However, the level of general intergroup bias was quite
high, with a large effect size, so it is not inevitable that using
groups with more history or meaning might have resulted in
stronger effects. Indeed, with some types of group membership
differential evaluations of members within groups may be inhibited, particularly when children are accountable to adults (see
Rutland et al., 2005). In addition, although the present research
was conducted in a relatively individualistic country (but see
Oyserman, Kemmelmeier, & Coon, 2002), it may be that children
in more collectivist cultures have different norms regarding the
treatment of in-group and out-group deviant members (Killen,
Crystal, & Watanabe, 2002; Smith & Bond, 1994; Triandis, 1995).
Owing to our theoretical priorities and practical limitations,
there was a limit to the amount we could ask the children; therefore, the present research did not investigate other variables that
could potentially inform the DSGD model. For example, children’s developing motivational processes and perceptions of subjective validity of the group norms may relate to the judgments of
group members (Abrams, Randsley de Moura, Hutchison, & Viki,
2005; Marques et al., 1998). In addition, future research is also
needed to investigate when and why children might distinguish
effects of the direction of deviance (e.g., opposing the group vs.
being an extremist member) from the effects of the amount of
deviance (large or small absolute differences from normative
members; Abrams et al., 2000). These issues may require that
different or more complex measurement techniques be devised for
use with children. In addition, it would be useful to learn more
about children’s developing sensitivity to the degree of homogeneity within the group, because this may affect the amount of
differential evaluation of the members, as has been found in adult
research (Marques et al., 2001).
There could be several reasons why the present results did not
provide unequivocal support for CDT (Aboud, 1988; Katz, 1976;
Lambert & Klineberg, 1967). A relatively basic single task was
used to test children’s multiple classification skill. It may be useful
to use a more extensive set of items in the future. However,
multiple classification scores were reliably associated with age,
suggesting that the task did tap into some aspects of the cognitive
development of multiple classification skill.7 A further possibility
is that multiple classification skill may play a role earlier in the
processes that we have been investigating. For example, it may be
that it has a more important role in the detection of differences
between individuals and groups, even if it is not implicated in the
judgments that are subsequently made about those differences.
This is an avenue that will need to be explored in future research.
The literature on perspective taking and theory of mind (Harris,
Johnson, Hutton, Andrews, & Cooke, 1989; Nguyen & Frye, 1999;
Symons, McLaughlin, Moore, & Morine, 1997) suggests that
children’s understanding of multiple perspectives develops earlier
in the physical domain than in the social domain. It seems likely
that children’s ability to adopt multiple perspectives, particularly
social perspectives, could relate to their inferences about differential inclusion. For this reason, it would be desirable for future
research to measure these perspective-taking skills. In particular,
the DSGD model would anticipate that children develop an understanding of group dynamics, which enables them to predict and
interpret how group members will respond toward normative and
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deviant group members (Abrams et al., 2005). There are likely to
be both functional and social– developmental reasons why such a
capacity should develop. Functionally, children need to understand
the rules of acceptance and rejection in groups so as to avail
themselves of valued resources that groups can provide (cf. Kurzban & Leary, 2001). Also, with increasing experience of group
membership, children will be directly exposed to peer pressure to
conform to group norms (Erwin, 1993; Rutland et al., 2005), and
they may thereby develop the ability to generalize the “ground
rules” of group membership (cf. Zdaniuk & Levine, 2001).
The developmental literature on peer rejection has traditionally
focused on individual features (e.g., aggression, disruptive behavior) associated with children’s social rejection (e.g., Langlois &
Stephan, 1981; Mostow, Izard, Fine, & Tentacosta, 2002; Newcomb et al., 1993). A similar focus on particular characteristics of
individuals is found in the majority of developmental research that
has portrayed peer group bullying as social interaction limited to a
psychologically disturbed individual and his or her victims (Craig,
1998; Hawker & Boulton, 2000). However, it is possible that these
personal characteristics of the victim and bully result from the
children’s social experiences and the peer group context (Dunn,
2004; Hymel et al., 2002). For example, children may show
aggression because they have been socially excluded on the basis
of their deviant behavior (i.e., not conforming to the normative
expectations of their social group or not acting according to the
reputation of the group).
The present research highlights the fact that judgments of, and
reactions to, individual children (i.e., peer acceptance and rejection) may be determined partly by the intergroup context (see also
Abrams, Hogg, & Marques, 2005; Abrams, Rutland, & Cameron,
2003; Ojala & Nesdale, 2004). It is interesting to note that there is
a growing body of developmental evidence that contextual peer
group norms may play a significant role in bullying and social
rejection among children (Chang, 2004; Coie, Dodge, Terry, &
Wright, 1991; Stormshak, Comeau, & Shepard, 2004). Our research suggests that between the ages of 5 and 12 years, as children
develop a more sophisticated understanding of group dynamics,
they also have at hand a powerful tool for social control and
maintenance of peer group conformity. Thus, developmentally,
bullying behavior such as exclusion and victimization of individuals may come to be based more on peer group norms and
expectations than on purely interpersonal factors. For example,
older children may be more likely to base bullying behavior on
whether an individual conforms to in-group prescriptive norms
(e.g., misbehaving within the school class, wearing the “correct”
in-group clothing) than on idiosyncratic features of an individual
(e.g., their personal name or physical attractiveness). In sum, it
may be that children become older but wilier in their expressions
of intergroup and intragroup evaluations.
7
Other, unpublished data are consistent with those in the present study.
Specifically, Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, Ferrell, and Pelletier (2006)
found that scores on the shapes and colors multiple classification task
loaded on a single factor with scores on three other multiple classification
tasks that used line length and style, bears and elephants of different colors,
and people of different ages and genders. All four measures were similarly
related to age.
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Conclusions

The present findings extend previous research by demonstrating
experimentally that the development of subjective group dynamics
involves an increase in sensitivity to the normative aspects of the
intergroup context. Older children were more sensitive to peer
group norms, and when accountable to their peers, they showed
more general intergroup bias and related expected inclusion of
normative and deviant members more strongly to evaluations of
those members. These findings do not appear to be explained by
children’s multiple classification skill. The findings also extend
previous developmental research on evaluations and justifications
of exclusion (Killen, Crystal, & Wantanabe, 2002), originating
from social– cognitive domain theory (Smetana, 1995; Turiel,
1998), by indicating why with age children increasingly use
social– conventional justifications such as group functioning (e.g.,
“the group won’t work well with someone different in”). The role
of social– conventional knowledge about differential inclusion offers an important new avenue of research that may link social
interaction processes and social conceptions about peer groups in
middle childhood and beyond.
Taken together, these results provide a new line of support for
the DSGD model through a test of its key propositions, a better
understanding of peer rejection when group membership is salient,
and a valuable replication of previous findings. Children who
develop the ability to attend to more individuating information also
show evidence of combining the processes of intragroup and
intergroup comparison. By the age of 12 years, the psychological
processes may be well established that underpin the social regulation of peer group members’ behavior and facilitate peer rejection or bullying within intergroup contexts. Future research is
needed to investigate additional cognitive and sociocognitive antecedents of these processes, to explore other intergroup contexts
(e.g., particularly ethnic, gender, and minimal groups), and to
explore how other aspects of social and moral development
(Killen, Pisacane, Lee-Kim, & Ardila-Rey, 2001) affect children’s
judgments of individuals within groups.
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