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In 2005, the World Championship in Athletics was held in Helsinki - the first one 

Michael, a 6 year old boy in my family would watch. Getting to the final of the 800 metres 

race, her grandmother who was watching with him, pointed out a Kenyan athlete who she 

chose to support. To her utmost surprise the boy said: 'I won't support him, he's Black and he 

stinks”. In 1:44.55 minutes William Yiampoy finished third, and that evening Michael and his 

parents embarked on a longish discussion. 

My family takes pride of being liberal and aims to provide a multicultural upbringing 

in a rather homogenous society, so we were bewildered, there was no question of Michael 

learning this from us. Though smell might be part of the stereotype on Black people, the 

media wouldn't send out these messages in Hungary either and his teachers were not the types 

who would make such comments. The most likely possible source for the learning was his 

friends, which was exactly what the discussion revealed. 

I was shocked myself, too and as a future scholar set down to read what the literature 

would offer to understand the phenomenon. To my surprise, I found very little on the topic, so 

I set out to explore peer impact in the development of children’s ethnic prejudice. 

My main thesis is that children’s intergroup attitudes are shaped by peer impact and 

intergroup attitudes would converge in peer groups of young children. I acknowledge the 

importance of evolutionary, cognitive, emotional, motivational, societal and cultural factors 

and the contributions of other socialising agents. My most important attempt is to show how 

in addition to those factors peers also play an important role in the development of intergroup 

attitudes for 5-7 year old children, though previous quantitative studies do not address this 

question directly with such a young age group. 

I base my arguments on the rich literature conceptualising intergroup attitudes as a 

local norm, discourse and practice embedded in the wider societal context and on 
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ethnographic and social network studies describing emerging intergroup attitudes in child 

groups. I see intergroup relations shaped by the interplay among top down processes from the 

societal and wider group context and bottom up processes of converging intergroup attitudes, 

discourses and practices co-constructed by young children in their peer groups. Though most 

intergroup developmental theorists describe local context as external norms that children 

adhere to, literature on social development shows how discourses and practices in general are 

locally constructed and findings from ethnographic studies describe how children shape 

discourses and practices on race and ethnicity together. Meanwhile, all such processes are 

contextualised by societal intergroup relations. Intergroup attitudes are embedded  in the 

general societal representations, structures and practices and in intergroup representations, 

structures and practices of the local kindergarten context with children actively creating their 

own intergroup peer culture by appropriating elements of general discourses and practices. 

Furthermore, children’s own experiences such as intergroup contact have an impact on their 

intergroup attitudes and their socio-cognitive developmental processes also shape the 

development of intergroup attitudes. 

Consequently, in the set of studies described in my dissertation, I will look at the 

intergroup attitudes of 4-7 year old children and use quantitative and qualitative methods to 

see how are their intergroup attitudes related to 1. bottom-up processes from their peer 

groups, 2. top-down processes from their local context, 3. top-down processes from the their 

societal context, 4. their individual experiences with the target groups and 5. their socio-

cognitive development.  

In the following sections I will first describe the phenomenon in question. How do 

intergroup attitudes develop? Are they the same or different from prejudice in adults? What 

do typical trajectories look like? Secondly, I will look at the wide range of contextual factors 

influencing the development of intergroup attitudes. Besides the focus on peer impact, the 
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local and societal context, intergroup contact and parental influences will be reviewd. As the 

aim of the current review is not to give an account of prejudice or intergroup relations as such, 

but to focus on children and development, I will only include general intergroup theories or 

empirical results with other age groups when important factors in general theories are missing 

from developmental theories or empirical results from child studies are beyond the scope of 

current developmental theories. Finally, I will briefly describe the Hungarian intergroup 

situation to contextualise the analysis. 

A final technical note: as many academic sources are behind a paywall currently from 

my university, I often had to rely on my network at other universities for full-text access. As 

my friend's patience also has its limits, there was a need to prioritise among articles. 

Consequently, those parts of the introduction which are less directly relevant to my topic often 

rely on recent reviews or textbook chapters and not the original empirical studies, more often 

than what I would find satisfactory under ideal conditions. 

The Development of Intergroup Attitudes 

As intergroup relations are highly important aspects of social life all around the world, 

it is no wonder that intergroup attitudes and behaviour are characteristics of children’s social 

life from a very early age on. Meanwhile, as children’s intergroup processes are dependent on 

their socio-cognitive and emotional development, they are qualitatively different from adults’ 

processes, but come to resemble them with increasing similarity over the years. The trajectory 

of development is highly similar across different contexts but is also shaped by bottom up 

processes in the children’s peer groups and the top-down processes from their local and 

societal intergroup context in the content of their intergroup processes and also in how the 

processes unfold.  

To start with the earliest evidence of intergroup processes, studies with small infants 
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show how salient social categories are employed by even preverbal children. 3 month old 

infants differentiate between people of different ages, gender and between salient racial 

groups, though 1 month old infants do not (Hirschfeld, 2001, 2008). Based on these studies, 

evolutionary developmentalists argue that there are innate mechanisms for categorising 

different kinds of people. From the evolutionary perspective, the psychology of intergroup 

relations is the product of a human history of frequent intergroup conflict where within 

coalition cooperation and between group conflict were important fitness promoting ways 

(Fishbein, 2002; Tooby & Cosmides, 2010). Consequently, innate mechanisms to equip 

humans with the ability to easily detect and group different kinds of people are also fitness 

promoting. As race and ethnicity have not been significant markers for a large part of human 

history, there is no innate mechanism for detecting race and ethnicity specifically, but as these 

are important categories marking ingroup boundaries and intergroup coalitions in today’s 

societies, very small infants already deduct the priority of such categories from the 

interactions in their surroundings (Platten, Hernik, Fonagy, & Fearon, 2010). It is interesting 

to note though that such mechanisms presuppose that racial-ethnic groups are perceptually 

distinguishable even for a small infant, though this is not necessarily the case in all intergroup 

settings. 

Based on these ethnic-racial categorisations, until age 3-4 the dominant focus in socio-

cognitive development is on affect. The fear of strangers  (Allport, 1999), fear of the unknown  

(Aboud, 2008) or fear from threatening outgroup members (Teichman & Bar-Tal, 2008) are 

most characteristic of outgroup perceptions. Similarly to intergroup threat with adults 

(Stephan, Lausanne, Esses, Stephan, & Martin, 2005), young children might also experience 

outgroup members as threatening their resources or way of life e.g. in conflict settings (Bar-

Tal, 1996; Teichman & Bar-Tal, 2008), and experience fear as a consequence. 

With the advance of ethnic awareness starting at age 3 in multiethnic contexts children 
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learn to categorise and label based on the salient markers in their surroundings (Nesdale, 

2008). Outgroups are homogenised based on external features, as the dominant focus in socio-

cognitive processes at this age is on external perceptual cues (Aboud, 1988, 2008). Children 

thus use ethnic-racial categories to differentiate amongst people and to interpret behaviour. 3-

5 year olds increasingly show racial consistency, believing that race is fixed at birth 

(Hirschfeld, 2008). By this age race is a highly salient category for most children in U.S. 

settings – when asked to sort pictures any way they like, almost 70% sort based on racial cues 

(Katz, 2003). These developments occur even earlier in more polarised intergroup settings - 

half of Israeli Jewish children self-categorise as Jewish or Israeli at age 2-3, a year before 

children in peaceful settings do (Teichman & Bar-Tal, 2008). Furthermore, the earliest signs 

of implicit bias can be found at age 3 – White American children are more likely to categorise 

angry ambiguous faces as Black than as White and the reverse holds for happy faces. 

(Dunham & Banaji, 2012; cited in (Olson & Dunham, 2010)).  

The categorisation also results in explicit evaluative bias towards outgroups - from 2-3 

years to 5-7 years intergroup bias is growing in all contexts and against all groups surveyed in 

the past 80 years, as a recent meta-analysis reporting over 120 studies with ethnic, racial or 

national outgroups concludes (Raabe & Beelmann, 2011).  

Furthermore, ethnographic studies go beyond documenting attitudes to show how 3-5 

year old children engage in complex racialised interactions. To give some hints to the 

pervasiveness of race in these mixed intergroup settings, Debra Van Ausdale, who spent one 

year in a multi-ethnic preschool in the US, observed 1-3 significant episodes with a racial-

ethnic dimension per day in a group of 58 children. Children used ethnic-racial concepts to 

include and exclude others and to define themselves and others with much higher frequency 

than what their parents or caretakers expected (Ausdale & Feagin, 1996; Van Ausdale & 

Feagin, 2002).  
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In addition, children used these ethnic-racial concepts with a much higher level of 

sophistication than what the focus on external features in socio-cognitive theories would 

suggest. 3,5 year old children used language as an ethnic marker for example to exclude non-

Spanish speaking children from a play. Similarly, in another example, knowledge about 

cultural transmission was linked to a way to define others – one of the 4 year olds identified 

the researcher as Indian because her hair was in braids. And if the researcher herself was not 

(as she claimed) then at least her mother must have been. Finally, even 3 year olds seemed to 

be aware of status differences among languages and races using hierarchies in their 

interactions during conflicts or to achieve control (Ausdale & Feagin, 1996; Van Ausdale & 

Feagin, 2002).  

In the meantime, from 4-5 years children begin to base their self-esteem on their social 

identities as attested by several minimal group studies  (Nesdale, 2008). As children are aware 

of their social group membership and are able to differentiate ingroup from outgroup, social 

groups become part of the self. Since people strive for positive identities, they often engage in 

comparisons which positively differentiate the ingroup from the outgroups (Abrams, 2011; 

Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, Oakes, Haslam, & McGarty, 1994), and such ingroup 

favouritism is a common consequence with children, too.  

Still, around 6 years several overlapping developmental processes allow for a possible 

decline in intergroup bias, and in most settings bias indeed declines against ethnic and racial 

minority groups but not against national outgroups (Raabe & Beelmann, 2011). Firstly, in 

socio-cognitive development, there is a shift to the dominance of cognitive processes which 

allows for a more differentiated perception of outgroup members. Secondly, the shift from 

focusing on undifferentiated group perceptions to focusing on individuals allows for 

individuated perceptions of outgroup members. Thirdly, from this age children are 

increasingly sensitive to group norms (Nesdale & Dalton, 2011). There are developmental 
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preconditions for children to experience the negative consequences of transgressing group 

norms - the ability to change perspectives and feel empathy, to experience social emotions 

and have a relatively developed Theory of Mind are all necessary prerequisites – and by this 

age these are all present. Accordingly, children respond to ingroup norms on intergroup 

relations from age 4.  

Consequently, from age 5-6 the active preference for the ingroup is not necessarily 

coupled with dislike for the outgroup, but depends on the ingroup’s norms. By the age of 5-6, 

children control their explicit ethnic ingroup bias when anti-bias norms are salient (Nesdale, 

2011; Rutland, Cameron, Milne, & McGeorge, 2005) and many children rate racial exclusion 

as wrong (Killen, Kelly, Richardson, Crystal, & Ruck, 2010; Killen, Lee-Kim, McGlothlin, 

Stangor, & Helwig, 2002). However, for those children who identify with ingroups with a 

norm of ethnic prejudice and especially under threatening conditions, outgroups become the 

target of dislike and  hatred (Nesdale, Durkin, Maass, & Griffiths, 2005). 

In contrast with explicit bias though, automatic or implicit biases seem less responsive 

to norms. Implicit bias does not decline after middle childhood according to the previously 

cited meta-analysis (Raabe & Beelmann, 2011). Levels of implicit Black-White bias are 

similar to adult-like levels from age 6 with implicit and explicit attitudes starting to diverge at 

age 10 (Banaji, Baron, Dunham, & Olson, 2010) and the minimal group paradigm with 5-

year-old children produces implicit bias (Dunham, Baron, & Carey, 2011). The results are 

similar across very diverse cultural contexts such as the U.S and Japan (Banaji, et al., 2010).  

These results are in line with the widely accepted consensus that despite the massive 

general reduction in explicit racist attitudes in many contexts, automatic or implicit biases 

(which are unconscious, unintentional, uncontrolled and effective) are prevalent among adults 

and significantly impact intergroup behaviour (Bodenhausen, Todd, & Richeson, 2009; 
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Devine & Sharp, 2009; Greenwald, Poehlman, Uhlmann, & Banaji, 2009). Finally, after age 

10 there is no general trend, explicit attitudes are very divergent depending on the relative 

status of the different outgroups and norms relating to outgroup attitudes towards specific 

groups (Raabe & Beelmann, 2011). 

Summarisingly, explicit and implicit intergroup biases are present from at least 3 years 

with increasingly “adult-like” patterns.  As we can see, though there are general trends and 

common trajectories across different contexts, context plays a role in the development of 

intergroup attitudes both in the development of processes and their content.  

In the meantime, though developmental social psychologists are documenting how 

intergroup attitudes become increasingly “adult-like”, most of this research treats intergroup 

relations and attitudes as one dimensional. The focus is on intergroup bias as liking or 

disliking other groups, though there is ample “adult” theory and research on the wide range of 

relevant cognitions, emotions and behaviour besides this dimension. The stereotype content 

model for example describes how stereotypes differ in the warmth and competence attributed 

to outgroups based on their relative position in society (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002).  In 

addition, general intergroup theories describe a wide range of emotions, including further 

negative and positive ones which are lacking from developmental approaches – fear, disgust, 

contempt and admiration are probably the most salient examples. Furthermore, with the 

advance of social identity processes, children might be able to experience group based or 

intergroup emotions on behalf of other group members even if the emotion inducing events 

are not happening to them directly but to other ingroup members, just like adults do (Smith & 

Mackie, 2006; Yzerbyt & Kuppens, 2009). Finally, especially research on sexism describes 

how attitudes and behaviour towards a target group might be characterised by ambivalence 

like attitudes towards women often are (Glick, Diebold, Bailey-Werner, & Zhu, 1997). 
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The Development of Intergroup Attitudes in Context 

The development of intergroup attitudes is highly contextualised both in the content of 

the attitudes and how the developmental process unfolds. To define context the definition by 

Ashmore, Deaux, and McLaughlin cited by Teichman and Bar-Tal (2008) is modified to refer 

to the general and continuing multilayered and interwoven set of practices, social structures, 

and shared belief systems that surround any intergroup situations. These contexts are partly 

created in peer groups through bottom up processes and are partly the contexts that children 

participate in at the local and societal level. 

There are two different ways for these contexts to influence the development of 

intergroup attitudes: through top-down processes when shared societal discourses are highly 

salient or through bottom up processes when external perceptual cues are highly salient. The 

two prominent theories of contextualised intergroup development highlight either process 

over the other. 

Teichman and Bar-Tal (2008) propose a contextualised theory of prejudice 

development based on their research in the Israeli setting of an intractable conflict. Integrative 

Developmental Contextual Theory describes how the conflict results in an almost universally 

shared psychological intergroup repertoire which becomes shared by children also in the 

course of their development. It includes narratives, beliefs, attitudes and emotions related to 

the conflict which exert their influence on all phases and aspects of development and are 

transmitted to children through various socialising agents.  

This shared intergroup repertoire determines the salient relations and the content and 

valence of stereotypes and prejudice, and also has an impact on the developmental processes 

themselves. It accelerates the acquisition of social categories, social identification and 

intergroup differentiation with half of Jewish children self-categorising as Jewish or Israeli at 
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age 2-3, a year before children in peaceful settings do. Affective reactions and sharp ingroup 

bias also appear earlier - 2,5-3.5 year old children see Arabs as a potential threat and express 

fear from them, and by age 4-5 ingroup bias in trait attributions is very sharp for majority 

children. Furthermore, these trait attributions are also dynamically related to the societal 

context – they are dependent on the actual level of conflict and are less biased in more 

peaceful times. 

In contrast, developmental intergroup theory (Bigler & Liben, 2006, 2007) describes 

how the societal context makes certain groups salient but afterwards focuses on the bottom up 

processes of children interpreting their environment along these salient group boundaries. 

Group salience depends on perceptual discriminability of groups, proportional group size, 

explicit labelling of social groups and implicit use of social groups for children. According to 

developmental intergroup theory (Bigler & Liben, 2006, 2007),  these visible differences 

make group differentiation more salient though they are not strictly necessary – there are 

cases of children verbally expressing negative attitudes towards groups they are unable to 

differentiate. However, these stereotypes would be less complex and less deeply felt 

following their theorising. Once intergroup boundaries are established based on situational 

cues, context is important in the content and valence of stereotypes and intergroup attitudes 

related to salient groups. Labelling and verbal information are also sources for these contents 

together with group-attribute covariation. Driven by social identity processes and essentialism 

children would construct their stereotypes based on direct verbal learning and group-attribute 

covariation in their environment. 

The applicability of these theories to the Hungarian context is an interesting question. 

As the main targets of negative societal discourse, the Roma are not a perceptually 

distinguishable minority in most cases, it is hard to tell how the top down processes from 
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salient societal discourses would meet the bottom up processes of children interpreting the 

intergroup context along perceptually not distinguishable social categories. 

Peer Impact and Children's Intergroup Attitudes 

Several general developmental theorists argue that children also create their own 

developmental context as development is inherently interactional and interpretative (Bruner, 

1990; Vygotsky, 1986). A long line of empirical research also shows how peers play a special 

role in this development. As children interact with peers and interpret their environment, they 

establish discourses and practices together, creating their own peer cultures (Mérei & Binét, 

1980). These peer cultures are autonomous and creative social systems, not imitations or 

replications of adult worlds, but appropriations of elements from the adult world (Corsaro & 

Eder, 1990). Though previously reviewed intergroup developmental theories embed the 

processes and content in local and societal context (Bigler & Liben, 2007; Teichman & Bar-

Tal, 2008), none of them could be characterised by this interactional and interpretative 

approach.  

The classic Robber’s Cave experiments by Sherif and Sherif are probably the first 

demonstration of how such an intergroup peer culture might emerge in groups of pre-

adolescents, with competing groups in a boy’s camp establishing such an autonomous and 

creative system of intergroup relations. As children were placed in a situation of intensive 

intergroup competition and conflict they created discourses and practices which shaped and 

justified their intergroup attitudes. The richness of the field study documents how the boys 

invented new practices every day to derogate the outgroup and how discourses shifted to more 

and more negative representations of the outgroup as the conflict unfolded (Sherif & Sherif, 

1980).  
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Similarly, recent field and experimental studies in various contexts and target groups 

provided evidence for peer impact in intergroup attitudes towards real life outgroups. Two 

studies examined how homophobic attitudes and reported behaviour of adolescents converged 

in peer groups in the Midwestern United States (Poteat, 2007; Poteat & Spanierman, 2010) 

and a similar study reported converging attitudes in peer groups from the Netherlands (Thijs 

& Verkuyten, 2011). All found sizable group differences across peer groups in valence of 

their intergroup attitudes levels and peer context was strongly related to individual intergroup 

attitudes.  More specifically, attitudes towards homosexual men and Lesbian women 

converged over 8 months in peer groups. In addition, peer group aggregate scores were strong 

predictors of individual homophobic attitudes, most strikingly Time 1 group scores explained 

a large part of Time 2 individual scores over Time 1 individual scores (Poteat, 2007). The 

ideological climate of the peer group also became more similar within groups over time and 

predicted individual homophobic attitudes similarly to the homophobic attitudes themselves 

(Poteat & Spanierman, 2010). In both cases, the peer context had an impact over the initial 

individual level both cross-sectionally and longitudinally. Similarly, co-ethnic classroom 

peers aggregated scores were important predictors for grade 5 & 6 children's own intergroup 

evaluations for Dutch and Turkish Dutch children in the Netherlands (Thijs & Verkuyten, 

2011).  

However, peer groups do not converge on all attitudes though, the salience of the 

target groups is a necessary precondition. To give an example, attitudes were only similar 

towards stigmatised outgroups for 7&8 grade Italian students, while for neutrally evaluated 

outgroups, peer impact was not relevant. The authors conclude that attitudes towards 

stigmatised outgroups might be a criteria for friendship selection whereas nonstigmatised 

outgroups are not similarly relevant nor are these groups subjects of discussion among peers 

(Kiesner, Maass, Cadinu, & Vallese, 2003). 
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Furthermore, a quasi-experimental setting demonstrated how discussions on outgroups 

result in converging attitudes (Aboud & Doyle, 1996a). The study involved White children in 

grade 3 & 4 in multiracial schools in Canada. The friends were identified by mutual 

nominations and were paired according to differences in their intergroup attitudes in a 

preceding measurement. Each dyad involved a child with relatively positive and relatively 

negative intergroup attitudes who were asked to discuss their evaluations of outgroups they 

had previously evaluated differently in an individual setting. The discussion brought the 

children's views closer to each other, in most cases resulting in less biased responses.  

In the meantime, the same authors failed to find convergence in a highly-cited field 

study of friendship dyads (Aboud & Doyle, 1996b). As this study did not check for salience 

of target groups or extent of discussions, it does not refute peer impact though, only provides 

a case where convergence did not happen with the target group examined. Though all these 

studies focusing on peer impact involved older children than the present sample, ethnographic 

studies with the same age group also document jointly constructed peer discourses and 

practices (Connolly, 2000; Van Ausdale & Feagin, 2002) 

Summarisingly, peers seem to impact each other’s intergroup discourses and practices 

if target groups are salient and children do engage in creating a shared peer culture on their 

intergroup relations. 

Top-down Processes from the Local Context 

The local context of institutional norms and the proportion of minority and majority 

students are both related to children’s intergroup attitudes. As we have seen in the section on 

developmental trajectories, from age 5-6 children have the necessary cognitive skills to have 

more positive intergroup attitudes if anti-bias norms are salient. In accordance, school and 
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teacher norms are related to the intergroup attitudes of children directly through creating 

norms of intergroup relation and through shaping intergroup practices and structures.  

Multicultural education and especially consistent teacher reactions to ethnic 

victimisation lead to more favourable intergroup attitudes in a series of studies in primary 

schools in the Netherlands. The effects were far more pronounced for majority children, 

possibly through setting the norms of intergroup coexistence (Verkuyten, 2010). In addition, 

multiculturalism as a school policy determines the relative status of groups in a school context 

and influences intergroup behaviour and attitudes through those arrangements - more equal 

settings in U.S. schools result in more positive intergroup attitudes among European 

American children towards their Hispanic American classmates  (Tropp & Prenovost, 2010). 

Finally, teacher's attitudes also impact children's attitudes directly. The implicit attitudes of 

their favourite teachers correlated with children's implicit attitudes towards immigrants in an 

Italian study with the teachers presumably transmitting these attitudes through nonverbal 

communication (Vezzali, Giovannini, & Capozza, 2012). 

In addition, the proportion of minority and majority children in the local context is 

also related to intergroup attitudes. From the majority perspective, when diversity increases to 

the point of minorities being perceived as threatening, larger minority groups are targets of 

more negative intergroup attitudes. The level of perceived conflict is more important though 

than composition itself if the proportion of minority students is smaller (Dejaeghere, Hooghe, 

& Claes, 2012). 

Furthermore, with the growing proportion of minority children, there are more 

opportunities for intergroup contact and friendship, too. However, when the high proportion 

of minorities is perceived as threatening, friendship segregation becomes more pronounced 

(Mouw & Entwisle, 2006). If heterogeneity is composed of various diverse groups, that still 
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might change the perspective from an us-versus-them framing, increasing cross-group 

friendships again. School policies also mediate - equal settings within the same schools result 

in a linear increase in cross-race friendships mostly through mixing students in extra-

curricular activities (Moody, 2001).  

From a minority perspective, school composition interacts with acculturation strategies 

and identity development processes. Students from assimilation-bound minority groups prefer 

more majority friends in their network. Furthermore, when minority students are a small 

minority in the school, there is a tendency to choose same race friends supposedly because of 

the need for the specific support such co-ethnic friendships provide (Quillian & Campbell, 

2003). 

In sum, local context is related to the development of intergroup attitudes through 

perceived norms and proportion of minority students. For minority students acculturation 

strategies are also intertwined with contextual factors.  

Top-down Processes from the Societal Context 

Societal intergroup relations will be related to the discourses children are exposed to 

and the societal practices and structures will shape their ingroup’s position and the intergroup 

contact situations they encounter. This section focuses on how societal representations are 

related to intergroup attitudes, while the next two sections discuss how intergroup contact and 

ingroup position is related to the development of intergroup attitudes. 

There is very little research relating young children's ethnic-racial attitudes to societal 

representations of intergroup situations, though older age group's investigation shows how 

important these could be. There are a large number potential sources of information that 

convey these intergroup representation: “parental discourse and practices, the school 

curriculum and school textbooks, teacher discourse and practices, peer group discourse and 
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practices, and the representational content of mass media, the Internet, and other literacy and 

visual resources to which the child has access”(Barrett & Davis, 2008). Furthermore, this 

societal context is beyond national boundaries, too as children are exposed to representations 

or interact with peers through the media or internet.  

By age 8-9, children are aware of societal representations of minority groups and are 

able to separate their personal opinion from them (Augoustinos & Rosewarne, 2001). In 

accordance, learning about racism changes children's intergroup attitudes especially with 

majority children. 6-11 year old European American children had more positive attitudes 

towards African Americans and endorsed more counter stereotypical views of African 

Americans after six history lessons emphasising the impact of racism on famous African 

American people (Hughes, Bigler, & Levy, 2007).  

By late adolescence and young adulthood, societal representations dynamically 

influence both ingroup and outgroup attitudes. Verkuyten and colleagues documented the 

impact of temporarily highly salient societal discourse on Islam threat in the Netherlands. The 

majority Dutch youth evaluated the Moroccan and Turkish immigrant groups more negatively 

when the public discourse was the most negative, but there were no changes in the evaluations 

of other immigrant groups. In parallel, when the political context was highly threatening for 

the Turkish Dutch participants they evaluated all outgroups more negatively than before or 

after these political shifts (Verkuyten, 2008; Verkuyten & Zaremba, 2005).  

The only study to the best of my knowledge which tracks early impact of societal 

representations is the previously cited research from Israel. Exposed to threatening 

representations of Arabs from very early age on, 2,5-3.5 year old children see Arabs as a 

potential threat and express fear from them, and by age 4-5 ingroup bias in trait attributions is 

very sharp for majority children. Furthermore, these trait attributions are dynamically related 
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to the societal context – they are more positive in more peaceful times (Teichman & Bar-Tal, 

2008).  

In sum, societal representations are related to valence of intergroup attitudes and 

stereotype content for the older age group and are related to emotions and trait attributions for 

younger children, though other aspects of intergroup attitudes are not covered in previous 

research. 

Intergroup Contact 

Probably the most commonly advocated method of improving intergroup relations is 

intergroup contact, though recent critical studies are questioning its all-encompassing 

effectiveness. There is a sizeable correlation between meeting people from outgroups and 

lower prejudice (r=.215) for children, adolescents and adults alike according to a series of 

meta-analyses summarising over 500 studies (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), and intergroup 

friendship especially is highly effective (r=.236) in reducing prejudice with children, too 

(Davies, Tropp, Aron, Pettigrew, & Wright, 2011). Contact reduces intergroup bias with 

different outgroups such as ethnic, racial groups, elderly people, people with mental or 

physical disabilities and mental illness and it works across different settings such as school, 

recreational or residential contact. There are optimal conditions  – equal status, cooperation, 

common goals and authority support – which add to the effectiveness of contact (r=.287 for 

adults and r=.288 for children) though they are not strictly necessary in general according to 

the same meta-analysis (r=.204 for adults and r=201 for children) (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). 

However, recent critical studies show how contact is embedded in the wider societal 

context. One notable phenomenon is that in highly unequal settings contact will not improve 

intergroup relations as the interactions themselves are rigidly structured (Dixon et al., 2010). 

Furthermore, not all contact is equally beneficial, negative contact might actually result in 
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more negative attitudes (Barlow et al., 2012). In addition, especially if contact is not optimal, 

it might make minority members see their own group’s discrimination less (Wright & 

Lubensky, 2009) even in highly unequal societies (Dixon, Tropp, Durrheim, & Tredoux, 

2010). Though there are no studies on such contact side effects on minority children, the early 

start of internalised racism as a result of exposure to racist discourses suggests that personal 

encounters with majority members with a racist intergroup attitude might also lead to 

adopting biased majority perspectives on the ingroup.  

Meanwhile, the closeness of contact is also important for its effectiveness. Though 

direct contact might significantly improve intergroup attitudes, in many settings indirect or 

extended contact is more likely. The extended contact hypothesis posits that the knowledge 

that an ingroup member has a positive relation with an outgroup member is enough in itself to 

improve intergroup relations. Extended contact has an effect with children, too, though effect 

sizes are in general much smaller than in the case of actual contact (Wright, Aron, & 

McLaughlin-Volpe, 1997). Furthermore, extended contact only works for children with low 

quality contact, whereas children with high quality cross-group contact such as friendships, 

are less effected by extended contact interventions (Cameron, Rutland, Douch, & Brown, 

2006; Cameron, Rutland, Hossain, & Petley, 2011) In addition, extended contact interventions 

focused only on positive extended contact, though knowing that friends have negative 

experiences with outgroup members might impact intergroup attitudes as well. 

Imagined contact is another possible intervention that could lead to more positive 

intergroup attitudes (Cameron, Rutland, Turner, Holman-Nicolas, & Powell, 2011; Crisp & 

Turner, 2012). The first studies with children showed that imagined contact is also beneficial, 

with similarly weaker effects then actual contact (Cameron, Rutland, Turner, et al., 2011). 

Further studies will probably lead to similar conclusions - that imagined contact works best 

with children when actual contact is lacking.  
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Summarisingly, positive and close contact is related to improved intergroup relations 

with children, too. So does extended and imagined contact when direct contact is not 

available, though direct contact has a stronger impact. However, negative and unequally 

structured contact might exacerbate intergroup bias and lead to internalised racism among 

minority children. 

Development of Intergroup Attitudes and Minority Position 

Whether and how members of stigmatised groups are able to have positive self-esteem 

and minority identity is a debated question. As social identity theory focuses on strategies 

through which disadvantaged group members could also achieve positive esteem, it is 

inconsistent with the widespread phenomenon of outgroup favouritism among minority group 

members. Both social dominance theory and system justification theory argue that SIT 

overemphasises ingroup favouritism and underemphasises outgroup preference without 

providing a satisfactory explanation on how disadvantaged group members often hold 

unfavourable attitudes towards their ingroup. In addition, SIT also underestimates social 

consensus regarding justification of group status differences despite the fact that advantaged 

and disadvantaged group members are often in agreement about existing hierarchies (Jost, 

Banaji, & Nosek, 2004; Sidanius, Pratto, Laar, & Levin, 2004). 

Some of the criticism could be applied with a developmental focus as well, qualitative 

reviews on minority children show very mixed results on intragroup bias depending on the 

intergroup context (Teichman & Bar-Tal, 2008). Most importantly for my participants, these 

tendencies might already be present at age 5. At this age children from disadvantaged groups 

fail to show similar implicit ingroup bias to their majority mates (Banaji, et al., 2010; 

Newheiser & Olson, 2012), which could be taken to suggest that some elements of system-

justification start at age 5 (Baron & Banaji, 2009).  
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Further evidence from a different research tradition on social identity and internalised 

racism confirms this view. Growing up with a racist discourse as the main intergroup 

representation, minority children themselves might adopt these interpretations of their 

ingroup. In accordance, there is evidence for the effect of stereotype threat on minority 

children by age 5 indeed (Hirschfeld, 2008). Furthermore, even with counterbalancing 

nonracist interpretations, if the main discourse children are exposed to is racist, they are not 

able to critically investigate the biased societal constructions of race before the necessary 

cognitive skills and societal knowledge are developed and acquired. Consequently, if children 

not yet take a social or group consciousness perspective on race, their ingroup perspective 

might be characterised by false consciousness (Quintana, 2008). This acceptance of a racist 

perspective on the ingroup might be a stage in the development of ethnic identity or racial 

perspective, but for lack of counterbalancing narratives, internalised racism might carry on to 

adults, too (Cross & Cross, 2008).  

These studies suggest that if societal intergroup representations are racist, minority 

children need strong and consistent messages from other sources to develop a positive 

intragroup attitude. 

Parent's Role in the Socialisation of Prejudice 

Parents are possible socialising agents of intergroup attitudes through shaping their 

children’s personality, vertical transmission of attitudes and by selecting the intergroup 

discourses and practices children are exposed to. 

To start with the personality developmental influence, the highly prejudiced 

authoritarian personality is a result of too strong paternal authority leading to unresolved 

psychodynamic conflicts according to the classic but debated theory (Adorno, 1980).  
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Continuing with vertical transmission factors, an unpublished meta-analysis reports 

small to moderate correlation for explicit parent-child attitudes (r = .24 ) synthesising 17 

studies with 3552 participants (Rodríguez-García, Wagner, & Lemmer, 2009). It is often less 

direct intergroup attitudes, such as White mother's differentiated trait attribution to Blacks that 

is correlated with children's attitudes (Aboud & Doyle, 1996b). Furthermore, transmission of 

attitudes is often through intergroup practices. White mothers who employed a colour-blind 

strategy to child-raising were highly reluctant to discuss race but the number of the mother's 

interracial friendships was strongly related to the children's prejudice (Pahlke, Bigler, & 

Suizzo, 2012).  In addition, in countries which have a weaker norm of colour blindedness or 

political correctness and where parents would freely convey their intergroup biases to their 

children, attitudes are similar and children do cite parents as their source, as studies from 

Costa Rica (Rodriguez-Garcia & Wagner, 2009), Israel (Bar-Tal, 1996) and Northern Ireland 

show (Stringer et al., 2010).  However, children are not passive recipients of parental 

intergroup views – their own early positive contact experiences might act as a buffer against 

prejudiced parental attitudes (Towles-Schwen & Fazio, 2001) and parent-child attitudes are 

more convergent when children highly identify with their parents (Sinclair, Dunn, & Lowery, 

2005). 

Summarisingly, parents seem to be an important factor in the socialisation of 

children's ethnic-racial attitudes but whether through direct or more subtle channels of 

transmission depends on the context and their relative impact also varies between children. 

The Hungarian Intergroup Context 

The Hungarian intergroup context is different from the U.S. or Western European 

context in many ways. Most importantly perhaps, though Hungary is a multi-ethnic country, 

the largest ethnic groups are highly assimilated ethnic groups that have been historically 
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present in the country. The largest ethnic minority group in Hungary and the target of the 

most widespread ethnic prejudice is a historic minority, too. The 500-700 thousand strong 

Roma are a heterogenous group in social status, culture, language and lifestyle. One thing 

many of them share though is widespread discrimination in education, housing, labour 

market, healthcare, political participation and access to public institutions (see (Immigration 

and Refugee Board of Canada, 2012) for a recent review of NGO, governmental and 

intergovernmental reports). Meanwhile, immigration is relatively low in comparison with 

most EU countries or the U.S. and most of the immigrants are ethnic Hungarians from the 

neighbouring countries. There is a sizeable Asian population of about 20 thousand people, 

mostly from China and Vietnam, and there are about 1500 immigrants from various African 

countries with 60-70 % of these communities living in Budapest (Hárs, 2010). To the best of 

my knowledge, there are no studies documenting Asian or African immigrants lives from a 

legal or sociological discrimination perspective. 

There are ample studies on perceptions of Roma and immigrants though, which tap 

into majority attitudes and opinions towards them. Attitudes towards Roma, Chinese and 

Black people are constantly negative both among adults and young people and highly 

negative in a European comparison (Örkény & Váradi, 2010) and unfavourable attitudes 

towards different outgroups are moderately correlated (Balassa, 2006).  

Roma are the least liked ethnic group at 23-32 sympathy rankings out of 100 based on 

comparable public opinion polls from 1997-2007 (Gimes, Juhász, Kiss, Krekó, & Somogyi, 

2008). Though openly racist statements have become less popular between 1992 and 2004, 

they were still agreed with by over 30 % and social distances from Roma were very large (30 

% wouldn't want to share a workplace and 60% wouldn't share a family (Enyedi, Fábián, & 

Sik, 2004). Looking at the content of anti-Roma stereotypes, 50-60% think criminality is in 

their blood while 80-90% think they would be better off if they started working finally 
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(Dencső & Sík, 2007). Furthermore, on average people see Roma as lazy, dirty, violent, 

stupid, loud, revengeful and hedonistic (Gimes, et al., 2008). The media also conveys negative 

representations of Roma, most often as poor, passive beneficiaries of state interventions and 

in relation with criminal activities with interpretations of Roma as a threat becoming more 

vocal (Messing & Bernáth, 2012). 

Immigrant groups and immigration are not favoured by the Hungarian population in 

general either. Around 40% wouldn't allow immigrants of other ethnicities into the country  

(Gimes, et al., 2008)and around 20 % wouldn't accept any refugees,  while one-third thinks 

Hungary is worse off with immigrants coming here (Dencső & Sík, 2007) as 70 % feel that 

immigrants contribute to crime and 60 % think immigrants take jobs away. Comparing 

different immigrant groups, Black people receive a 40-45 sympathy rating out of 100 on 

average, for Chinese people average scores are 33-40 based on comparable public opinion 

polls from 1997-2007 (Enyedi, et al., 2004). The attitudes towards Chinese actually reflect the 

attitudes towards Asian immigrants in general as perceptions do not distinguish among 

Chinese, Vietnamese or other Asian immigrants (Nguyen, 2012) 

Though earlier research showed considerable variation in anti-Roma attitudes across 

the population, today anti-Roma sentiments seem more and more consensualised. Previous 

studies showed for example that though anti-Roma attitudes are stronger in villages, in many 

areas there are more opportunities for contact and attitudes are also more strongly moderated 

by contact. In addition, education and wealth used to be both negatively related to anti-Roma 

biases (Dencső & Sík, 2007; Enyedi, et al., 2004). Today, though the public opinion polls 

show relatively stable tendencies, media representations have become far more biased in the 

past few years and there is a growing trend of demand for right wing extremism in Hungary. 

The mixture of prejudice towards ethnic minorities, immigrants, LGBTQ people, right wing 
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value orientiation, aversion towards the political system and fear, mistrust and pessimism 

have been steadily growing in the past years (Krekó, Juhász, & Molnár, 2011). 

Recent youth surveys showed similar patterns with adolescents, 13-17 olds 

consistently keep the largest social distance from Roma (50-70 % wouldn't sit next to them) 

with more favourable attitudes towards Black people (15-20%) and Chinese people (20-25 %) 

(Csákó, 2011; Murányi, 2010; Murányi & Szabó, 2007). These numbers might be somewhat 

sensitive to measurement, too – on a smaller sample similar, but differently worded answers 

indicated smaller social distance (44 % wouldn't sit next to Roma, 9 % for Black people 18 % 

for Chinese people) (Ligeti, 2006). In poorer residential areas and less elite schools youth are 

more negative towards different outgroups. Furthermore, those students who are exposed to a 

more diverse set of opinions through more interaction with a wide range of socialisation 

agents are less prejudiced (Csákó, 2011; Murányi, 2010; Murányi & Szabó, 2007). Still, 16-

17 year old youth are more prejudiced than their parents but youth anti-Roma attitudes are 

also contingent on local norms (Enyedi, et al., 2004; Erős & Fábián, 1999).  

Finally, in recent qualitative studies with adolescents about their relation to 

immigrants and Roma all three target groups representations are described (Szilassy, 2006). 

Intergroup attitudes towards Roma are the most negative and are characterised by perceptions 

of threat to a large extent. Attitudes towards Chinese are overwhelmingly negative and related 

to their intergroup experiences in the Chinese markets [for cheap goods] where the Asian 

vendors are perceived as thrifty and bad tempered and to Chinese restaurants, where the 

perceived exoticity of the food is treated with distrust. Meanwhile African or Black 

immigrants are viewed more favourably by the same adolescents, high sociability, warmth, 

and exceptional dancing skills are admirable characteristics. It is also worth noting, that most 

adolescents subscribed to an ethnic definition of being Hungarian and not a civic one, 
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meaning that immigrants who were not of Hungarian ethnic descent were identified as not 

belonging to Hungary.  

Research aims and hypotheses 

As we can see, there are generally negative intergroup attitudes towards Roma, Black 

and Chinese people in Hungary and these are shared by adults and adolescents alike. Whether 

this is the case with young children and whether their intergroup attitudes are the result of 

peer processes is for this dissertation to explore. The aim of the research is to see whether 

developing intergroup attitudes are related to 1. bottom-up processes from the children’s peer 

groups, 2. top-down processes from the children’s local context, 3. top-down processes from 

the children’s societal context, 4. their individual experiences with the target groups and 5. 

their socio-cognitive development. The specific hypotheses are the following: 

 

1. Developing intergroup attitudes will be related to bottom-up processes 

from the children’s peer groups. 

a. Intergroup attitudes will converge in peer groups if target groups 

are salient. The more time children spend together, the higher the convergence 

will be in their intergroup attitudes. More specifically, the valence of children’s 

intergroup attitudes and the content of their stereotypes will show high 

similarities in their close interaction groups and similarities in their wider 

kindergarten groups.  

b. The salience of target groups is a precondition for convergence. 

There will be convergence in intergroup attitudes only if target groups are 

salient because of their large perceived numbers, because of salient discourses 

or because of societal or institutional practices. 
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c. Intergroup attitudes in the peer groups will also reflect 

idiosyncratic content that is not prevalent in general society as children create 

their own intergroup peer culture. 

2. Developing intergroup attitudes will be related to top-down processes 

from the children’s local context. 

a. Intergroup attitudes and stereotype content will vary across 

kindergarten groups.  

b. Perceived multicultural or anti-racist norms will be related to 

more positive intergroup attitudes in those kindergarten groups.  

c. Perceived high proportion of a given target group without 

multicultural or anti-bias programs and without positive intergroup contact will 

be related to more negative intergroup attitudes. 

3. Developing intergroup attitudes will be related to top-down processes 

from the children’s societal context. 

a. Intergroup attitudes will reflect societal intergroup attitudes in 

valence. Intergroup attitudes towards the different target groups will 

significantly differ from each other. More specifically, bias against Roma will 

be most consensual and most negative, bias against Black people and Chinese 

people will be less consensual and less negative.  

b. Stereotype content will reflect societal intergroup 

representations in content and complexity. More specifically, stereotypes about 

Roma will be most negative and most complex, stereotypes about Black people 

and Chinese people will be less negative and less complex. Children’s 

representations will reflect elements from societal representations. 
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4. Developing intergroup attitudes will be related to individual intergroup 

experiences. 

a. Positive intergroup contact will be related to more positive 

intergroup attitudes, negative intergroup contact will be related to more 

negative intergroup attitudes.  

b. Direct intergroup contact will be more strongly related to 

intergroup attitudes than indirect or extended intergroup contact.  

5. Developing intergroup attitudes will be related to children’s socio-

cognitive development. 

a. As their socio-cognitive development proceeds, after age 6 

children’s intergroup attitudes get more positive if they are in a group with 

anti-bias norms or if they perceive societal anti-bias norms. Without perceiving 

an anti-bias norm, intergroup attitudes will not improve. However, in the case 

of salient target groups, stereotypes will get more complex as with age children 

are exposed more to societal representations. 

b. For those children who develop an ethnic minority identity, their 

attitudes towards their ingroup will be more positive than the majority 

children’s intergroup attitudes towards that target group. However, for those 

children who do not develop an ethnic minority identity, even if their parents 

or teachers identify them as members of that ethnic minority, the societal and 

peer processes will work in similar ways to the majority children and their 

attitudes towards those groups will not be different from majority intergroup 

attitudes. 
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c. As gender is not related to the development of ethnic-racial 

intergroup attitudes, there will be no gender differences are expected in 

children’s intergroup attitudes. 

Methods 

Participants 

Child participants. 139 children in 9 kindergarten groups of different ethnic 

compositions in Budapest participated in the research.  

The groups were in 7 kindergartens in 4 administrative districts with different ethnic 

residential composition. The kindergartens were sampled at random within the different 

administrative districts from the publicly available register of kindergartens. Though the 

initial research plan aimed to include kindergartens with special multicultural programs as 

well, no such programs could be identified based on the publicly available educational 

programmes of the kindergartens, thus the sampling of the kindergartens was completely 

random. All contacted kindergartens consented to participate in the research. 

As the research focuses on children age 6-7, 7 groups were sampled with this age 

range and further 2 younger groups were included for comparison (see Table XX below). If 

there were more groups with this age range within a kindergarten, the willingness of the 

teachers was the decisive factor for sampling. 

Efforts were made to include all children from the participating groups. Written 

consent of parents and verbal consent of the children themselves were procured, the overall 

response rate (also impacted by prolonged absences not only lack of consent) was 80 %.  

Looking at the whole sample demographics, the participants were 63 boys (48,8 %) 66 

girls (51,2 %) with a mean age of 5 years 9 month, with a minimum of 3 years 11 month and a 
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maximum of 7 years 3 month. In 5 groups, ethnicity was also surveyed and there were 46 

majority Hungarian children, 11 children of Roma identity, 16 children were identified as 

Roma by teachers and parents who would not identify as Roma themselves, and there were 2 

Black children and 2 Chinese (see Table 1 below for ethnicity of participants by groups). 

There is no data on the ethnic identity of the 53 children in 4 groups. 

Table 1 

Ethnicity of participants by kindergarten groups 

 
NA Majority Roma identity Roma by teacher/parent Black Chinese Total n 

Group 1. 14 0 0 0 0 0 14 

Group 2. 14 0 1 0 0 0 15 

Group 3. 9 0 0 0 1 0 10 

Group 4. 20 0 1 0 0 1 22 

Group 5. 0 2 5 7 0 0 14 

Group 6. 0 7 3 5 0 0 15 

Group 7. 0 11 0 0 1 0 12 

Group 8. 0 17 0 1 0 0 18 

Group 9. 0 9 2 4 0 1 16 

 

Teachers. In groups 5-9, the kindergarten teachers were also interviewed about their 

practices relating to ethnicity, muticulturalism or diversity in the kindergarten. They were also 

asked to enumerate which children belong to ethnic minority groups in their opinion. 

Measures  

Each child was surveyed about two different outgroups. For groups 1-4 Roma and 

Blacks were the target group, for groups 5-9 Roma and Chinese were the target groups. 
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The survey measured intergroup bias relating to Roma, Black and Chinese people with 

a modified version of the PRAM (Preschool Racial Attitude Measure) II (Williams, Boswell, 

Mattson and Graves, 1975). Stereotype content and valence and personal experiences with 

target group members were explored through a semi-structured interview. Social relations 

within kindergarten groups were described through a sociometric test and an identity survey 

was implemented in 5 groups in wave 2. Measures were repeated in 2 groups after 6 months. 

Finally, in one group observations were also conducted. Table 2 below summarises the target 

groups and measures employed in each kindergarten group by groups. 

Table 2 

Target groups and measures employed by groups 

 Group 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 

Roma target group  + + + + + + + + + 

Black target group  + + + + - - - - - 

Chinese target group - - - - + + + + + 

PRAM + + + + + + + + + 

Interview + + + + + + + + + 

1 nomination sociometric test + + + + - - - - - 

3 positive & 3 negative nominations sociometric test - - - - + + + + + 

Identity survey - - - - + + + + + 

Teacher interviews - - - - + + + + + 

Repeated measures - - - - - - - + + 

Observations - - - - - - - - + 

 

Intergroup bias. PRAM II (Williams, Best, Boswell, Mattson, & Graves, 1975) is a 

widely used tool for measuring ethnic or racial bias with preschool children. (Raabe & 

Beelmann, 2011) It employs pictures of minority and majority children and 7 pairs of positive 
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and negative features to be associated with them, like “good”-”bad”, “beautiful”-”ugly”. In 

each test situation, 2 pictures are presented simultanously - the picture of a minority and a 

majority child matching the gender of the participant. The 14 positive and negative features 

are read out to the children and they are asked to associate the feature with either of the 

pictures, both or neither. (See Appendices 1 and 2 for pictures  and complete list of features) 

This procedure is a slight modification from the original version (Williams, et al., 1975), 

which is a forced choice test and thus does not allow differentiation between negative 

attitudes towards outgroups and positive attitudes towards ingroups (Kowalski, 2003). The 

pictures and features were pretested with children from the same age group for percieved 

similarity of attractiveness across the minority and majority pictures and for contrasting 

valence of the paired features. The specific features were also adopted based on pre-tests, two 

pairs of items were switched to match spontanous descriptions given on the pictures by 5 

children before the study (see Appendix 2 for details). 

In the modified version used in the current study, the answers were aggregated by 

looking at the number of positive or negative features paired with either, both or neither 

pictures. The proportion of positive or negative features yielded points on a 14-point-scale on 

intergroup bias against (negative intergroup attitude) and intergroup bias for (positive 

intergroup attitude) Roma/Black/Chinese people. The maximum was 7 points and the 

minimum -7 points, the maximum score meaning very strong bias for non-Roma/White 

people and against Roma/Black/Chinese people, the minimum score meaning very strong bias 

for Roma/Black/Chinese people and against non-Roma/White people while scores around 0 

meant no bias. 

Interviews. The interview consisted of open questions relating to the children's beliefs 

of Roma and Black or Roma and Chinese people, with the same questions asked about both 

groups. The interview protocol covered the children's experience with members of the target 
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groups including any experiences of direct of indirect contact. Participants were also asked to 

describe Roma, Black or Chinese people. Furthermore, children were asked about their 

intentions to play with a child from the target group and to provide a rationale for their choice. 

In groups 5-9 children were also asked about whether they perceived any of their kindergarten 

group mates as members of the target groups. Samples of the interview protocol are included 

in Appendix 3. 

The interviews were recorded, transcribed verbatim and content analysis was 

performed to reveal patterns in the data. The results of the content analysis were partly 

quantified for statistical testing, the valence of stereotypes, and the valence and types of 

contact were all employed as quantitative measures in the analyses. Stereotypes were defined 

as general statements about or features of the target groups e.g. „The Roma are scary, they 

take children away.” whereas instances of contact or involved specific events with specific 

target group members e.g. „My brother has this classmate who’s Gypsy and he comes over 

sometimes.”. The coding was done by the author and 10 % of the interviews were randomly 

selected for a second coder, intercoder reliability was 76 % . Further details about the coding 

will be provided in the results section.  

Social network. The sociometric test was employed to capture the children’s social 

network within the kindergarten groups. The analysis focused on the children’s cliques – the 

interaction groups that children spend most of their time with (Cillessen, 2009). In groups 1-4 

a more simple measure was employed, which consisted of one nomination (see Appendix 4 

for details) and the cliques were based on reciprocal ties among the children . In groups 5-9, 

more complex data were recorded with 3 different  positive and negative nominations based 

on the methods developed in a recent dissertation on social development (Inántsy-Pap, 2003) 

(see Appendix 4 for details) and cliques were based on 2-clans. This approach defines cliques 

as clusters of children who are connected to each other directly in the social network or are 



PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 34 

 

friends of a friend (Hanneman & Riddle, 2005). The choice was made here to include 

reciprocal ties i.e. mutual nominations implying mutual influence among these peers. 

Following this method allows for children to be members of more than one clique which was 

a more accurate representation of the children’s social reality based on the observations. The 

number of cliques in a group varied between 4-9 with 2-7 children belonging to a clique. 

A specialised social network analysis, UCINET was employed which identifies such 

cliques in network data (Borgatti, Everett, & Freeman, 2002). An example social network and 

the list of cliques identified by UCINET are displayed in Appendix 5. Afterwards the clique 

membership was added to the dataset in SPSS as an individual variable for all the children. 

Identity survey. Based on previous studies with this age group (Akiba, Szalacha, & 

García Coll, 2004; Ocampo, Knight, & Bernal, 1997; Ruble et al., 2004), a list of 20 ethnic, 

racial, national religious, regional categories and personal attributes were read out to the 

children in random order. These included the ethnic-racial categories relevant to the research 

and several filler items. The children were asked in each case to decide whether the category 

applies to them. After identifying all applicable categories these were read out again and 

children were asked to identify the most important category for them.  

Observations. Finally, 10 hours of observations were implemented in one group 

involving observations of the children during free, unstructured play activities in their group. 

The aim was to validate and contextualise the social network data. The coding scheme was 

based on Merei’s actometric method to implement structured observations of children’s 

interactions (Mérei, 1989) and the actors involved in the interaction and the complexity of 

play were recorded along with time codes to see how much time each child spent with which 

other children in what type of activity. However, though the observations were planned to be 

recorded on a videocamera, it was eventually only the author as observer recording the 
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children’s behaviour during free play sessions. Unfortunately, the data has not proven to be 

reliable and consequently will be excluded from further analyisis.   

Procedure 

The author spent one week in each group before data collection to establish a 

connection with the children. Data collection lasted on average 3 weeks in each group 

following this. 

Data was recorded in 2 sessions in a room where only the author and the participating 

child  were present. Each session lasted approximately 15-20 minutes. All surveys and 

interviews were conducted by the author. The first session included the PRAM and social 

network measures, the second session included the semi-structured interview on stereotypes 

and experience. The order of the two target groups randomly varied across participants in both 

sessions.  

Repeated measures in 2 groups 6 months later, response rates for the longitudinal data 

were 76%. Finally, data entry and analysis was also conducted by the author, a second coder 

was involved for 10 % of the interviews, intercoder reliability was 76%. 

 

`Results 

Individual Level Intergroup Attitudes and Stereotypes 

In this section the individual level intergroup attitudes and stereotypes will be 

described for a general overview. Following this section, the results will be organized by the 

hypotheses with the corresponding analyses. 

Individual level intergroup attitudes. Intergroup attitudes towards the three target 
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groups varied significantly in their valence and consensuality and showed considerable 

similarity to general societal attitudes despite the children’s young age. Table 1 shows the 

intergroup bias scores towards the three target groups – the descriptive statistics for the 

PRAM scores without the repeated measures. 

Table 1 

Descriptive statistics for intergroup bias scores for 3 target groups 

Intergroup bias scores N Minimum Maximum Mean SD Skewness 

Intergroup bias towards Roma 129 -7 7 3.21 3.45 -.90 .21 

Intergroup bias towards Blacks 54 -6.50 7.00 1.96 4.47 -.65 .32 

Intergroup bias towards Chinese 75 -7.00 7.00 2.12 3.15 -.12 .28 

 

As 14 features were included in the test with 7 positive and 7 negative features, a score of 7 

means all the positive features are attributed to non-Roma or non-Black or non-Chinese 

children in the PRAM test and all the negative features are attributed to Roma or Black or 

Chinese children. A score of -7 indicates the reverse pattern with all the positive features 

linked to minority children and all the negative features linked to majority children. A score 

of 0 would mean neutral attitudes with the children distributing positive and negative features 

equally to the groups compared or linking positive and negative features to both or neither of 

the compared groups. 

Intergroup attitudes towards all minority groups on PRAM indicated intergroup bias, 

with different attitudes towards the different target groups. Bias towards Roma was the 

strongest, the mean score of 3,2 indicates that the average child was close to midpoint 

between neutral and overly negative evaluations. Bias towards both Chinese and Black people 
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were less negative, children on average were closer to midpoint. These differences in 

intergroup attitudes towards the 3 target groups are significant  for Roma and Black 

t(53)=2,68, p=.010, for Roma and Chinese t(108)=4,12, p=.000.  

For the remainder of the analysis, these raw PRAM scores will be standardized as 

POMP (Percent of Maximum Possible) scores as this allows for a comparison across the 

different measures and makes the results more easily interpretable while allowing for more 

robust analyses. POMP scores are calculated based on the minimum and maximum scores in 

the sample. The minimum score will be transformed to 0 and the maximum to 100 with the 

values between expressed as percentages of the sample maximum score (Cohen, Cohen, 

Aiken, & West, 1999). The more common z-transformation would not be a useful choice for 

this dataset because of the repeated measures – if the total sample was used to calculate the z 

scores, data for participants in the repeated measures would be employed twice for 

standardization to the sample distribution, if the repeated measures scores were excluded from 

the standardization those scores themselves wouldn’t be comparable to the remainder of the 

data.  

Complexity of stereotypes at individual level. The content analysis of the 

features mentioned in the interviews revealed that the complexity  of stereotypes is 

independent of the PRAM intergroup scores and tap into different aspects of the children’ 

intergroup relations.  Consequently, the complexity of stereotypes mentioned in the 

interviews will be used as an additional measure of intergroup attitudes. For the 

quantitative analysis, the number of general features mentioned about the different target 

groups was coded. As the aim was to capture stereotype complexity, general statements 

about the target groups were coded here without references to specific persons e.g. “The 

Gypsies are ugly”. The following chart describes the distribution of stereotype 
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complexity for all three target groups. The qualitative analysis reports the content of 

these stereotypes following this section. 

Table 2 shows the stereotype complexity i.e. the number of features mentioned by the 

individual children in the interviews without the repeated measures. Similarly to the PRAM 

measures, Roma were the target group in all interviews whereas children in groups 1-4 were 

interviewed about Black people while in groups 5-9 interviews were about Chinese people.  

Table 2 

Stereotype complexity scores for three target groups 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean SD Skewness 

Roma stereotype complexity 121 ,00 6,00 1,7190 1,49010 ,649 ,220 

Blacks stereotype complexity 54 ,00 6,00 ,9500 1,34574 1,691 ,309 

Chinese stereotype complexity 61 ,00 6,00 2,4754 1,64931 ,229 ,306 

 

The complexity of stereotypes about the three target groups differ less from each other 

then the intergroup bias scores. The stereotypes for Roma are relatively rich with almost 2 

features per child on average. The Chinese stereotypes are even richer with close to 2,5 

features on average. Finally, the Black stereotypes are the least complex with only around 1 

feature mentioned on average. These stereotype complexity scores for different outgroups are 

intercorrelated, for Roma and Chinese r(59)=.50,  p=.000 for Roma and Black people 

r(58)=.40, p=.002. The differences between stereotype complexity relating to the different 

target groups are marginally significant for the Roma-Chinese target groups t(88)=1.84, 

p=.069 and are not significant for the Roma-Black target groups t(59)=.61, p=.543, though the 

Black-Chinese stereotype complexities appear sizably different.  
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Similarly to the PRAM scores, for the remainder of the analysis, these raw scores of 

stereotype complexity (the number of features mentioned) will be standardized as POMP 

scores. 

Content of stereotypes. The content analysis relied on the categories emerging from the 

interviews. All content that was shared by more than 3 children for the Roma target group and 

more than 2 children for the smaller samples on the Black and Chinese target group (without 

the repeated measures in wave 2) was inductively used to form a category.  The remaining 

items were categorized as idiosyncratic content. For the Roma target group the topics 

emerging from the categories and typical content for each category are displayed below in 

Table 3 with the relative frequency of each category (without repeated measures) displayed as 

well. 
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Table 3 

Stereotype content about the Roma target group 

Topic Category Frequency Sample items 

 
Idiosyncratic 

content 
62,00  

    

Immorality Bad things 18,00 They do bad things, they are bad 

 Evil 4,00 They are evil people 

    

Roma threat Theft 15,00 They steal. They are thefty people. 

 Fights 10,00 
They always fight. They would hit people 

if they were here. 

 Take toys away 5,00 They would take my toys away 

 
Take children 

away 
4,00 They steal kids. They take children away. 

    

    

Antisocial 

behaviour 
Shouting 6,00 They talk dirty. They swear a lot 

 Swearing 6,00 
They swear. They talk ugly words all the 

time. 

 Untidy clothes 4,00 Their clothes are dirty. 

 Dirty 3,00 They are dirty. 

 Smoke 3,00 They smoke a lot. 

 Lies 3,00 They always lie. They would lie to me. 

    

Physical, cultural 

differences 
Dark colour 20,00 Their face is brown. They are black. 

 Dancing 9,00 They dance well. They like to dance. 

 Language 6,00 
They can speak Gypsy (Romani), too. 

They speak strange words 

 Music 6,00 
They make Gypsy music. They like 

Gypsy music which we don’t. 

 
Different 

clothes 
4,00 

They wear these long skirts. They wear a 

lot of colours. They don’t wear clothes 

like we do. 

 Partying 3,00 They always party. 

 Tents 3,00 They live in a tent 

    

Homelessness Homeless 8,00 
They have no house. They live on the 

street. They beg on the street. 

    

Inferiority Ugly 5,00 They are ugly. Their faces are ugly. 

 Stupid 5,00 They are stupid. 

    

Cartwheels Cartwheels 3,00 They can throw cartwheels  

Note: N=121 
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As we can see, most of the content is negative. A large number refer to Roma as 

immoral, characterizing them as bad or evil. The largest group of the more specific content 

relate to the threats Roma pose to society (steal, fight) or the children themselves (take their 

toys or them away) This last feature might require more explanation: in some families the 

Roma are evoked as the bogeyman – if children don’t behave well, they would be threatened 

by being taken away by the Gypsies. Most of these features seemed to elicit fear from the 

children. Furthermore, there were a large number of items about deviant and antisocial 

behaviour, which drew very strong boundaries between the Roma and non Roma population 

and the dominant emotion was disgust in several cases. The descriptions of the physical and 

cultural differences are the most neutral content in the interviews, with children in general 

only describing the differences. However, in many cases these social comparisons are also 

evaluative with an ethnocentric perspective e.g. they speak strange words and they don’t dress 

like we do. In contrast though, some of the children also expressed admiration and general 

liking for the music and dancing. Furthermore, some of the differentiating features describe 

Roma as a group of travellers (the tents), which is hardly in line with their present situation in 

Hungarian society. As some children have recounted meeting travelling Roma in the 

surrounding countries, it is the high salience of these contact experiences which are being 

captured here.  

 Interestingly, homelessness was a relatively frequent topic with many children 

merging homelessness and being Roma to believe that all homeless are Roma, which is not 

the actual case in Hungary. Presumably the poverty and dirtiness associated with Roma was 

transferred to those in their environment who embody these features in the most salient 

manner, mostly evoking disgust and fear from the children but also pity in some cases. 

Furthermore, notions of Roma inferiority, usually as being ugly or stupid were also described 

with a large number of children expressing contempt. Finally, the most idiosyncratic but 
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shared feature was Roma as throwing cartwheels which will not happen in any other country – 

the term for throwing cartwheels in Hungarian is “doing Gypsy circles” [ciganykerekeznek] 

which was an association for some children and a highly admirable skill in those cases. 

In the meanwhile, there were also children mentioning more positive features about 

Roma, especially among the Roma children, but those are not included here as they were not 

mentioned by at least 3 children in the sample.  

For the Black target group, as there is a much smaller sample, all those features which 

are mentioned in at least 2 interviews form the basis for a separate category. Table 4 below 

shows the features mentioned about the Black target group. 

Table 4 

Stereotype content about the Black target group 

 

Topic Category Frequency Sample items 

    

Physical and 

cultural differences 
Dark skin or hair 12,00 

They are Black. They have brown skin.  

 Different 

language 
7,00 

The Hungarians don’t understand what 

they’re saying. The only speak English. 

 Different 

countries 
4,00 

They come from other countries. They 

come from Africa or Asia. 

    

Hedonism Partying 3,00 They love to dance. 

    

Physical abilities Physically 

skillful, able 
2,00 

They drink a lot of orange juice and 

they are very skillful. 

    

Blacks as threat 
Spread diseases 2,00 

I wouldn’t play with them cos they I 

could get sickness or something. 

 Fights 2,00 They hurt people. They fight a lot. 

    

 Idiosyncratic 

content 
37,00 

 

Note: N=54    

 

Most of the features about Black people were about the physical and cultural 

differences in appearance, language and countries. The physical difference descriptions are to 

a large extent neutral, however the linguistic differences were also strong group boundary 



PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 43 

 

markers with detectable ethnocentrism e.g. the Hungarians don’t understand what they are 

saying. Furthermore, it is noteworthy that Blackness is defined as being / living outside 

Hungary, Blacks as part of the Hungarian nation are not mentioned in any way. Meanwhile, 

the supposed hedonism and physical skilfulness are neutral or admired features. Finally, Black 

people are also seen as a threat evoking a mix of fear and disgust as possibly contagious 

people and fear as violent characters. As seeing Black people in movies or television is a 

common experience, these content probably reflect those impressions. 

Finally, Table 5 below shows the content about the Chinese target group (without the 

repeated measures). As in the case of Black people as a target group, features mentioned by 2 

children were used to inductively form a category. 

Table 5 

Stereotype content about the Chinese target group 

Topic Category Frequency Sample items 

    

Physical and cultural 

differences 

Different 

language 
21,00 

They speak Chinese. They don’t speak 

Hungarian. 

 Different colour 15,00 Their skin is brown and their hair is black 

 Different face 10,00 
Their faces are different. Their face has a 

strange shape 

 Different eyes 9,00 
Their eyes are different. They have eyes 

like this and we have eyes like this. 

 Different food 9,00 
They eat different food. They eat Chinese 

food. They eat dogs. 

 China 7,00 They live in China 

    

Profession and habits Merchants 8,00 
They sell on the market. They sell 

clothes. 

 Chopsticks 2,00 They eat with chopsticks. 

 Martial arts 2,00 They can do karate. I saw Jackie Chan. 

    

Immorality and 

morality 
Bad people 3,00 They are bad people. 

 Kind 2,00 They are kind. 

    

 
Idiosyncratic 

content 
69,00  

Note: N=61 
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Most of the content differentiates Chinese people from the children themselves, 

however, these social comparisons are not evaluative for the physical features, only neutral 

descriptions of the differences. Similarly to the stereotypes on Black people though, language 

as an ethnic marker also has an ethnocentric, evaluative component often and Chinese people 

are never identified as bicultural or binational Chinese Hungarian. Furthermore, the perceived 

exoticity of the food is often treated with disgust, as exemplified by the reference to eating 

dogs. As for the second larger topic, the personal contact experiences of the children often 

seem to be the basis for general attributions about personal characteristics of Chinese people. 

Again, these are usually neutral features with a balance between overtly positive and negative 

trait attributions, and also include admiration for Chinese martial art skills and Jackie Chan.  

All these stereotypes are presumably more a result of direct and extended intergroup contact, 

the content seems to reflect the participants intergroup experiences to a large extent.  

Comparing the shared elements of the children’s stereotypes across the three target 

groups one striking feature is that the widely shared Black and Chinese target group features 

are most often about directly observable features – looks and language use. In contrast, for the 

Roma target group, though the most widely shared features include looks, they are also about 

habits and character (they are bad, they fight, they steal).  

All three representations, even the most negative Roma stereotypes include some 

positive elements for some children. Furthermore, the three target groups evoke a wide range 

of emotions. Threats and consequent fear are the most general, especially for the Roma and 

Black target group, but disgust, contempt and admiration are the all experienced by some 

children. Furthermore, it is interesting to note that the children’s stereotypes are far more 

related to the warmth dimension of stereotypes (threatening, bad, evil, ugly etc) and are far 

less concerned with the competence dimension unlike the adult stereotypes where both 

dimensions are equally important (Fiske, et al., 2002).  
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Following this descriptive introduction to the data, the consequent sections will be 

organized by the hypothesis and present inferential statistics and content analysis to support or 

refute the hypotheses. 

Bottom-up Processes and Peer Influence on Individual Intergroup Attitudes  

Hypothesis 1: Developing intergroup attitudes will be related to bottom-up 

processes from the children’s peer groups. 

d. Intergroup attitudes will converge in peer groups if target groups 

are salient. The more time children spend together, the higher the convergence 

will be in their intergroup attitudes. More specifically, the valence of children’s 

intergroup attitudes and the content of their stereotypes will show high 

similarities in their close interaction groups and similarities in their wider 

kindergarten groups.  

e. The salience of target groups is a precondition for convergence. 

There will be convergence in intergroup attitudes only if target groups are 

salient because of their large perceived numbers, because of salient discourses 

or because of societal or institutional practices. 

f. Intergroup attitudes in the peer groups will also reflect 

idiosyncratic content that is not prevalent in general society as children create 

their own intergroup peer culture. 

Ideally, these hypothesis would be tested in multilevel models as the aim is to explain 

variance within and between nested groups.  Unfortunately, the sample size does not allow for 

hierarchical multilevel modeling with this data (Hox, 2010). 

However, it is accepted practice to aggregate the group level scores and employ these 

scores as individual attributes in unilevel analyses - see the previously cited papers on peer 
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influence (Poteat & Spanierman, 2010; Thijs & Verkuyten, 2011), which is exactly what will 

be reported in the following sections. For the close interaction groups, the clique mean scores 

will be employed averaging all the cliques the children belong to. For the wider groups, the 

kindergarten group mean scores will be employed. Children who do not belong to any cliques 

are excluded from the following analyses as their mean clique scores are equal to their 

individual scores.  

A concern with such an approach might be that convergence in the cliques or groups 

are inflated by the children’s own scores included in the mean (Using clique/group mean 

scores subtracting the individual children’s own scores is not an option as the correlations 

between such mean clique scores and individual scores in a unilevel analysis would always be 

-1). To check whether such a method systematically inflates the convergence, a t-test was 

employed to compare the individual-clique intergroup attitude correlations across the different 

clique sizes. This shows that the effect sizes are not following any linear tendencies with 

clique size – small or big cliques do not converge more on intergroup attitudes, consequently 

using the clique mean scores regardless of clique size does not bias the results. 

As you can see the scores for intergroup attitudes towards Roma in Table 6, all the 

intergroup bias and stereotype complexity scores are significantly related to mean clique 

scores and these are large effect sizes. The individual scores and group means are also 

significantly correlated, though the effects are smaller. 

 

Table 6 

Intercorrelations for individual scores, clique mean scores and group mean scores for 

intergroup attitudes towards Roma target group 

 Clique mean Group mean 

 
Intergroup 

bias 

Stereotype 

complexity 

Intergroup 

bias 

Stereotype 

complexity 
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 r p r p r p r p 

Individual intergroup 

bias 
,586 ,000 ,056 ,,563 ,285 ,001 ,032 .723 

Individual stereotype 

complexity 
-,013 ,891 ,646 ,000 ,046 ,619 ,460 ,000 

 

Similarly for Black people as a target group, though the sample size is smaller, all the 

individual and mean clique score correlations are significant with medium to large effects (see 

Table 7). The individual scores and group means are also significantly correlated, though the 

effects are smaller. 

Table 7 

Intercorrelations for individual scores, clique mean scores and group mean scores for 

intergroup attitudes towards Black target group 

 Clique mean Group mean 

 
Intergroup 

bias 

Stereotype 

complexity 

Intergroup 

bias 

Stereotype 

complexity 

 r p r p r p r p 

Individual intergroup 

bias 
,601 ,000 ,083 ,552 ,341 ,012 ,023 ,795 

Individual stereotype 

complexity 
,095 ,470 ,447 ,000 ,015 ,910 ,216 ,098 

 

Finally, for Chinese people as a target group there are also medium to strong 

correlations between individual and mean clique level measures, though the individual scores 

and group means are not related, see Table 8. 

Table 8 

Intercorrelations for individual scores, clique mean scores and group mean scores for 

intergroup attitudes towards Chinese target group 

 Clique mean Group mean 

 
Intergroup 

bias 

Stereotype 

complexity 

Intergroup 

bias 

Stereotype 

complexity 

 r p r p r p r p 
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Individual intergroup 

bias 

,648 
,000 -,051 ,709 ,295 ,010 ,123 ,292 

Individual stereotype 

complexity 
-,080 ,593 ,548 ,000 ,050 ,703 ,126 ,332 

 

These results strongly suggest that children’s intergroup attitudes converge in their 

peer groups. In the cliques – the close interaction groups – children’s attitudes converge more 

than in their wider peer groups in the kindergarten groups. However, the extent of the 

convergence is similar across the three target groups, the relative salience of the target groups 

does not seem to impact these scores. There are at least two possible explanations for this: 1. 

The target groups are equally salient and discussed with the same intensity among the 

children. Though there are no measures employed to test this explanation, the 3-4 weeks spent 

in each group did not suggest that Black or Chinese people would be as salient as the Roma 

target group. 2. The target groups are not equally salient, but there are different reasons for the 

convergence of scores about the different target groups. In the case of the Roma, where the 

general discourse is highly salient but the target group is not perceptually distinguishable, it is 

convergence through discussion. In the case of the Black and Chinese target group, where 

there is no salient discourse but the target group is perceptually distinguishable, the 

convergence is more a result of shared experiences. 

Comparing the content of stereotypes within the cliques and kindergarten groups 

might shed some light on these processes. If there are idiosyncratic discursive elements shared 

among children in some cliques or groups but not in others that would strongly suggest 

children had been discussing those target groups.  

For the Roma target group there are indeed idiosyncratic meanings that are mentioned 

only in some groups. Only those features are listed here which were not evenly mentioned in 

the groups but were mentioned with a higher concentration in some cliques or groups.  
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Altogether 5 children were afraid that Roma would take their toys away and 3 were in the 

same kindergarten group. From the 8 children who talked about all Roma as homeless, 4 were 

in the same group. In addition, the 4 children who were afraid that Roma would take children 

away were all in the same group and finally from the 9 children talking about Roma as 

dancers, 4 were in the same group.  

As we can see some of these features are parts of societal discourse and shared more 

widely even if they are concentrated in some groups e.g. the dancing. However, the Roma 

threat as taking children away seems to be a local representation, no children mention it 

outside this group.  As it is impossible that the children have actually observed such cases, 

this shared representation is far more likely the result of transmission from peers. 

As for the Chinese target group, having different eyes are mentioned by 3 children in 

one clique and 2 children in another clique out of 9 mentions for the whole sample, while 

doing karate and Jackie Chan are mentioned twice – both in the same group. The example 

about the eyes shows how the convergence in this case might be a result of shared intergroup 

experiences just as much as it could be the result of a discussion highlighting some features of 

observable characteristics. The highlighting itself might be a result of a discussion, but with 

the current data this question stays open. The martial art example again might be a result of a 

discussion or a shared experience leading to convergence. 

Finally for the Black target group, altogether 7 children mentioned that they speak a 

different language – 3 are in the same clique and the other 4 are all in one group. Furthermore, 

there are 2 children in the whole sample mentioning that Black people are skillful, able and 

they are both in one group. Furthermore, 4 children mention that Black people come from a 

different country and 3 of them are in the same group. Similarly to the Chinese group, these 
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are directly observable features and might or might not be the results of shared discussions or 

experiences. 

In sum, the results show that children’s intergroup attitudes and stereotype content 

converge in the cliques (the close interaction groups) and the kindergarten groups (the wider 

peer groups). There is higher convergence in the cliques than in the kindergarten groups, as 

expected. However, the convergence is not related to the relative salience of the target groups, 

attitudes similarly converge for all three target groups. This opens up the question whether the 

convergence is the result of the children creating shared discourses through discussion or 

sharing some intergroup experiences. For the Roma target group, where there is a highly 

salient societal discourse, some of this convergence is a result of discussions among the 

children. For the Black and Chinese target group the convergence might be a result of 

discussions or might be the result of shared experiences but the current results leave both 

possibilities open. Finally, the children do create their intergroup peer culture about salient 

target groups – some idiosyncratic features about Roma are shared in some groups but not in 

others. 

Top-down Processes and the Local Intergroup Context 

Hypothesis 2: Developing intergroup attitudes will be related to top-down 

processes from the children’s local context. 

a. Intergroup attitudes and stereotype content will vary across 

kindergarten groups.  

b. Perceived multicultural or anti-racist norms will be related to 

more positive intergroup attitudes in those kindergarten groups.  
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c. Perceived high proportion of a given target group without 

multicultural or anti-bias programs and without positive intergroup contact will 

be related to more negative intergroup attitudes. 

To investigate the differences among kindergarten groups, separate ANCOVAs were 

run for the 3 target groups with group membership as fixed factor and controlling for 

intergroup contact to see group differences in the intergroup attitude and stereotype 

complexity scores. 

To include contact as a covariate, it is necessary to first test whether levels of contact 

are independent from group membership by conducting separate ANOVAs. Based on these 

for the Roma target group, positive/neutral shared activities with Roma are different across 

group, for the Black target group positive friendship is related to group membership and for 

the Chinese target group ambivalent superficial contact is related to group membership, so 

these cannot be included as covariates but other contact scores can be.  

In line with the predictions on the importance of local context, for all 3 target groups, 

intergroup attitudes differ across the groups controlling for contact. 

For intergroup attitudes towards Roma there was a significant effect of kindergarten 

groups after controlling for the contact effect, F(8, 87) = 1.873, p<.01 and negative superficial 

contact as a covariate was also significantly related to intergroup bias F(1, 87) = 8.909, 

p<.001. Including ethnicity in the analysis does not result in significant test statistics.  

For complexity of stereotypes about Roma similarly there was a significant effect of 

kindergarten groups after controlling for the contact effect, F(8, 87) = 3.015, p<.05. Negative 

superficial contact as a covariate was also significantly related to the number of features 

mentioned F(1, 87) = 4.909, p<.05.  
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For intergroup attitudes towards Black people, there was a significant effect of 

kindergarten group: F(3, 46) = 2.279, p <.01, but contact as a covariate was not significant. 

However, stereotype complexity was not related to kindergarten group membership. 

Finally, for intergroup attitudes towards Chinese people, controlling for contact, group 

membership was also significant F (1, 48) = 2.023, p=.01 and negative indirect contact was a 

significant covariate F(1, 48) = 3.054, p <.01. Finally, stereotype complexity was not related 

to group membership with this target group. 

To test whether there is a higher bias in those groups where there is a higher perceived 

proportion of minority students, planned contrasts were run in separate ANOVAs. 

As minority group membership is not self-evident for the other children in the group, 

it is not the self-identification of the children from the target minority groups that is most 

relevant for this question, but whether their group mates identify them as Roma, Black or 

Chinese. Therefore to see whether the children perceive their group mates as target group 

members, their contact scores for friendship and shared activities in the kindergarten group 

with children from a target group were aggregated by group. 

For the Roma target group, the planned contrasts indeed reveal that those groups 

where there is a higher perceived proportion of Roma children are the groups with more 

negative intergroup attiudes t (14,929) = 1.992, p <.01. Unfortunately, for the Black target 

group no comparable data was recorded, while for the Chinese target group currently 

perceived proportions are probably not the best measures such processes, as 2 of the 5 groups 

had Chinese children who left shortly before the survey was conducted – the measure does not 

result in significant planned contrast indeed. 

As we can see, in line with the predictions there were significant differences across the 

groups showing the importance of the local context. With the current data, it was possible to 

test one process – whether higher proportion of minority children in a group would be related 
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to more negative intergroup attitudes. Though salient anti-bias norms would be expected to 

moderate the link, as no group seemed to have salient anti-bias norms based on the teacher 

interviews and observations, this could not be included as a moderator.  

Top-down processes and the Societal Context 

Hypothesis 3: Developing intergroup attitudes will be related to top-down 

processes from the children’s societal context. 

a. Intergroup attitudes will reflect societal intergroup attitudes in 

valence. Intergroup attitudes towards the different target groups will 

significantly differ from each other. More specifically, bias against Roma will 

be most consensual and most negative, bias against Black people and Chinese 

people will be less consensual and less negative.  

b. Stereotype content will reflect societal intergroup 

representations in content and complexity. More specifically, stereotypes about 

Roma will be most negative and most complex, stereotypes about Black people 

and Chinese people will be less negative and less complex. Furthermore, 

children’s representations will reflect elements from societal representations. 

As we have seen in the descriptive section, intergroup attitudes towards all minority 

groups indicated intergroup bias with different attitudes towards the different target groups. 

Furthermore, these attitudes were similar in valence to societal attitudes. Bias towards Roma 

was the strongest, the mean score of 3,2 indicates that the average child was close to midpoint 

between neutral and overly negative evaluations. Bias towards both Chinese and Black people 

were less negative, children on average were closer to midpoint. These differences in 

intergroup attitudes towards the 3 target groups are significant for Roma and Black 

t(53)=2,68, p=.010, for Roma and Chinese t(108)=4,12, p=.000. These scores are in 
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accordance with the general societal intergroup attitudes – there are more negative attitudes 

towards Roma in society in comparison with milder intergroup bias towards Black or Chinese 

people.  

The consensuality of intergroup attitudes towards the three target groups differed as 

well, though the patterns only partly resembled general societal attitudes. Attitudes towards 

Roma in the whole sample showed relatively low variance, while intergroup bias towards 

Blacks showed a very high degree of variance and attitudes towards Chinese were widely 

shared in the samples. Though the differences in variance of intergroup attitudes cannot be 

tested in SPSS unfortunately, SD scores suggest that attitudes towards Roma are more 

homogenous than attitudes towards Blacks in the sample, as the more widely shared general 

societal attitudes about Roma would predict. However, the differences in variance among 

attitudes towards Roma and attitudes towards Chinese are much smaller, in contrast with 

hypothesis 3a.  One possible explanation for this pattern is that while the widely shared 

negative societal attitudes towards Roma are related to the children’s intergroup attitudes, 

their intergroup attitude towards Black and Chinese people are less driven by these societal 

attitudes as those are less consensual and salient, but for the Chinese target group there is 

some other predictor of intergroup attitudes e.g. intergroup contact that is more similar for this 

target group than it is in the case of Black people as a target group. 

The intergroup attitudes towards the different target groups are also strongly 

intercorrelated: intergroup bias towards Roma and Blacks r (52)=.55, p=.000, intergroup bias 

to Roma and Chinese r (73)=.55, p=.000, which also suggests general factors relating to 

intergroup bias. However, as this thesis focuses on contextual factors, these commonalities 

will not be extracted. 
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Looking at the content of the children’s stereotypes we can see how societal 

representations are reconstructed in the children’s stereotypes if there is a salient discourse. In 

the Roma stereotypes, criminality, dirtiness, violence, being stupid, loud and hedonistic which 

are most often voiced by general society are all part of the children’s stories, too. In addition, 

we hear special children’s voices like being taken away by Gypsies. Though this image is in 

line with the general image of Roma as threatening, it is obviously not a stereotype element 

shared by the general population, as discussed in the previous section on idiosyncratic contect 

created in peer groups..  Furthermore, the extreme poverty and passiveness represented in the 

media are presumably channelled into the image of all homeless as Roma.  

However, the Black stereotypes were less based on societal representations, it is the 

hedonism and dancing which are shared discursive elements with the adolescent discourses 

cited (Szilassy, 2006). Meanwhile, as Blacks are not a salient outgroup for most of the sample 

and neither are they salient at the general societal level, the children’s stereotypes seem to be 

mostly based on generalisation from contact experiences, which are to a large extent indirect 

contact experiences through movies.  

Similarly, in the case of the Chinese stereotypes, the societal representations seem less 

relevant, far less formative than the children’s contact experiences just as they are for the 

adolescent representations in previous qualitative studies. In addition, the children share with 

the adolescent study the othering of both the Black and Chinese target groups as not  

belonging to Hungary, but coming from, living in different places.In sum, the developing 

intergroup attitudes were similar to intergroup attitudes in society in valence – intergroup bias 

towards Roma was the most negative while bias towards the Black and Chinese target group 

were less negative. However, while intergroup bias towards Roma was highly consensual 

among children as they are among adults, the Chinese intergroup bias was far more 
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consensual than what the general public opinion polls show. This is presumably due to the 

similarity of intergroup contact experiences with the Chinese target group among the children.  

Furthermore, stereotype content reflected salient societal discourse for the Roma target 

group but the children’s representation were based much less on societal discourses and more 

on directly observable features and intergroup contact experiences for the Black and Chinese 

target group. 

Individual Intergroup Experiences 

Hypothesis 4: Developing intergroup attitudes will be related to individual 

intergroup experiences. 

a. Positive intergroup contact will be related to more positive 

intergroup attitudes, negative intergroup contact will be related to more 

negative intergroup attitudes.  

b. Direct intergroup contact will be more strongly related to 

intergroup attitudes than indirect or extended intergroup contact.  

The contact experiences mentioned in the interviews were categorized with categories 

based on typology emerging from the data and also with theoretical distinctions considered. 

All responses in reply to questions about experience with the target groups were analysed and 

also the spontaneously mentioned instances in other parts of the interviews. Only instances of 

specific events with specific individuals were coded under these categories, general features 

of the outgroup were coded as stereotypes. The participants’ choice of words were the basis 

for categorization even though “we’re friends” or “we play together” sometimes might 

actually refer to the same amount or intensity of activities. One activity mentioned was coded 

as one experience even if it involved contact with more people from a given outgroup e.g. 

“I’ve played with those 3 children in the playground”. However, if separate stories were told, 
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they were coded separately e.g. playing with one child on a playground and playing with 

another at kindergarten, such extracts were coded as 2 instances of contact. 

Using these criteria the following types of social influences and intergroup contact 

were found in the interviews:  media representations (television, movies or books), 

stereotypes heard from family members, imagined contact, extended contact, meeting without 

interaction e.g. seeing target group members on the street, superficial contact e.g. in shops or 

restaurants, having children perceived as target group members in the same kindergarten 

group, shared activities with target group children and finally intergroup friendship. For the 

Roma children, intragroup contact experiences were coded the same way if they identified 

their interaction partners as Roma. In their cases, family was mentioned often as well. 

Based on theoretical considerations, media representations, stereotypes heard from 

family members, imagined contact and extended contact were all summed up as indirect 

contact as the literature suggest that they have similar effects, especially when real life 

intergroup contact is missing. Based on observations in the kindergarten groups, having 

children perceived as outgroup members in the same kindergarten group and shared activities 

with outgroup children were also aggregated as in these settings being in the same group 

unavoidably involves some shared activities among the children. 

Not only the type of activity, but also its valence was coded, with positive, negative 

and ambivalent or neutral instances coded separately.  

As Tables 9-12 below show, most children had some contact with members of one of 

the target groups at least. Please keep in mind, that the number of children interviewed about 

the different target groups differed widely – 118 children were interviewed about Roma, 60 

children about Blacks and 56 children about Chinese people. 
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Table 9 below shows the contact experiences of majority children with Roma, which 

are overwhelmingly cases of negative contact. Both indirect contact and superficial 

interactions are relatively common and negative. Finally, shared activities and friendship are 

counterpoints – for those children who identify their group mates, play mates or friends as 

Roma these are positive experiences in almost all cases. 

Table 9  

Intergroup contact with Roma target group by valence and type of contact for non 

Roma children 

 Positive contact Negative contact Neutral contact 

Indirect contact 4 31 8 

Meeting  without interaction 1 5 11 

Superficial contact 3 24 1 

Shared activities 8 5 4 

Friendship 4 0 1 

All contact 20 65 25 

 

Those children who identified as Roma also reported indirect and direct contact with 

their playmates, friends or family members who they identified as Roma (family members 

aggregated with friends here). Though contact is typically defined as intergroup contact 

whereas these are intragroup contacts, as the minority children themselves are often subject to 

similar processes as the majority in the formation of intergroup attitudes cf. internalized 

racism and system justification, it is worth to look at this subsample separately  

As Table 10 below shows these contact experiences are more often positive, though 

negative experience abound, too and usually involve close contact understandably. 

Table 10  

Intragroup contact with Roma target group by valence and type of contact for Roma 

children 

 Positive contact Negative contact 

Indirect contact 2 1 

Meeting  without interaction 0 1 

Superficial contact 1 1 
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Shared activities 1 1 

Friendship and family 6 4 

All contact 10 8 

 

As for contact with Black people, most of the intergroup experiences are neutral 

meetings without any interaction – seeing Black people on the street for example as seen in 

Table 11. Indirect contact mostly through the media is also common with usually neutral 

instances. Finally, several children have Black group mates, playmates or friends and these 

are in general positive experiences. Still, considering that two of the groups interviewed on 

Black people actually had children in the group at the time of the research or earlier who were 

from mixed marriages between a Hungarian and a Black immigrant, such low numbers 

suggest that  many children did not categorise these group mates as Blacks. 

Table 11 

Intergroup contact with Black target group by valence and type of contact  

 Positive contact Negative contact Neutral contact 

Indirect contact 2 4 10 

Meeting  without interaction 3 0 20 

Superficial contact 2 1 1 

Shared activities 3 1 4 

Friendship 3 0 1 

All contact 13 6 36 

 

For Chinese people, the contact experiences were mostly neutral as seen in Table 12. 

Indirect contact often involved books or television programmes. seeing Chinese people on the 

street and neutral or positive superficial contact in shops or restaurants was also reported by a 

large group of children. Having a Chinese group mate or playmate was also common, which 

is not surprising with a Chinese boy indeed present in one of the groups, who was categorized 

as Chinese by 8 of his group mates and with 2 Chinese children who left from other groups 

shortly before the study. These were by and large neutral and positive experiences, while and 

finally positive experiences of friendship were relatively common, too. The contact 

experiences with Chinese had the least negative valence overall in the sample.  
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Table 12 

Intergroup contact with Chinese target group by valence and type of contact  

 Positive contact Negative contact Neutral contact 

Indirect contact 4 5 7 

Meeting  without interaction 1 1 8 

Superficial contact 4 5 6 

Shared activities 2 3 8 

Friendship 4 1 2 

All contact 15 15 31 

 

Summarisingly, a large majority of children had contact with some of the outgroups. 

Both the type of these contacts and their valence varied substantially across the different 

outgroups though. These differences are probably due to both the available contact situations 

and the perceptual distinguishability of the different outgroups. Though almost  all the groups 

had some children identifying as Roma, their identity was not communicated to their group 

mates in many cases, and they were not a visible minority. Consequently, contact with them 

was not reported as intergroup contact by most children.  Therefore many of the experiences 

reported regarding Roma involved indirect contact and as societal attitudes are 

overwhelmingly negative, these tend to be negative as well.  

Though there are much less opportunities for contact with Black people as they are a 

small group in Hungary, media provides some form of contact and seeing Black people on the 

street is salient enough for many children to remember. Interestingly, group mates from mixed 

Black and White marriages are not necessarily categorized as Black, presumably having thus 

no impact on intergroup attitudes either.  

Finally, Chinese people are highly visible, too and if there is a Chinese child in the 

group, they are categorized as Chinese by most of their group mates. Superficial interactions 

with Chinese or Vietnamese people in service jobs is the most common other form of contact 

for most of the Hungarian population, and for the children too, with mostly neutral valence 
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and all contacts with Asian immigrants were presumably collapsed under the Chinese 

category.  

As we have seen, the valence and intimacy of the intergroup contact experiences differ 

widely across the different target groups, and hypothesis 4a suggests that negative contact will 

intensify intergroup bias whereas positive contact will improve it and more intensive contact 

will be more closely related to intergroup attitudes. 

Looking at Roma as a target group first, as Table 13 below shows most forms of 

contact actually intensify intergroup bias against Roma for the non Roma children. Both 

indirect contact and superficial contact are positively correlated with intergroup bias and so is 

the sum of all contact. The sum of all contact also has a marginally significant impact on 

stereotype complexity. However,  friendship enhances stereotype complexity but does not 

increase intergroup bias. A reason for these patterns is the general valence of the contact 

experience – most contact was actually negative in relation to Roma as described earlier with 

friendship being a positive exception, and the strongest (medium sized) correlations are 

between proportion of negative contacts and intergroup bias and stereotype negativity indeed.  

Table 13 

Intercorrelations between type of contact and intergroup attitudes for Roma target 

group for non Roma children 

 Intergroup bias Stereotype complexity 

 
r p r p 

Indirect contact ,208* ,042 ,050 ,629 

Meeting without interaction -,208* ,042 -,002 ,986 

Superficial contact ,254* ,012 ,160 ,122 

Activities ,077 ,453 -,005 ,963 

Friendship -,033 ,749 ,205* ,046 

Proportion of negative contact ,293* ,022 ,056 ,668 

All contact ,216* ,035 ,182 ,078 
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For the Roma children, intragroup contact reduces intragroup bias - more contact with 

people they identify as Roma is related to more positive attitudes towards Roma. As most of 

the reported contact was positive and intimate contact, this is in line with the general 

predictions. Unfortunately, as half of the Roma children in the sample did not participate in 

the interviews, the sample sizes are very small and none of these results are significant 

though.  

Table 14 

Intercorrelations between type of contact and intragroup attitudes for Roma target 

group for Roma children 

 Intergroup bias Stereotype complexity 

 
r p r p 

Indirect contact -,296 ,476 ,543 ,131 

Meeting without interaction -,274 ,511 ,110 ,777 

Superficial contact . 
   

Activities -,435 ,282 -,387 ,304 

Friendship ,378 ,356 -,730 ,025 

Proportion of negative contact -,165 ,695 -,188 ,629 

All contact -,460 ,252 -,276 ,472 

 

As for Black people as target groups, contact shows a different pattern and contact is 

not related to intergroup bias with more contact in general. Friendship significantly reduces 

intergroup bias which is to be expected if we keep in mind that these were mostly positive 

experiences, but as very few children reported such friendships and other forms of contact are 

not related to intergroup bias, the effect is not strong enough to make contact beneficial in 

general. Meeting without interaction, which was the most common form of contact and 

largely neutral enhances stereotype complexity but has no impact on intergroup bias. Overall,  

contact in general only enhances stereotype complexity but does not effect intergroup bias in 

line with its generally neutral characteristics. 
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Table 15 

Intercorrelations between type of contact and intergroup attitudes for Black target 

group  

 Intergroup bias Stereotype complexity 

 
r p r p 

Indirect contact 
-,067 ,636 ,141 ,283 

Meeting without interaction 
,090 ,523 ,342 ,008 

Superficial contact 
,197 ,157 ,066 ,617 

Activities 
-,059 ,676 ,060 ,648 

Friendship 
-,341 ,013 ,009 ,948 

Proportion of negative contact 
,298 ,104 ,259 ,116 

All contact 
-,027 ,849 ,385 ,002 

 

Unlike the other two target groups, for Chinese people contact in general is related to 

lower intergroup bias. All contact is significantly related to lower intergroup bias, as could be 

expected based on its general neutral and positive nature. Shared activities, which were the 

most common neutral experiences are also related with a marginally significant effect.. 

Finally, the sum of all contact is also related to stereotype complexity. 

Table 16 

Intercorrelations between Type of Contact and Intergroup Attitudes for Chinese 

Target Group  

 Intergroup bias Stereotype complexity 

 
r p r p 

Indirect contact -,195 ,151 ,001 ,994 

Meeting without interaction -,030 ,829 ,164 ,249 

Superficial contact ,130 ,340 ,147 ,302 

Activities -,257 ,056 ,072 ,618 

Friendship -,104 ,445 -,068 ,633 

Proportion of negative contact -,075 ,604 ,144 ,341 

All contact -,275 ,040* ,263 ,063 
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In sum, the relations between contact and intergroup attitudes varies among different 

outgroups by the type of contact and its valence. If contact is overwhelmingly negative, as in 

the case of Roma, it is related to stronger intergroup bias instead of improved intergroup 

attitudes. Meanwhile, neutral and positive contact is indeed related to more positive 

intergroup attitudes as in the case of the Chinese target group, with more intensive contacts 

such as shared activities and friendship showing stronger relation. These effect sizes are 

comparable to the generally reported .2-.3 correlations in previous research. 

 Indirect contact such as media representations, extended contact, stereotypes from 

family members and imagined contact are also more closely related to intergroup attitudes 

with the Roma target group where there is less perceived intergroup contact, but as these 

experiences were overwhelmingly negative, indirect contact here is related to increased bias. 

For the Black and Chinese target groups where more interpersonal contact was experienced 

and indirect contact was also more positive or neutral, it corresponded with no difference in 

intergroup bias only with enhanced stereotype complexity. These results confirm hypothesis 

4a, contact is related to intergroup attitudes, positive contact is related to more positive 

attitudes while negative contact is related to more negative attitudes and direct contact is more 

closely related, indirect contact is especially relevant when there is less direct contact. 

Socio-cognitive Development and Intergroup Attitudes 

 

Hypothesis 5: Developing intergroup attitudes will be related to children’s 

socio-cognitive development. 

a. As their socio-cognitive development proceeds, after age 6 

children’s intergroup attitudes get more positive if they are in a group with 

anti-bias norms or if they perceive societal anti-bias norms. Without perceiving 
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an anti-bias norm, intergroup attitudes will not improve. However, in the case 

of salient target groups, stereotypes will get more complex as with age children 

are exposed more to societal representations. 

b. For those children who develop an ethnic minority identity, their 

attitudes towards their ingroup will be more positive than the majority 

children’s intergroup attitudes towards that target group. However, for those 

children who do not develop an ethnic minority identity, even if their parents 

or teachers identify them as members of that ethnic minority, the societal and 

peer processes will work in similar ways to the majority children and their 

attitudes towards those groups will not be different from majority intergroup 

attitudes. 

c. As gender is not related to the development of ethnic-racial 

intergroup attitudes, there will be no gender differences are expected in 

children’s intergroup attitudes. 

Age and intergroup attitudes. As the participating children are between 47 and 87 

months, a general decline in intergroup bias might already be possible as a result of their 

cognitive and social skills development. However, this is not the case in this sample, the 

intergroup bias scores are not significantly correlated with age (rs in the ranges of -.15 to .10) 

with the previously mentioned exception of stereotype complexity about Roma which is 

getting significantly richer with age r=.30, p=.002.  

A more careful analysis also confirms this lack of pattern – even if under and over 6 

year olds are analysed separately, the expected pattern of growth until age 6 and decline after 

year 6 is not confirmed by the data, there are no significant increases in age until age 6 (rs in 

the range of -.18 to .01 ps in the range of .34-92) and no significant decrease after age 6 (rs in 

the range of -.25 to .07 ps in the range of .25 to .83) . 
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Teacher interviews and the observations showed that there is no systematic anti-bias 

program, and this lack of decline is also strong indirect evidence for the lack of anti-bias 

norms for children in the sample. Chart 1 is also supplied below to leave no doubt that the age 

related changes are not following the pattern of decline in bias towards ethnic-racial groups in 

countries with salient anti-racist norms.  

Chart 1 

Intergroup bias towards Roma as a function of age in months 

 

However, stereotypes get more complex with age. For the Roma target group where 

there is substantial variability in age, stereotype complexity grows with age in months b=.03, 

β=.30 and age is a significant though weak predictor explaining 8% of the variance R2=.091, 

F(1, 104)=10.25, p=.002.  As Roma are a salient target group, acquiring more complex  

stereotypes are presumably a result of increasing familiarity with the societal representations. 

The fact that stereotype content in the case of Roma largely reflects societal representations 

also supports this view. 

Gender and intergroup attitudes. Gender is not an important factor in intergroup 

attitudes in this sample, for most measures there are no differences across the groups. The 
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only significant difference is in intergroup bias towards Blacks t (40.56)=-2.64, p=.009 with 

boys M=50.22  expressing less bias than girls M=73.43. A possible explanation for this 

gender difference might lie in some salient features of the Black stereotypes – physical 

prowess and agility are characteristics that are by and large more attractive for boys than girls 

at this age. 

Identity and intergroup attitudes. Identifying as Roma or being identified as Roma 

by the teachers is related to intergroup bias towards Roma but not to other target groups. The 

ANOVA is marginally significant F(1,72)=2.79, p=.099 with higher mean scores for majority 

m=75.46, 95% CI [68.24, 82.28] than self or teacher identified Roma children m=65.94, 95% 

CI [57.11, 74.77]. The 4 non-Roma minority children were excluded from this analysis as 

their numbers are too small compared to the other groups for an ANOVA. However, for those 

children who do not identify as Roma though their parents or teachers identify them as Roma, 

there is no  significant difference from the majority children’s intergroup attitudes 

F(1,63)=1.571, p=.215. 

These results suggest that without minority group identification, minority children 

themselves are subject to the same peer and societal influences as majority children, marking 

the sorry beginning of internalized racism. 

Predictors of intergroup attitudes. Finally, to look at the relative contribution of all 

the previously identified relevant individual factors and peer effects, hierarchical multiple 

regressions are run with identity, age, gender, clique average scores and contact factor scores 

for the intergroup attitude measures for all 3 target groups. The predictors are entered in order 

of importance based on previous analyses. 

For intergroup bias towards Roma, mean clique scores are highly predictive of 

intergroup attitudes capturing the peer convergence. In addition, negative superficial contact 
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with Roma intensifies bias, while positive friendship reduces it (Step 2 and 3 are significant 

improvements to the model) as seen in Table 17. 

Table 17 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Intergroup Bias Towards Roma 

Target Group 

Predictor ΔR² β 

Step 1 0.357 
 

Clique mean score .597*** 

Step 2 0.038 
 

Negative superficial contact with Roma .559*** 

Step 3 0.024 
 

Positive friendship with Roma .198** 

Step 4 0.01 
 

Neutral meeting without interaction with Roma 
 

-0.1 

Positive/neutral shared activities with Roma 
 

0.011 

Step 5 0 
 

Roma identity 
 

0.017 

Step 6 0.002 
 

Gender 
 

0.041 

Age in month 
 

0.034 

Note: ***p <.001, **p <.05, *p<.01 

For Roma stereotype complexity, the mean clique scores, Roma identity and some 

forms of contact are predictive (Step 2 and 3 are significant improvements to the model) as 

seen in Table 18. Besides the peer convergence and Roma children having more complex 

representations of Roma, negative superficial contact also is related to more complex 

stereotypes. Furthermore, shared activities reduce the number of general statements about 

Roma probably through shifting focus to the individual characteristics of the playmates. 

Table 18 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Stereotype Complexity about 

Roma Target Group 
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Predictor ΔR² β 

Step 1 0.406 

 
Clique mean score .637*** 

Step 2 0.035 

 
Roma identity .189** 

Step 3 0.053 

 Negative superficial contact with Roma 

 

.173** 

Positive/neutral shared activities with Roma 

 

-.146* 

Step 4 0.006 

 Positive friendship with Roma   -0.075 

Neutral meeting without interaction with Roma   0.04 

Step 5 0 

 Gender   -0.014 

Age in month   -0.014 

Note: ***p <.001, **p <.05, *p<.01 

 

For the Black intergroup bias apart from the mean clique scores, gender and 

friendships are important (Steps 2 and 3 are significant improvements to the model) as seen in 

Table 19. Besides the peer convergence effects, it is notable that girls have higher bias scores, 

while friendship predicts lower intergroup bias. 

Table 19 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Intergroup Bias Towards Black 

Target Group 

Predictor ΔR² β 

Step 1 . 361 
 

Clique mean score of POMP Black bias 
 

.601*** 

Step 2 0.072 
 

Gender 
 

.270** 

Step 3 0.076 
 

Positive friendship with Blacks 
 

-.279** 

Step 4 0.038 
 

Neutral meeting without interaction with Blacks 
 

-.110** 
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Varied superficial contact and shared activities with Blacks 
 

0.149 

Mostly negative indirect contact with Blacks 
 

0.004 

Age in month 
 

0.055 

Note: ***p <.001, **p <.05, *p<.01 

For the Black stereotype complexity, apart from the mean clique scores, neutral 

contact is important (Step 2 is a significant improvement to the model) as seen in Table 20.  

More specifically, neutral meetings without interaction with Blacks predict higher stereotype 

complexity, though the model can only explain a modest proportion of the variance. 

Table 20 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Stereotype Complexity about 

Black Target Group 

Predictor ΔR² β 

Step 1 0.198 
 

Clique mean score of POMP all features of Blacks 
 

.445*** 

Step 2 0.041 
 

Neutral meeting without interaction with Blacks 
 

.205* 

Step 3 0.039 
 

Neutral meeting without interaction with Blacks 
 

.204* 

Gender 
 

-0.126 

Varied superficial contact and shared activities with Blacks 
 

0.026 

Positive friendship with Blacks 
 

0.064 

Mostly negative indirect contact with Blacks 
 

0.15 

Age in month 
 

-0.042 

Note: ***p <.001, **p <.05, *p<.01 

For Chinese intergroup bias including further predictors besides the mean clique 

scores does not improve the model (see Table 21). Intergroup attitudes towards Chinese are 

not predicted by contact though most of the children had some contact with Chinese people. 

This might be due to the generally neutral or ambivalent and distant nature of these contacts– 

it is either not positive or close enough to lead to changes. 

Table 21 
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Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Intergroup Bias Towards 

Chinese Target Group 

Predictor ΔR² β 

Step 1 0.485 
 

Clique mean score of POMP Chinese bias 
 

.697*** 

Step 2 0.009 
 

Positive friendship with Chinese 
 

0.094 

Step 3 0.09 
 

Neutral meeting without interaction with Chinese 
 

-0.176 

Ambivalent superficial contact with Chinese 
 

0.014 

Mostly negative indirect contact with Chinese 
 

-0.18 

Gender 
 

-0.145 

Age in month 
 

-0.083 

Note: ***p <.001, **p <.05, *p<.01 

Finally, for Chinese stereotype complexity, only the mean clique scores are predictive 

(see Table 22). As most contact was neutral, it is understandable why it does not improve 

intergroup attitudes.  

Table 22 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Stereotype Complexity about 

Chinese Target Group 

Predictor ΔR² β 

Step 1 0.375 
 

Clique mean score of POMP all features of Chinese 
 

.613*** 

Step 2 0.02 
 

Neutral meeting without interaction with Chinese 
 

-0.091 

Positive friendship with Chinese 
 

0.015 

Ambivalent superficial contact with Chinese 
 

0.09 

Mostly negative indirect contact with Chinese 
 

0.018 

Gender 
 

0.036 

Age in month 
 

-0.008 

Note: ***p <.001, **p <.05, *p<.01 
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Overall these results confirm the previous analyses. Peer convergence is the most 

consistent phenomenon related to children’s developing attitudes, while different forms of 

intergroup contact are also related to the valence of intergroup attitudes and the complexity of 

stereotypes.  

Positive and close contact such as friendship reduces intergroup bias, while superficial 

negative contact is related to more negative intergroup attitudes. Furthermore, neutral contact 

is not related to the valence of intergroup attitudes but enhances stereotype complexity.  

Furthermore, peer convergence is relevant in the case of all three target groups, but 

further processes are differentially important for predicting intergroup bias and stereotype 

complexity 

Longitudinal Analysis  

The original research plan included longitudinal network analysis to disentangle 

processes of friendship selection based on similar attitudes and processes of social influence. 

Consequently, longitudinal data was collected in 2 groups with all measures repeated after 6 

months. The analysis of the repeated measures revealed that children’s intergroup attitudes are 

stable - there were no significant differences btw time 1 and time 2 on any of the individual 

intergroup measures in the paired samples t-tests. Furthermore, ethnic identification was fairly 

stable, too - only 3 children identified as Roma in wave 2 who had not identified as Roma in 

wave 1.  

The longitudinal network analysis still could have been used for a more refined 

analysis of the peer processes, but unfortunately, the software and skills necessary for such 

analysis were not available at the time of the analysis. 

Consequently, as the other key measures show remarkable stability, detailed analysis 

of the longitudinal data will not form part of this dissertation. 
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Discussion 

One of the main expectations of the theses was that children’s developing intergroup 

attitudes would be related to bottom-up processes  from the children’s peer groups and the 

analysis confirms these expectations. Furthermore, peer effects at the age of 4-7 are 

documented for the first time with quantitative measures in a field study.  Intergroup attitudes 

converge and representations of minority groups are shared among peers for all three target 

groups of Roma, Black people and Chinese people. These results support social network 

studies demonstrating how adolescents create their own intergroup peer culture (Poteat, 

Espelage, & Green, 2007; Poteat & Spanierman, 2010) and ethnographic studies describing 

the prevalence of racial-ethnic discourses and practices among the same  5-7 year old age 

group (Connolly, 2000; Van Ausdale & Feagin, 2002). The results diametrically oppose a 

previous Canadian study with the same age group which failed to find convergence among 

dyads of close friends with similar measures (Aboud & Doyle, 1996b).  A possible 

explanation for the diverging results is how peer relations were conceptualised and 

operationalised. While the Canadian studies looked at dyads, the current study built on the 

children’s social network, which is a more accurate representation of those close interaction 

groups where children would share discussions or experiences relating to ethnic-racial groups 

(Cillessen, 2009). 

Secondly, the study fully supports previous findings with older children on the 

importance of top-down processes from the local context. The kindergarten groups differed in 

intergroup attitudes and children’s individual intergroup attitudes were more negative if there 

was a higher perceived proportion of minority students without salient anti-bias norms. These 

results conceptually replicate previous studies (Moody, 2001; Verkuyten, 2010) but to the 

best of my knowledge extends those findings for the first time to such a young age group. 

Thirdly, the children’s intergroup attitudes were also related to top-down processes 
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from their  societal context. The current study documents with both quantitative and 

qualitative methods that the intergroup attitudes and salient societal discourses are reflected in 

the children’s intergroup development. The relative valence of intergroup attitudes towards 

the three target groups reflected general societal attitudes and the Roma representations 

shared several discursive elements from the general societal discourse in Hungary today such 

as criminality, immorality or dirtiness (Gimes, et al., 2008; Messing & Bernáth, 2012). In 

addition, the representations echoed the salient threat perception of Roma but through a child 

perspective of threat – perceiving Roma as potentially taking toys away or as the bogeyman. 

Though the most prominent socio-cognitive (Aboud, 1988, 2008) or social identity 

development (Nesdale & Dalton, 2011) approaches to intergroup development do not include 

specific predictions on how the wider societal context would impact developmental 

procedures, integrative contextual developmental theory  proposes that children acquire the 

shared intergroup repertoire from an early age (Teichman & Bar-Tal, 2008) as it happens in 

the current context as well. Meanwhile, as there was less of a salient societal discourse for the 

Black and Chinese target group, the societal context seemed to impact the children’s attitudes 

less prominently. 

In contrast, individual experiences of direct intergroup contact were highly relevant for 

intergroup attitudes towards the Black and Chinese target group and also for the 

representations of these target groups while indirect contact such as extended contact through 

parents and media exposure were more important for the Roma target group. More 

specifically, in line with recent critical studies (Barlow, et al., 2012; Dixon, Tropp, et al., 

2010), direct intergroup contact, was not always related to improved intergroup attitudes 

though. Firstly, negative intergroup contact was related to more negative intergroup attitudes. 

If the children were scared, disgusted or felt contempt that would not lead to an improvement 

in their intergroup attitudes. In addition, superficial contact along fixed societal roles such as 
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meeting outgroup members in service jobs was not related to attitude change. These results 

are similar to recent criticism on the impact of contact in highly unequal settings (Dixon, 

Durrheim, et al., 2010). On the upside, indirect and extended contact might be beneficial, 

especially when direct contact is lacking, similarly with previously documented effects among 

children (Cameron, Rutland, Hossain, et al., 2011). However, indirect contact through parents 

and media might also be related to intensified bias if the extended contact experiences of the 

parents are negative or if the attitudes transmitted through parents or media are unfavourable 

as it often happened in the case of the Roma target group. Finally, friendship has a positive 

impact on intergroup attitudes just as expected (Davies, et al., 2011), provided that children 

categorise their intergroup friends as members of the target group. All these results warn that 

similarly to adults, not all intergroup contact is beneficial, but how contact is structured and 

interpreted is the key to improving intergroup relations. 

The fact that salient societal discourse had different effects across the target groups 

from intergroup contact with perceptually salient target groups raised interesting theoretical 

questions. Though intergroup attitudes and target group representations converged on all 

target groups, the results suggest that  the  convergence was due to  different processes for the 

discursively and perceptually salient target groups. For the Roma target group, where there is 

a highly salient societal discourse, the convergence seems due to discussions among the 

children – highly idiosyncratic representations such as the Roma as the bogeyman are shared 

in one peer group but not in others, showing that some content is shared that is not based on 

shared experiences. In contrast, for the Black and Chinese target groups elements of the 

shared representations suggested that shared intergroup experiences are more relevant factors 

for convergence.  

 

These result also have wider implications – they suggest that the development of 
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intergroup attitudes is dominated by different processes for the different target groups in the 

study. For the Roma target group, salience is discursive not perceptual salience and the 

intergroup development seems largely driven by discursive processes, similarly to the 

processes described in integrative contextual developmental theory  (Teichman & Bar-Tal, 

2008). However, for the Black and Chinese target group, societal discourse is less salient but 

especially for the Chinese group, perceptual salience seemed high in the sample. In 

accordance, intergroup development seemed to be dominated by perceptual cues and 

children’s direct experiences and observations with the target group as in the processes 

outlined in developmental intergroup theory (Bigler & Liben, 2007) 

These results imply that depending on the relative perceptual and discursive salience 

of target groups, different processes might dominate the development of intergroup attitudes 

which are greatly relevant in a global context of intergroup development. As in some societies 

cleavages are along social categories that do not translate to physical differences e.g. religion 

whereas perceptually distinguishable categories are the main cleavage in many others, such 

differences in processes could be highly important from a global perspective on the 

development of intergroup relations. 

A further implication of the results highlight the importance of local norms for the 

improvement of intergroup attitudes once children have the necessary socio-cognitive skills.  

In the current sample intergroup attitudes do not improve with age, though by age 6 children 

have the socio-cognitive skills for unbiased intergroup attitudes towards outgroup members 

(Aboud, 1988, 2008) and are responsive to group norms (Nesdale, 2011; Nesdale & Dalton, 

2011) as attested by meta-analytic evidence of improving intergroup attitudes at this age 

(Raabe & Beelmann, 2011). As the teacher interviews and the observations both pointed in 

the direction of no anti-racist norms, these findings are in line with a contextualized reading 

of socio-cognitive developmental theory (Aboud, 2008)  – intergroup attitudes will only 



PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 77 

 

improve when there is a salient anti-bias norm. From an applied perspective, these results 

could be interpreted as loud screams for intervention programs at this age group already. 

The fact that minority children seem to internalize negative intergroup attitudes 

towards their own group is similarly worrying from an applied perspective. Current results 

shows that those children who are identified as Roma by their teachers and parents but do not 

have a Roma identity hold just as negative attitudes towards the Roma as the generally biased 

majority children do. Though classical studies from the 40s in the U.S. showed similar results 

(Clark & Clark, 1947), to the best of my knowledge this is the first time such results are 

documented in Hungary with this age group, though teenage Roma’s often shared negative 

ingroup attitudes are well known (Neményi, 2007).  

Though the current study had some limitations, these do not endanger the validity of 

the findings. The most obvious limitation is the small sample size, hopefully compensated by 

the mixed methods approach and richness of the data. As the sample is not an easily 

accessible one, opting for a smaller sample with more complex data was a feasible research 

design. The qualitative data and complementary sources allowed for rich, contextualized 

interpretations. One consequence of the sample size though is that it does not allow for 

multilevel analysis and power is too low for further statistical analysis. A further limitation is 

the absence of a second coder for a larger proportion of the interviews – more intercoding, 

preferably based on consensus coding would provide more reliable data. 

However, the joint analysis of quantitative and qualitative data opened up several new 

questions which could be tested in further studies. The main findings on peer convergence and 

discursive vs.  perceptual salience in intergroup development could be tested in experimental 

settings building on the current results. Furthermore, the impact of negative and unequal 

direct and indirect contact could warrant further field studies with larger samples. In addition, 

a  larger multilevel design would also allow for more reliable testing of contextual and 
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individual effects.  

Finally, the practical implications of the research are very clear: well-tailored 

intervention programs based on the different mechanisms of discursive or perceptual salience 

would be highly important in the Hungarian context. Furthermore, media programs could 

already target this age group, as the media is an important indirect intergroup contact source 

for kindergarten children. I can only finish this dissertation hoping that such a call would find 

a responsive audience among policy makers, teachers, parents and journalists - the key players 

who can influence how intergroup relations evolve among children.  
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Appendices 

 

Appendix 1  

Photographs used for PRAM measures 

 

Figure 1  

Pictures used for boys for Roma – non Roma PRAM measures 

 

Figure 2 

Pictures used for boys for Chinese – non Chinese PRAM measures 
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Figure 3 

Pictures used for girls for Roma – non Roma PRAM measures 

 

 

 

Figure 4 

Pictures used for girls for Chinese – non Chinese PRAM measures 
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Appendix 2  

 

List of items employed in PRAM by pairs of contrasting valence with actual 

Hungarian version in brackets 

 

List of items replicating items from original PRAM II (Williams, et al., 1975): 

Good-Bad [jó-rossz]  

Nice-Evil [kedves-gonosz], és. 

Smart-Stupid [okos-buta] 

Beautiful-Ugly [szép-csúnya] 

Clean-Dirty [tiszta-koszos] 

List of items adopted to the Hungarian context: 

Fair-Stealing [tisztességes-lopós] 

Honest-Liar [őszinte-hazudós] 

 

Appendix 3 

Sample questions from the interview protocol 

Who do you think Roma people are? 

What do you think Roma people are like? 

Have you met any Roma people? If yes, ask for details 

Do you think Roma people are different from people who are not Roma? Why? 

Would you play with a Roma child? Why? 

 

Appendix 4 

List of Sociometric Survey Items 
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List of Items Groups 1-4 

Item 1: Who is your best friend in the kindergarten group 

 

List of Items Groups 5-9  

All items based on (Inántsy-Pap, 2003) 

1. If you had 3 apples and you gave them away, who are the three children 

in the group that you would give it to? 

2. Who are the 3 children that you would not give it to? 

3. Imagine that you’re going on a trip with the kindergarten group and 4 

children can sit together. Who are the 3 children you would like to sit with? 

4. Who are the 3 children you wouldn’t like to sit with? 

5. If’s your birthday, who are the three children that you would invite for 

sure? 

6. Who are the 3 children that you wouldn’t invite for sure? 

 

Appendix 5 

A sample social network from kindergarten group 5 and the list of corresponding 2-

clans in the kindergarten group 

 

 

Figure 5 

Social network of group 5 based on reciprocal ties i.e. mutual nominations with 

children’s initials. Figure prepared in UCINET (Borgatti, et al., 2002) 
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List of 2-clans 2-clan member children’s initials as identified by UCINET (Borgatti, et 

al., 2002) 

 

2-Clan 1: B.Sz. Cs.V. H.E. M.A. Sz.N. 

2-Clan 2: H.E. I.S. M.A. Sz.N. 

2-Clan 3:  B.Sz. H.A. M.A. Sz.N. 

2-Clan 4:  B.D. D.D. 

2-Clan 5:  D.B. H.K. S.S. 

 

Appendix 6 

List of items used in identity survey 

 

Items used in all surveys: 

Boy 



PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 84 

 

Girl 

Hungarian 

Roma 

Chinese 

Serbian 

Jewish 

Romanian 

Slovakian 

Austrian 

Child 

Adult 

Have sisters/brothers 

Have grandparents 

Kindergarten child 

From Budapest 

Small 

Big 

 

Items adopted to the kindergarten: 

From [the child’s kindergarten group] 

From [another kindergarten group in the same kindergarten] 

 

 

 

 

 

  



PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 85 

 

References 

Aboud, F. (1988). Children and prejudice. Oxford: Blackwell. 

Aboud, F. (2008). A social-cognitive developmental theory of prejudice. In S. M. Quintana & 

C. McKown (Eds.), Handbook of race, racism, and the developing child (pp. 55-71). 

Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons Inc; US. 

Aboud, F., & Doyle, A. (1996a). Does talk of race foster prejudice or tolerance in children? 

Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science, 28(3), 161-170.  

Aboud, F., & Doyle, A. (1996b). Parental and peer influences on children's racial attitudes. 

International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 20(3–4), 371-383. doi: 10.1016/0147-

1767(96)00024-7 

Abrams, D. (2011). Wherein lies children's intergroup bias? Egocentrism, social 

understanding, and social projection. Child Development, 82(5), 1579-1593.  

Adorno, T. W. (1980). Típusok és tünetegyüttesek [Types and Syndroms]. In G. Csepeli (Ed.), 

Előíteletek és csoportközi viszonyok (pp. 237-294). Budapest: KJK. 

Akiba, D., Szalacha, L. A., & García Coll, C. T. (2004). Multiplicity of ethnic identification 

during middle childhood: Conceptual and methodological considerations. New 

directions for child and adolescent development, 2004(104), 45-60.  

Allport, G. W. (1999). Az előítélet [On the nature of prejudice]. Budapest: Osiris. 

Augoustinos, M., & Rosewarne, D. L. (2001). Stereotype knowledge and prejudice in 

children. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 19(1), 143-156.  

Ausdale, D. V., & Feagin, J. R. (1996). Using Racial and Ethnic Concepts: The Critical Case 

of Very Young Children. American Sociological Review, 61(5), 779-793. doi: 

10.2307/2096453 

Balassa, S. (2006). Antiszemiták, cigányellenesek, xenofóbok. In B. Bakó, R. Papp & L. 

Szarka (Eds.), Mindennapi előítéletek. Társadalmi távolságok és etnikai sztereotípiák 



PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 86 

 

(pp. 205-240). Budapest: Balassi KIadó. 

Banaji, M. R., Baron, A. S., Dunham, Y., & Olson, K. (2010). The development of intergroup 

social cognition: Early emergence, implicit nature, and sensitivity to group status 

Intergroup attitudes and relations in childhood through adulthood (pp. 87-102). New 

York, NY: Oxford University Press; US. 

Bar-Tal, D. (1996). Development of social categories and stereotypes in early childhood: The 

case of "the Arab" concept formation, stereotype and attitudes by Jewish children in 

Israel. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 20(3-4), 341-370.  

Barlow, F. K., Paolini, S., Pedersen, A., Hornsey, M. J., Radke, H. R. M., Harwood, J., . . . 

Sibley, C. G. (2012). The Contact Caveat: Negative Contact Predicts Increased 

Prejudice More Than Positive Contact Predicts Reduced Prejudice. Personality and 

Social Psychology Bulletin, 38(12), 1629-1643. doi: 10.1177/0146167212457953 

Baron, A., & Banaji, M. (2009). Evidence of System Justification in Young Children. Social 

and Personality Psychology Compass, 3(6), 918-926. doi: 10.1111/j.1751-

9004.2009.00214.x 

Barrett, M., & Davis, S. C. (2008). Applying social identity and self-categorization theories to 

children's racial, ethnic, national, and state identifications and attitudes. In S. M. 

Quintana & C. McKown (Eds.), Handbook of race, racism, and the developing child 

(pp. 72-110). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons Inc; US. 

Bigler, R. S., & Liben, L. S. (2006). A developmental intergroup theory of social stereotypes 

and prejudice. In R. V. Kail (Ed.), Advances in child development and behavior (Vol. 

34, pp. 39-89). London: Elsevier. 

Bigler, R. S., & Liben, L. S. (2007). Developmental intergroup theory: Explaining and 

reducing children's social stereotyping and prejudice. Current Directions in 

Psychological Science, 16(3), 162-166.  



PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 87 

 

Bodenhausen, G. V., Todd, A. R., & Richeson, J. A. (2009). Controlling prejudice and 

stereotyping: Antecedents, mechanisms, and contexts Handbook of prejudice, 

stereotyping, and discrimination. (pp. 111-135): New York, NY, US: Psychology 

Press. 

Borgatti, S. P., Everett, M. G., & Freeman, L. C. (2002). Ucinet for Windows: Software for 

Social Network Analysis. Harvard, MA: Analytic Technologies.  

Bruner, J. S. (1990). Acts of meaning. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Cameron, L., Rutland, A., Douch, R., & Brown, R. (2006). Changing Children's Intergroup 

Attitudes toward Refugees: Testing Different Models of Extended Contact. Child 

Development, 77(5), 1208-1219.  

Cameron, L., Rutland, A., Hossain, R., & Petley, R. (2011). When and why does extended 

contact work? the role of high quality direct contact and group norms in the 

development of positive ethnic intergroup attitudes amongst children. Group 

Processes and Intergroup Relations, 14(2), 193-206.  

Cameron, L., Rutland, A., Turner, R., Holman-Nicolas, R., & Powell, C. (2011). 'Changing 

attitudes with a little imagination': Imagined contact effects on young children's 

intergroup bias. "Cambiar las actitudes con un poco de imaginación". Efectos del 

contacto imaginado en los sesgos intergrupales de los niños pequeños, 27(3), 708-

717.  

Cillessen, A. H. N. (2009). Sociometric methods. In K. H. Rubin, W. M. Bukowski & B. 

Laursen (Eds.), Handbook of peer interactions, relationships, and groups (pp. 82–99 

). New York: Guilford. 

Clark, K. B., & Clark, M. P. (1947). Racial identification and preference in Negro children. In 

T. M. Newcomb & E. L. Hartley (Eds.), Readings in social psychology (pp. 169-178). 

New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston. 



PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 88 

 

Cohen, P., Cohen, J., Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1999). The Problem of Units and the 

Circumstance for POMP. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 34(3), 315-346. doi: 

10.1207/s15327906mbr3403_2 

Connolly, P. (2000). Racism and Young Girls' Peer-Group Relations: The Experiences of 

South Asian Girls. Sociology, 34(3), 499-519. doi: 10.1177/s0038038500000316 

Corsaro, W. A., & Eder, D. (1990). Children's Peer Cultures. Annual Review of Sociology, 

16(ArticleType: research-article / Full publication date: 1990 / Copyright © 1990 

Annual Reviews), 197-220. doi: 10.2307/2083268 

Crisp, R. J., & Turner, R. N. (2012). The Imagined Contact Hypothesis. Advances in 

Experimental Social Psychology, 125.  

Cross, W. E., & Cross, T. B. (2008). Theory, research, and models. In S. M. Quintana & C. 

McKown (Eds.), Handbook of race, racism, and the developing child (pp. 154-181). 

Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons Inc; US. 

Csákó, M. (2011). Idegenellenesség iskoláskorban. Educatio (2 ), 181–193.  

Davies, K., Tropp, L. R., Aron, A., Pettigrew, T. F., & Wright, S. C. (2011). Cross-group 

friendships and intergroup attitudes: A meta-analytic review. Personality and Social 

Psychology Review, 15(4), 332-351.  

Dejaeghere, Y., Hooghe, M., & Claes, E. (2012). Do ethnically diverse schools reduce 

ethnocentrism? A two-year panel study among majority group late adolescents in 

Belgian schools. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 36(1), 108-117.  

Dencső, B., & Sík, E. (2007). Adalékok az előítéletesség mértékének és okainak 

megismeréséhez a mai Magyarországon. Educatio, 16(1), 50-66.  

Devine, P. G., & Sharp, L. B. (2009). Automaticity and control in stereotyping and prejudice 

Handbook of prejudice, stereotyping, and discrimination. (pp. 61-87): New York, NY, 

US: Psychology Press. 



PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 89 

 

Dixon, J., Durrheim, K., Tredoux, C., Tropp, L., Clack, B., & Eaton, L. (2010). A Paradox of 

Integration? Interracial Contact, Prejudice Reduction, and Perceptions of Racial 

Discrimination. Journal of Social Issues, 66(2), 401-416. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-

4560.2010.01652.x 

Dixon, J., Tropp, L. R., Durrheim, K., & Tredoux, C. (2010). "Let them eat harmony": 

Prejudice-reduction strategies and attitudes of historically disadvantaged groups. 

Current Directions in Psychological Science, 19(2), 76-80.  

Dunham, Y., Baron, A. S., & Carey, S. (2011). Consequences of “Minimal” Group Affiliations 

in Children. Child Development, 82(3), 793-811. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-

8624.2011.01577.x 

Enyedi, Z., Fábián, Z., & Sik, E. (2004). Nőttek-e az előítéletek Magyarországon? In K. 

Tamás, T. I. György & V. György (Eds.), Társadalmi riport 2004 (Vol. 375–399). 

Budapest: TÁRKI.  

Erős, F., & Fábián, Z. (1999). Az etnikai előítéletek kialakulásáról. Educatio(2), 235-247.  

Fishbein, H. D. (2002). Peer prejudice and discrimination: The origins of prejudice. Mahwah, 

New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J., Glick, P., & Xu, J. (2002). A model of (often mixed) stereotype 

content: competence and warmth respectively follow from perceived status and 

competition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(6), 878.  

Gimes, G., Juhász, A., Kiss, K., Krekó, P., & Somogyi, Z. (2008). Látlelet 2008. Kutatási 

összefoglaló az előítéletesség és intolerancia hazai helyzetéről    

Glick, P., Diebold, J., Bailey-Werner, B., & Zhu, L. (1997). The two faces of Adam: 

Ambivalent sexism and polarized attitudes toward women. Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 23(12), 1323-1334.  

Greenwald, A. G., Poehlman, T. A., Uhlmann, E. L., & Banaji, M. R. (2009). Understanding 



PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 90 

 

and using the Implicit Association Test: III. Meta-analysis of predictive validity. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97(1), 17.  

Hanneman, R. A., & Riddle, M. (2005). Introduction to social network methods   Retrieved 

from http://faculty.ucr.edu/~hanneman/  

Hárs, Á. (2010). Migráció harmadik országokból a statisztikai adatok tükrében. In A. Örkény 

& M. Székelyi (Eds.), Az idegen Magyarország: Bevándorlók társadalmi integrációja 

(pp. 15-48). Budapest: Eötvös Kiadó. 

Hirschfeld, L. (2001). On a folk theory of society: Children, evolution, and mental 

representations of social groups. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 5(2), 107-

117.  

Hirschfeld, L. (2008). Children's developing conceptions of race. In S. M. Quintana & C. 

McKown (Eds.), Handbook of race, racism, and the developing child (pp. 37-54). 

Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons Inc; US. 

Hox, J. (2010). Multilevel analysis. Techniques and applications. 2nd Edition. New York: 

Routledge. 

Hughes, J. M., Bigler, R. S., & Levy, S. R. (2007). Consequences of learning about historical 

racism among european american and african american children. Child Development, 

78(6), 1689-1705.  

Immigration and Refugee Board of Canada. (2012). Hungary: Situation of Roma, including 

employment, housing, health care, and political participation.  Retrieved from 

http://www.unhcr.org/refworld/docid/5036010888.html  

Inántsy-Pap, J. (2003). Óvodás korú gyerekek társas kapcsolatainak vizsgálata: Kötődés, 

társas helyzet, kapcsolat tudatosság. Debreceni Egyetem. Debrecen.  

Jost, J. T., Banaji, M. R., & Nosek, B. A. (2004). A Decade of System Justification Theory: 

Accumulated Evidence of Conscious and Unconscious Bolstering of the Status Quo. 

http://faculty.ucr.edu/~hanneman/
http://www.unhcr.org/refworld/docid/5036010888.html


PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 91 

 

Political Psychology, 25(6), 881-919. doi: 10.2307/3792282 

Katz, P. A. (2003). Racists or Tolerant Multiculturalists? How do they Begin? American 

Psychologist, 58(11), 897-909.  

Kiesner, J., Maass, A., Cadinu, M., & Vallese, I. (2003). Risk factors for ethnic prejudice 

during early adolescence. Social Development, 12(2), 288-308.  

Killen, M., Kelly, M. C., Richardson, C., Crystal, D., & Ruck, M. (2010). European American 

children's and adolescents' evaluations of interracial exclusion. Group Processes & 

Intergroup Relations, 13(3), 283-300. doi: 10.1177/1368430209346700 

Killen, M., Lee-Kim, J., McGlothlin, H., Stangor, C., & Helwig, C. C. (2002). How Children 

and Adolescents Evaluate Gender and Racial Exclusion. Monographs of the Society 

for Research in Child Development, 67(4), i-129. doi: 10.2307/3181568 

Krekó, P., Juhász, A., & Molnár, C. (2011). A szélsőjobboldal iránti társadalmi kereslet 

növekedése Magyarországon. Politikatudományi Szemle, 20(2), 53–79.  

Ligeti, G. (2006). Sztereotípiák és előítéletek. In T. Kolosi, I. G. Tóth & G. Vukovich (Eds.), 

Társadalmi riport (pp. 373–389). Budapest: TÁRKI. 

Mérei, F. (1989). Társ és csoport. Budapest Akadémiai Kiado  

Mérei, F., & Binét, Á. (1980). Hagyományképződés óvodáscsoportokban ˙[Creating traditions 

in kindergarten groups]. In F. Mérei & Á. Binét (Eds.), Gyermeklélektan [Child 

psychology] (pp. 141-144). Budapest: Gondolat. 

Messing, V., & Bernáth, G. (2012). Szélre tolva. Roma médiakép. Médiakutató, (1). Retrieved 

from 

http://www.mediakutato.hu/cikk/2012_01_tavasz/05_roma_mediakep/01.html?q=mess

ing#messing website:  

Moody, J. (2001). Race, School Integration, and Friendship Segregation in America. 

American Journal of Sociology, 107(3), 679-716. doi: 10.1086/338954 

http://www.mediakutato.hu/cikk/2012_01_tavasz/05_roma_mediakep/01.html?q=messing#messing
http://www.mediakutato.hu/cikk/2012_01_tavasz/05_roma_mediakep/01.html?q=messing#messing


PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 92 

 

Mouw, T., & Entwisle, B. (2006). Residential segregation and interracial friendship in 

schools. American Journal of Sociology, 112(2), 394-441.  

Murányi, I. (2010). Tizenévesek előítéletessége és demokráciához való viszonya. Új ifjúsági 

szemle: ifjúságelméleti folyóirat, 8(1), 49-58.  

Murányi, I., & Szabó, I. (2007). Középiskolások előítéleteinek egy lehetséges magyarázata: az 

életforma. Educatio(1), 38-49.  

Neményi, M. (2007). Serdülő roma gyerekek identitás-stratégiái Educatio, 16.(1.), 84-98.  

Nesdale, D. (2008). Social identity development and children's ethnic attitudes in Australia 

Handbook of race, racism, and the developing child (pp. 313-338). Hoboken, NJ: John 

Wiley & Sons Inc; US. 

Nesdale, D. (2011). Social groups and children's intergroup prejudice: Just how influential are 

social group norms? Los grupos sociales y el prejuicio intergrupal de los niños. 

¿Cómo influyen las normas grupales?, 27(3), 600-610.  

Nesdale, D., & Dalton, D. (2011). Children's social groups and intergroup prejudice: 

Assessing the influence and inhibition of social group norms. British Journal of 

Developmental Psychology, 29(4), 895-909.  

Nesdale, D., Durkin, K., Maass, A., & Griffiths, J. (2005). Threat, group identification, and 

children's ethnic prejudice. Social Development, 14(2), 189-205.  

Newheiser, A.-K., & Olson, K. R. (2012). White and Black American children's implicit 

intergroup bias. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(1), 264-270. doi: 

10.1016/j.jesp.2011.08.011 

Nguyen, L. L. A. (2012). Etnokulturális folytonosság, identitás és akkulturáció. In F. M. & S. 

É. (Eds.), A pszichológia mint társadalomtudomány: tanulmánykötet a 70 éves 

Hunyady György tiszteletére. (Vol. 67-81). Budapest: ELTE - Eötvös Kiadó. 

Ocampo, K. A., Knight, G. P., & Bernal, M. E. (1997). The development of cognitive abilities 



PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 93 

 

and social identities in children: The case of ethnic identity. International Journal of 

Behavioral Development, 21(3), 479-500.  

Olson, K. R., & Dunham, Y. (2010). The development of implicit social cognition. Handbook 

of implicit social cognition: Measurement, theory, and applications, 241-254.  

Örkény, A., & Váradi, L. (2010). Az előítéletes gondolkodás társadalmi beágyazottsága 

nemzetközi összehasonlításban. Alkalmazott Pszichológia, 12.(1-2.), 29-46.  

Pahlke, E., Bigler, R. S., & Suizzo, M.-A. (2012). Relations Between Colorblind Socialization 

and Children’s Racial Bias: Evidence From European American Mothers and Their 

Preschool Children. Child Development, 83(4), 1164-1179. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-

8624.2012.01770.x 

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90(5), 751-783.  

Platten, L., Hernik, M., Fonagy, P., & Fearon, R. P. (2010). Knowing who likes who: The 

early developmental basis of coalition understanding. [Article]. European Journal of 

Social Psychology, 40(4), 569-580.  

Poteat, V. P. (2007). Peer group socialization of homophobic attitudes and behavior during 

adolescence. [Article]. Child Development, 78(6), 1830-1842. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-

8624.2007.01101.x 

Poteat, V. P., Espelage, D. L., & Green, H. D. (2007). The socialization of dominance: Peer 

group contextual effects on homophobic and dominance attitudes. [Article]. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 92(6), 1040-1050. doi: 10.1037/0022-

3514.92.6.1040 

Poteat, V. P., & Spanierman, L. B. (2010). Do the ideological beliefs of peers predict the 

prejudiced attitudes of other individuals in the group? Group Processes & Intergroup 

Relations, 13(4), 495-514. doi: 10.1177/1368430209357436 



PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 94 

 

Quillian, L., & Campbell, M. E. (2003). Beyond Black and White: The Present and Future of 

Multiracial Friendship Segregation. American Sociological Review, 68(4), 540-566. 

doi: 10.2307/1519738 

Quintana, S. M. (2008). Racial perspective taking ability: Developmental, theoretical, and 

empirical trends Handbook of race, racism, and the developing child (pp. 16-36). 

Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons Inc; US. 

Raabe, T., & Beelmann, A. (2011). Development of Ethnic, Racial, and National Prejudice in 

Childhood and Adolescence: A Multinational Meta-Analysis of Age Differences. Child 

Development, 82(6), 1715-1737.  

Rodriguez-Garcia, J. M., & Wagner, U. (2009). Learning to be prejudiced: A test of 

unidirectional and bidirectional models of parent-offspring socialization. International 

Journal of Intercultural Relations, 33(6), 516-523. doi: 10.1016/j.ijintrel.2009.08.001 

Rodríguez-García, J. M., Wagner, U., & Lemmer, G. (2009). A meta-analysis of parent–

offspring prejudice socialization. . Unpublished document. Philipps Universitat 

Marburg, Germany.  

Ruble, D. N., Alvarez, J., Bachman, M., Cameron, J., Fuligni, A., Coll, C. G., & Rhee, E. 

(2004). The development of a sense of "we": The emergence and implications of 

children's collective identity The development of the social self. (pp. 29-76): New 

York, NY, US: Psychology Press. 

Rutland, A., Cameron, L., Milne, A., & McGeorge, P. (2005). Social norms and self-

presentation: Children's implicit and explicit intergroup attitudes. Child Development, 

76(2), 451-466.  

Sherif, M., & Sherif, C. W. (1980). Csoporton belüli és csoportközi viszonyok: kísérleti 

kutatás [Ingroup and outgroup relations: Experimental analysis]. In G. Csepeli (Ed.), 

Előíteletek és csoportközi viszonyok (pp. 347-391). Budapest: KJK. 



PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 95 

 

Sidanius, J., Pratto, F., Laar, C. v., & Levin, S. (2004). Social Dominance Theory: Its Agenda 

and Method. Political Psychology, 25(6), 845-880. doi: 10.2307/3792281 

Sinclair, S., Dunn, E., & Lowery, B. (2005). The relationship between parental racial attitudes 

and children's implicit prejudice. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 41(3), 

283-289.  

Smith, E. R., & Mackie, D. M. (2006). It’s about time: Intergroup emotions as time-dependent 

phenomena. Social identities: Motivational, emotional, and cultural influences, 173-

187.  

Stephan, W., Lausanne, R., Esses, V. M., Stephan, C., & Martin, T. (2005). The effects of 

feeling threatened on attitudes toward immigrants. International Journal of 

Intercultural Relations, 29(1), 1-19.  

Stringer, M., Irwing, P., Giles, M., McClenahan, C., Wilson, R., & Hunter, J. (2010). Parental 

and school effects on children's political attitudes in Northern Ireland. British Journal 

of Educational Psychology, 80(2), 223-240. doi: 10.1348/000709909x477233 

Szilassy, E. (2006). 'Én nem vagyok rasszista, csak utálom a kínaiakat meg a négereket'. A 

külföldiekhez való viszony magyar serdülők beszédében. In M. Feischmidt & P. Nyíri 

(Eds.), Nem kívánt gyerekek? Külföldi gyerekek magyar iskolákban (pp. 99-128). 

Budapest: MTA. 

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. G. Austin 

& S. Worchel (Eds.), Psychology of Intergroup Relations (pp. 33-47). Monterey, CA: 

Brooks/Cole. 

Teichman, Y., & Bar-Tal, D. (2008). Acquisition and development of a shared psychological 

intergroup repertoire in a context of an intractable conflict Handbook of race, racism, 

and the developing child (pp. 452-482). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons Inc; US. 

Thijs, J., & Verkuyten, M. (2011). In-group bias in the classroom: The role of co-ethnic and 



PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 96 

 

other-ethnic peers and multiculturalism. Anales de Psicología, 27(3), 662-669.  

Tooby, J., & Cosmides, L. (2010). Groups in mind: The coalitional roots of war and morality. 

Human morality and sociality: Evolutionary and comparative perspectives, 91-234.  

Towles-Schwen, T., & Fazio, R. H. (2001). On the origins of racial attitudes: Correlates of 

childhood experiences. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27(2), 162-175.  

Tropp, L. R., & Prenovost, M. A. (2010). The role of intergroup contact in predicting 

children's interethnic attitudes: Evidence from meta-analytic and field studies 

Intergroup attitudes and relations in childhood through adulthood (pp. 236-248). New 

York, NY: Oxford University Press; US. 

Turner, J. C., Oakes, P. J., Haslam, S. A., & McGarty, C. (1994). Self and Collective: 

Cognition and Social Context. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 20(5), 454-

463. doi: 10.1177/0146167294205002 

Van Ausdale, D., & Feagin, J. R. (2002). The first R: How children learn race and racism. 

Oxford: Rowman & Littlefield Pub Incorporated. 

Verkuyten, M. (2008). Perceived discrimination, ethnic minority identity, and self-esteem 

Handbook of race, racism, and the developing child (pp. 339-365). Hoboken, NJ: John 

Wiley & Sons Inc; US. 

Verkuyten, M. (2010). Multiculturalism and group evaluations among minority and majority 

groups Intergroup attitudes and relations in childhood through adulthood (pp. 157-

172). New York, NY: Oxford University Press; US. 

Verkuyten, M., & Zaremba, K. (2005). Interethnic Relations in a Changing Political Context. 

Social Psychology Quarterly, 68(4), 375-386. doi: 10.1177/019027250506800405 

Vezzali, L., Giovannini, D., & Capozza, D. (2012). Social antecedents of children's implicit 

prejudice: Direct contact, extended contact, explicit and implicit teachers' prejudice. 

European Journal of Developmental Psychology, 9(5), 569-581.  



PEER IMPACT AND DEVELOPING INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 97 

 

Vygotsky, L. (1986). Thought and Language - Revised Edition: The MIT Press. 

Williams, J. E., Best, D. L., Boswell, D. A., Mattson, L. A., & Graves, D. J. (1975). Preschool 

Racial Attitude Measure II. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 35(1), 3-18. 

doi: 10.1177/001316447503500101 

Wright, S. C., Aron, A., & McLaughlin-Volpe, T. (1997). The Extended Contact Effect: 

Knowledge of Cross-Group Friendships and Prejudice. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 73(1), 73-90.  

Wright, S. C., & Lubensky, M. E. (2009). The struggle for social equality: Collective action 

versus prejudice reduction Intergroup misunderstandings: Impact of divergent social 

realities. (pp. 291-310): New York, NY, US: Psychology Press. 

Yzerbyt, V., & Kuppens, T. (2009). Group-based emotions: The social heart in the individual 

head. Intergroup relations: The role of motivation and emotion, 143-161.  

 

 


