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The present research explored whether children manifest intergroup biases in their choice of informants
from in- versus out-groups. We conducted two studies among Israeli Jewish and Arab children aged 5- and
8-year-old (N = 260; 51% girls, 49% boys). Study 1 served as a baseline with nonsocial targets of
information, whereas Study 2 had people as targets. We examined biases in three respects: assessment of
informants’ expertise, preference for informants, and acceptance of informants’ advice. Results revealed
intergroup biases in children’s choices of informants in all three respects, particularly when learning about
people, and among younger and minority group children. The findings highlight how epistemic and social

identity cues affect children’s informant’s choice.

Public Significance Statement

Children rely on various cues when selecting informants for knowledge about the world. This research
reveals that 5- and 8-year-old Israeli children manifest intergroup biases when choosing informants,
particularly when the information is about people, and particularly when the participants are younger
and minority group (Arab) children. The findings emphasize how social identity (group membership)
and epistemic cues (expertise) shape children’s learning, suggesting important insights for effectively
transmitting information about different groups to children.
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Children are greatly reliant on others for their knowledge of the
world, and indeed are exposed to information from a variety of
sources (see Harris et al., 2018, for a review). In order to navigate
this network of informants, children have to decide which ones to
trust. In some cases, when the information to be acquired is “objective”
and value-free (e.g., what is the shortest route to get somewhere),
then relying on indicators of expertise and prior accuracy is an
adequate strategy. However, when the information to be acquired
may relate to children’s attitudes and values (e.g., who should I play
with), children might rely on different types of cues. In line with
confirmation bias, which refers to the tendency of people to expose
themselves more to information sources that share their beliefs than
to those that do not (for a review see, Nickerson, 1998), children

may be especially attuned to informants who reflect their own
social identities. In particular, resonating with the concept of “echo
chambers,” children may prefer informants aligned with their
existing values and attitudes. The present studies investigate how
children balance between these different kinds of cues in deciding
which informants to follow.

From early on in development, children are quite adept at deciding
whom to trust for information, adopting two broad strategies for
selecting informants (for a meta-analysis, see Tong et al., 2020). As
hinted above, the first strategy is to rely on epistemic cues (e.g.,
previous accuracy, expertise), which pertain to informants’ knowl-
edge states. In fact, from a young age children rely on a variety of
cues as to the epistemic reliability of informants. Children monitor
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informants’ past accuracy, preferring to learn from those with reliable
track records (Bascandziev & Harris, 2016; Birch et al., 2008;
Koenig & Harris, 2005). Interestingly, children are selective, and
appreciate that accuracy in one particular domain (e.g., object labels)
does not necessarily generalize to accuracy in other domains (e.g.,
object functions; Brosseau-Liard & Birch, 2010). In fact, children are
sensitive to differences in people’s broad fields of knowledge,
preferring to approach informants based on their distinct expertise
(Harris et al., 2018; Koenig & Jaswal, 2011; Lutz & Keil, 2002;
Poulin-Dubois & Brosseau-Liard, 2016).

The second strategy children use to select informants is to rely on
informants’ social identity characteristics (e.g., familiarity, group
membership), which relate to the possible alignment of the infor-
mation with the child’s own beliefs and values. Indeed, in general,
children prefer to ask for information from people they are familiar
with (Chen et al., 2011). For example, children choose to accept
information about novel object labels from their mother over
strangers (Corriveau et al., 2009), their teachers over unfamiliar
teachers (Corriveau & Harris, 2009), and individuals of their same,
rather than different, gender (Shutts et al., 2010; Taylor, 2013),
language community (Corriveau et al., 2013; Kinzler et al., 2011),
culture (Chen et al., 2011; Harris & Corriveau, 2011), race (Chen
et al., 2013), and even minimal group (Elashi & Mills, 2014;
Hetherington et al., 2014). Finally, children endorse differently
misinformation from in- and out-group informants. For instance, 4-
year-old were more credulous of the false testimony of a race-and-
accent in-group informant than an out-group one (McDonald & Ma,
2016), and 4- and 5-year-old were more likely to accept counter-
intuitive claims about objects made by minimal in-group than out-
group members (Li & Koenig, 2022).

A question these findings raise is what happens when the cues
pertaining to these two broad strategies conflict—namely, when the
epistemic cues privilege informant A over B, but the social identity
cues privilege B over A. In a study by Marble and Boseovski (2019),
6- to 9-year-old heard about a foreign cultural practice and were
asked from whom they would like to learn more about the practice:
an informant from that foreign country (i.e., an expert though out-
group informant) or from an American (i.e., a naive yet in-group
informant). Overall, children endorsed the foreign over the American
informant, justifying their selection by referring to the foreign in-
formant’s cultural expertise. Several studies have also pitted accuracy
against social identity cues. For instance, in Corriveau and Harris
(2009), when the familiar teacher had been less accurate than the
unfamiliar teacher, then 5-year-olds’ trust in the familiar teacher was
undermined, but 3- and 4-year-olds’ less so. Similarly, when prior
accuracy was pitted against the sex of the informant, 4- to 7-year-old
manifested a preference for prior accuracy (Taylor, 2013). Studies
using minimal groups revealed some developmental changes, with
children 4-year and younger continuing to trust an inaccurate in-group
object labeler over an accurate out-group labeler, and 6- and 7-year-
old showing a decrease in their trust of the inaccurate in-group labeler
(Elashi & Mills, 2014; MacDonald et al., 2013). In sum, there are
developmentally nuanced interactions between the weights of the
different characteristics of informants, in children’s decisions about
whom to trust regarding information about the world.

An especially intriguing domain in which to further explore the
possible tension between epistemic and identity cues is the social
domain. As reviewed thus far, although children develop sophis-
ticated strategies for assessing which informants are better sources

for accurate and reliable information (Harris, 2007), they may also
use biases in their selection process of informants (e.g., Jaffer & Ma,
2015). Arguably, these biases might be especially powerful in the
social domain—for example, when the information children have to
select regards in- and out-group individuals—as these informational
biases interact with children’s all-so prevalent intergroup attitudinal
biases. In fact, children have biased preferences regarding the
amount, scope, and content of information they are interested in
obtaining about in- and out-group members (Nasie & Diesendruck,
2020). Moreover, children process information about the in-group
favorably, and differently, compared with how they process infor-
mation about out-groups. For instance, after being read a story,
children remembered more positive behaviors of an in-group member
and negative behaviors of an out-group member (Corenblum, 2003;
Dunham et al., 2011). Complementarily, when given the choice to
seek out information about others, children chose to hear a story that
contained positive information about their in-group and negative
information about the out-group (Over et al., 2018). Interestingly, 4-
to 6-year-old were torn as whether to choose to hear a (minimal) in-
group favoring story from an unreliable source or a (minimal) out-
group favoring story from a reliable source (Chalik et al., 2022).

The present research aimed to explore biases in information
processing from a different perspective; namely, by examining
children’s preferences for potential informants about social groups.
Two recent studies investigated situations in which in- and out-
group informants provided information regarding in- and out-group
members. Farooq et al. (2022) examined whether children (8- to 11-
year-old) and adolescents (12- to 16-year-old) respond differently to
a misinformer spreading false claims on WhatsApp about a peer
breaking rules, depending on the group membership of the mis-
informer and their target. Participants were more likely to evaluate
an in-group compared with an out-group misinformer positively
and more likely to accuse an out-group misinformer of dishonesty.
Adolescents attributed more positive intentions to the in-group
misinformer compared with children, with children more likely to
believe an out-group misinformer was deliberately misinforming. In
Aldan and Soley (2019), 6- and 7-year-old endorsed in-group in-
formants’ testimony about novel individuals’ traits (being nice vs.
mean) selectively on the basis of the target’s and the informants’
group membership. When targets were novel in-group individuals,
children tended to endorse the positive testimony about their traits
regardless of the informants’ group membership. In contrast, when
targets were novel out-group individuals, children’s endorsement
varied depending on the informants’ group membership: Children
tended to endorse the testimony of in-group informants, both when it
was positive as well as when it was negative. The above findings
further highlight the importance of the valence of the information
in swaying children’s decisions about whom to trust. On the one
hand, as seen in Aldan and Soley, children have a general positivity
bias regarding people’s traits (see also Boseovski, 2012; Boseovski
& Thurman, 2014). On the other, children also have a preference
for information consistent with their intergroup attitudes (Chalik
et al., 2022; Over et al., 2018).

The Present Research

The present research examined whether Jewish and Arab Israeli
children manifest intergroup biases in their choice of in- versus out-
group informants about people from the children’s ethnic in- and
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out-groups. We conducted two studies: Study 1 was a baseline study
that assessed potential biases regarding nonsocial information,
namely, places. Study 2 assessed potential biases regarding social
targets, namely, people. By examining both nonsocial and social
targets, we aimed to capture potential differences in children’s
reasoning processes. Social targets are more likely to engage
intergroup attitudes, emotional biases, and value-laden considera-
tions, whereas nonsocial targets may be evaluated primarily through
instrumental or knowledge-based reasoning, with relatively lower
emotional involvement.

Differently from previous studies (e.g., Aldan & Soley, 2019;
Farooq et al., 2022), in the present studies, we assessed potential
intergroup biases in three respects: in children’s assessment of (a)
informants’ expertise (often referred to as “judgment questions” in
the testimony literature, e.g., Koenig & Jaswal, 2011), (b) preference
from whom to receive information (also called “ask questions”), and
(c) acceptance of informants’ valenced advice as to how to behave
toward another individual (“endorse questions”). By examining
these three dimensions, we aimed to provide a comprehensive
analysis of how children weigh epistemic versus social identity cues
when evaluating and learning from informants. Expertise assess-
ment serves as a direct measure of the epistemic cue, capturing the
extent to which children attribute credibility to different informants
based on their presumed knowledge. Given that expertise is pri-
marily an epistemic cue, we expected it to be less influenced
by intergroup biases compared with the other two dimensions.
Preference for informants reflects a more socially driven dimen-
sion of trust, as it directly assesses children’s attitudes toward and
liking of different informants. Therefore, this dimension served as
a more direct indicator of potential intergroup bias. Acceptance of
advice is the practical consequence of selective trust—whether
children act on the information provided by different informants.
This respect also allowed examining how the conflict between
social and epistemic cues plays out when the information being
provided about individuals is valenced.

The present research further differed from previous related
work in several key ways, all potentially inducing a different pattern
of responses by children. First, the social context in which we
examined children’s informational biases is one of intense conflict
between the targeted social groups (compared, for instance, with the
groups, “Turkish” vs. “French,” targeted in Aldan & Soley, 2019).
Namely, participants were secular Jews and Muslim Arabs living in
Israel and the targeted in- and out-groups were “Jews” and “Arabs.”
Israeli Jewish and Arab children associate the categories “Jews” and
“Arabs” with conflict already at a young age (e.g., Bar-Tal et al.,
2017; Nasie et al., 2016), as they learn to categorize and essentialize
the in-group and the adversary out-group (Deeb et al., 2011), and
develop an emotional repertoire connected to the conflict including
fear, insecurity, and hatred (Bar-Tal & Teichman, 2005; Brenick
et al., 2010). It was thus intriguing whether in such a conflictual
context intergroup biases would be especially influential in chil-
dren’s choices of informants.

Second, and differently from all previous studies, we tested
children representative of both the majority (secular Jews) and
minority (Muslim Arab) populations. As is the case in many coun-
tries, it is typically majorities that dominate information sources and
national discourse and thus there may be status differences in chil-
dren’s willingness to accept testimony from majority versus minority
members. In addition, studies indicate differences in the strength of

intergroup biases among majority and minority members. Some
studies found stronger biases among majority than minority members,
both in the United States regarding race (Baron & Banaji, 2009;
Dunham et al., 2014), as well as in Israel regarding ethnicity (Brenick
et al., 2010). These differences may stem from distinct motivational
dynamics influenced by children’s awareness of social status and
group hierarchies. Even from a young age, children are attuned to
societal power structures (Dunham et al., 2007; Shutts et al., 2011),
and this awareness shapes how majority and minority group members
perceive the in- and the out-group. Specifically, majority group
members are often motivated to maintain positive distinctiveness by
emphasizing the superiority of their in-group relative to out-groups,
which can lead to stronger expressions of in-group bias. In contrast,
minority group members may be more motivated by a need to
affirm and protect their group’s identity, especially in the face of
lower status or marginalization. This can result in either heightened
in-group bias or, in some contexts, out-group favoritism, de-
pending on how individuals navigate and secure their social
identity (Leonardelli & Brewer, 2001). However, cultural context
may shape these underlying motivations, leading to different pat-
terns of intergroup bias across group statuses. For example, a recent
study found that although both Israeli Jewish (majority) and Arab
(minority) children exhibited similar levels of in-group favoritism,
Arab minority children expressed out-group dislike more pro-
nouncedly than Jewish majority children (Nassir & Diesendruck,
2024). Thus, it was interesting to explore how majority and
minority children manifest informational biases.

A third potential contribution of the present studies regarded
developmental processes. Participants in the present studies were
from two age groups, kindergartners (5- to 6-year-old) and 2nd
graders (7- to 8-year-old), ages that mark important developmental
transitions with respect to intergroup biases (Bigler & Liben, 2007;
Buttelmann & Bohm, 2014; Dunham et al., 2011). Studies indicate
that the malleability of children’s intergroup bias increases across
these ages (Gonzalez et al., 2017; Hayes et al., 2003; Wilks et al.,
2019). In particular, as children’s social identity solidifies between
ages 5 and 8 years, both ethnic prejudice (Nesdale, 2004) and out-
group derogation (e.g., Buttelmann & Bohm, 2014) increase. In
addition, these age groups mark developmental transitions with
respect to sensitivity to sources of information (see Harris & Koenig,
2006; Mills, 2013, for reviews). As children move into middle
childhood, there is a notable shift in their cognitive capabilities,
including improved perspective-taking and a growing ability to
consider the intentions and credibility of information sources
(Mills, 2013). Previous studies pitting epistemic (i.e., accuracy or
expertise) and group biased (i.e., partisan stories) cues found that
5-year-old were undecisive in their choices of which cue to
follow (Chalik et al., 2022). It was thus interesting to examine
whether older children in the present scenario would exhibit more
definitive preferences.

Two methodological aspects of the present studies also allowed
for a finer-tuned diagnosis of children’s informational biases. First,
as noted earlier, Study 1 consisted of an examination of children’s
preferences for in- versus out-group informants regarding nonsocial
information (i.e., information about places). As such, it provided a
“pure” assessment of children’s intergroup informational biases, as
these were topics about which the two informants were equally
knowledgeable or naive. In other words, epistemic cues (e.g.,
expertise) did not distinguish between the informants, and only



>
2

<]
S
=]

[}

)
2
=
=]

gical Association or one of its allied publishers.

This document is copyrighted by the American Psycholo
ded solely for the per

2
)
)
£
»
2
=

4 NASIE, ABOFOUL, ANKRI-GUEDJ, AND DIESENDRUCK

group membership did. The second methodological feature was that
in order to assess whether sheer out-group membership suffices for
children to manifest any bias (Dunham, 2018), in addition to pre-
senting “conflict” out-groups (“Jews” and “Arabs”) as targets and
informants, the studies also included a “neutral” out-group (“Scots”).
Previous studies (Nasie et al., 2022) indicated that children from the
populations and ages sampled here are quite unfamiliar with this
group, and do not hold any stereotypes related to it.

In each trial of the main experiment (Study 2), the experimenter
showed participants a picture of a “target” character, who varied in
his/her group membership: some belonged to the participant’s group
(Jews/Arabs, depending on the participant’s ethnicity), some to the
“conflict” out-group (Arabs/Jews, respectively), and others to the
“neutral” out-group (Scots). In different trials, the experimenter
presented to participants two possible “informants” who could
provide information about the target character. The group mem-
bership of the informants also varied: either an informant from the
same group as the target or from another group. In each trial, children
were asked three questions: (a) who they think knows the most about
the target; (b) which of the two informants they want to consult to
receive information about the target; and (c) whose advice (positive or
negative) as to how to relate to the target, they accept.

This design allowed us to assess alternative hypotheses regarding
the interaction between epistemic and identity cues in children’s
selection of informants. In particular, if children are driven primarily
by epistemic cues, then they should prefer expert informants; namely,
they should choose informants from the same group as the target. This
should be exclusively manifest in Study 2, as in Study 1 the target was
a place, and thus there was no a priori expertise advantage for any of
the informants. In turn, if children’s selections are driven primarily by
social identity cues, then they might prefer in-group informants, no
matter who—or what—the target is. Trials in Study 2 that included a
neutral out-group as target or informant were particularly interesting
in these regards. For instance, if group biases dictate children’s
choices, then a neutral out-group informant may be preferred over a
conflict out-group informant. The inclusion of children from different
ages, and from majority and minority populations, further allowed
assessing the effects of these factors on the interaction between
epistemic and social identity cues.

Study 1: Nonsocial Targets
Method
Participants

Participants were 131 Israeli children, of whom 64 were Jews
from two age groups—32 kindergarteners (50% girls, 50% boys,
Mg = 5.81, SD = 0.69) and 32 2nd graders (38% girls, 62% boys,
Mo =7.81, 5D = 0.42); and 67 were Arabs from two age groups—
34 kindergartners (44% girls, 56% boys, M, = 5.90, SD = 0.30)
and 33 2nd graders (45% girls, 55% boys, M,g. = 8.01, SD = 0.22;
for analyses of the demographic information, see Supplemental
Material). Aldan and Soley’s (2019) study—the closest in design to
the present one—reported moderate to large effect sizes for the
within-subjects effects of informants’ group membership, and the
interaction between informants’ and targets’ group membership (the
latter relevant for Study 2). For sample size estimation, Cohen’s f
effect size was used as a proxy due to the lack of standard con-
ventions for generalized linear mixed model (GLMM)-based power

calculations. While Cohen’s f is traditionally used in analysis of
variance, it can approximate variance-explained measures that align
with mixed models. Additionally, power analyses for GLMMs
are complex due to random effects and nonnormal distributions.
We followed previous studies that used f to approximate effect
sizes for binary outcomes (Lorah, 2018; Selya et al., 2012). Given
an estimated moderate effect size of f = .25, setting a = .05, and
1 — B =.90, the recommended sample size per cell was N = 30. For
the sake of full-balancing presentation orders, we tested in both
studies at least 32 children per cell, continuing if more children had
permission to be tested by the date testing started.

The Jewish participants were from middle-class and secular
families, recruited from state kindergartens and schools in Israeli
cities where Jews are the absolute majority. The Arab participants
were from low- to middle-class traditional and religious Muslim
families, recruited from state kindergartens and schools in Israeli
cities inhabited exclusively by Arab Muslims. Only children with
signed parental consent participated in the study. The research was
approved by the chief scientist of the Israeli Ministry of Education,
the schools’ principals, and the institution’s Ethical Committee. The
data were collected between May 2022 and January 2023, by two
Jewish and two Arab female experimenters.

Design

The between-subjects variables were participants’ ethnicity (Jews
or Arabs) and age group (5- or 8-year-old); the within-subjects
variable was trial type, representing the possible informants children
could ask (Arab/Jew, Arab/Scot, Jew/Scot).

Materials

The study included three trials depicting three different places
(park, mall, and zoo) and three different pairs of informants (Arab/
Jew, Arab/Scot, Jew/Scot). The informants were represented by six
photos of boys for male informants and six of girls for female
informants. These photos were assigned to represent the different
groups and they did not include any stereotypic characteristics
associated with any group. This allowed counterbalancing the
assignment of the pictures to the different groups (i.e., the same picture
was described as a Jew for part of the participants, as an Arab for
others, and as a Scot for the rest), across participants. Also coun-
terbalanced was the assignment of trial type to target place.

The experimental protocols were built in Hebrew and Arabic,
by native Hebrew and Arabic speakers. The protocols were
conveyed through Qualtrics, so experimenters presented all
materials via laptops and filled out children’s answers directly
onto the Qualtrics form.

Procedure

The study was conducted by Hebrew or Arabic native speakers,
according to the Jewish and Arab participants’ native language,
respectively. It was conducted in the children’s educational in-
stitutions, during regular school hours. The experimenter sat indi-
vidually with each participant and presented the task as a game. She
told the participant that she would show him/her pictures, tell some
things about the people in the pictures, and then ask children some
questions about the pictures. In each of three trials, the experimenter
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showed participants a picture of a target place (e.g., a park). Then, she
showed two pictures of informants (same sex as the participant’s),
and told children: for example, in the Arab/Jew trial, “These are two
boys who can tell you information about the park. This is Salem, he is
an Arab boy like you. This is Ron, he is a Jewish boy.”

Participants were then asked who they think knows more about
the place: the in-group or the out-group informant (e.g., “Who do
you think knows more about the park and its attractions, Salem, the
Arab boy, or Ron, the Jewish boy?”). Participants’ answer con-
stituted the first dependent measure: informant expertise (similar to
“judgment questions” in previous work, e.g., Koenig & Jaswal,
2011). These values varied according to the trial type. Next, we
assessed participants’ informant preference (similar to an “ask
question” in previous work). Specifically, the experimenter asked
participants who they would want to provide them with information
about the place: the in-group or the out-group informant (e.g., “Now
please tell me, who do you want to tell you about the park, Salem,
the Arab boy, or Ron, the Jewish boy?”). Last, the experimenter
asked participants for their acceptance of informants’ advice (akin to
“endorse questions”) in which one informant advised children to
take one direction of action and the other a slightly different one
(e.g., “Here is a slide, both boys tell you that you should go on the
slide. Salem, the Arab boy, says you should play on the slide in the
afternoon, and Ron, the Jewish boy, says you should play on the
slide but not in the afternoon. What would you want to do, go play
on the slide in the afternoon like Salem says, or go play on the
slide but not in the afternoon like Ron says?”). In order to keep the
design of Study 1°s trials identical to those in Study 2, we coded
these advices as “positive” or “negative” according to whether the
informant told children to do or not do a particular action in a given
way. For each trial type, there were four advice questions, such
that each informant offered two positive recommendations and
two negative ones altogether. The valence of the negative versus
positive advice was counterbalanced within and between subjects
(for more details, see Supplemental Material). As will become
clear, this manipulation of valence was critical in Study 2, but
meaningless here.

Once done with one trial type, the experimenter moved to the next
one, about a different place (e.g., a shopping-mall). In all three trials,
the questions were the same, yet with different pictures, names, and
group membership of the informants. The order of presentation of
the trial types was counterbalanced across participants, such that for
a third of participants, the order was Jew/Scot, Arab/Scot, Arab/Jew;
another third it was Arab/Scot, Arab/Jew, Jew/Scot; and last, Arab/
Jew, Jew/Scot, and Arab/Scot. Also counterbalanced across parti-
cipants was the order in which the informants were introduced in
each trial.

Once the experimenter finished all the trials, she debriefed the
participant, explaining what they had done during the experiment in
a simplified way. Specifically, she explained about social groups,
and the importance of treating the different individuals belonging to
different social groups equally and respectfully.

Transparency and Openness

We report how we determined sample size and all measures in the
study. All data and analysis code are available at Nasie et al. (2025).
We are unable to share the research materials, that is, photos of
children and places, due to the absence of explicit permissions to

publish them on public platforms. Data were analyzed using R
Version 4.3.1 and SPSS Version 28.0.1.0(142). The study’s design
and its analysis were not preregistered.

Results
Dependent Variable

In the analyses, the dependent variable was the frequency of
choice of a particular informant. Instead of coding the candidate
informants in terms of their category label (i.e., “Jew,” “Arab,”
“Scot”), we coded them in terms of their group status, namely,
“Ingroup” (IG), “Conflict Outgroup” (Conflict OG), and “Neutral
Outgroup” (Neutral OG). This allowed a direct comparison between
the choices of Jewish and Arab participants, for example, how often
did either choose an IG informant (i.e., a Jewish informant for Jewish
participants, compared with an Arab informant for Arab participants).
Given this coding, in trials involving an IG informant (i.e., IG/Conflict
OG and IG/Neutral OG) we counted choices of the IG informant, and
in the Neutral OG/Conflict OG trial, we counted choices of the Neutral
OG informant.

Expertise and Preference Measures

In our first analysis, we assessed whether the independent factors
affected children’s choices of informants. To that end, we ran a
generalized linear mixed model analysis in R Version 4.3.1, for each
trial, assessing the fixed effects of participants’ ethnicity (Jews or
Arabs), age group (5- or 8-year-old), and question type (expertise or
preference). We included Participant as a random effect. P values
were corrected for multiple tests using the Benjamini—-Hochberg
(BH) method. The BH correction was applied, in both studies, using
the standard procedure in R. Specifically, we used the function
p-adjust(p = p_original, method = “BH,” n = n), where p_original
represents the set of uncorrected p values, and n is the total number
of tests. This function adjusts the p values by controlling the false
discovery rate, ensuring that the expected proportion of false dis-
coveries among significant results remains below the specified
threshold. The corrected p values were then compared against an
false discovery rate threshold of 0.05 to determine statistical sig-
nificance. The GLMM revealed no significant effect of any of the
fixed factors, in any of the trial types (ps > .06; for more details, see
Supplemental Material).

We then conducted one-sample ¢ tests comparing the percentage
of times in which children chose a particular informant to a 50/50
distribution of choices between the two potential informants in each
trial. Given the null-effects of question type, ethnicity, and age in
the GLMM, these tests were conducted across these factors. The
analyses revealed that children did not prefer the neutral out-
group informant significantly above chance when the options were a
neutral out-group and a conflict out-group informant (M = 56.10,
SD = 39.72), 1(130) = 1.76, p = .081. In contrast, in the two trials
that involved an in-group informant, children preferred that infor-
mant, both when the alternative was a conflict out-group (M =75.19,
SD = 32.44), 1(130) = 8.88, p < .001, or a neutral out-group
informant (M = 65.26, SD = 37.66), #(130) = 4.63, p < .001.
Moreover, an analysis of variance directly comparing these two
trials revealed a significant effect of trial type, F(1, 130) =6.52,p =
.012, n%, =.048: children chose the in-group informant more when the
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alternative was a Conflict OG informant than when the alternative was
a Neutral OG informant. Figure 1 presents these data for each trial
type, indicating whether the distribution differed from chance.

Advice Measure

On this measure too, we first ran a GLMM on each trial type, with
the same fixed factors and dependent variable as defined above. For
the sake of consistency with Study 2, we added the factor valence,
which referred to whether the advice was positive or negative (coded
as whether the advice of the first informant was negative). The only
meaningful significant effect in these analyses was that of ethnicity,
in the IG versus Conflict OG trial (p = —0.33, z = —2.48, p = .01,
OR = 0.71). Arab participants were 29% less likely than Jewish
participants to choose the conflict out-group informant (see
Supplemental Material for all analyses).

Next, we used one-sample ¢ tests to assess whether the distribution
of children’s choices of advisors was different from that expected by
chance (i.e., against 50%) in each trial type. Given the effect of
ethnicity revealed in the GLMM in IG versus Conflict OG trial, we
conducted these analyses in this trial separately for each ethnicity.
We found that both Jewish (M = 62.89, SD = 27.45), #(63) = 3.75,
p <.001; and Arab children (M = 69.77, SD = 27.70), 1(66) = 5.84,
p <.001; preferred the advice of the in-group informant significantly
above chance. Similarly, in the IG versus Neutral OG trial, across
participants’ ethnicities, children preferred the advice of the in-
group informant significantly above chance (M = 55.15, SD =
28.03), #(130) = 2.10, p = .037. Finally, in the Neutral OG versus
Conflict OG trial, across ethnicities, children’s preference for either

Figure 1

informant did not differ from chance (M for neutral informant =
46.56, SD = 27.86), #(130) = —1.41, p = .161. Figure 2 presents
these data for each trial type, indicating whether the distribution
differed from chance.

Discussion

Study 1 revealed intergroup biases in Jewish and Arab Israeli
children’s choices of informants when needing information regar-
ding places. Both kindergarteners and 2nd graders chose the ethnic
in-group over the out-group informants, both as an expert and
preferred source, and they were also more likely to accept advice
from an in-group over an out-group informant on how to act. This is
consistent with children’s general intergroup bias in preferring to
receive information from members of their group (Chen et al., 2013;
Corriveau et al., 2013; Elashi & Mills, 2014; Shutts et al., 2010;
Taylor, 2013). Interestingly, this in-group favoritism was somewhat
stronger when the paired informant belonged to a conflict than to a
neutral out-group, plausibly reflecting differences in the strength of
attitudinal biases toward these out-groups.

Having documented intergroup biases in children’s preferences
regarding nonsocial information, Study 2 assessed whether such
biases exist when children learn about people with particular group
memberships. As described in the Introduction, in such a case,
the tension between social identity and epistemic cues is especially
salient. Specifically, following identity cues, an informant from
one’s own in-group may be favored because he/she likely aligns
with one’s intergroup attitudes. In turn, following epistemic cues, an
informant from the farget’s in-group may be favored because he/she

Percentage of Expert and Preference Choices Among Jewish and Arab Children, Across

Ethnicities and Ages
100% -
90% 1
80% A
70% A

60%

50%

40%

30%

informant choices

1

20%

In-group or Neutral out-group

10%
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IG/Conflict OG

IG/Neutral OG
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Note. The dashed line marks chance level. Error bars represent standard errors. The dependent variable
is the percentage of selections of IG in IG/Conflict OG and in IG/Neutral OG trials, or the percentage of
selections of Neutral OG in Neutral OG/Conflict OG trials, in expert and preference questions. IG =
Ingroup; Conflict OG = conflict outgroup; Neutral OG = neutral outgroup.

D < .001.
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Figure 2

Percentage of Advice Choice Among Jewish and Arab Children, Across Ethnicities, and Ages
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The y axis reflects the percentage of times the IG or the Neutral informants’ advice was selected in

the respective trial types. The dashed line marks chance level. Error bars represent standard errors. IG =
Ingroup; Conflict OG = conflict outgroup; Neutral OG = neutral outgroup.

*p <05 **p < .001.

likely is more knowledgeable about the target. Thus, when one’s
group differs from the target’s, each type of cue endorses a different
favorite informant. Study 2 assessed how children solve this
conundrum.

Study 2: Social Targets
Method
Participants

Participants were 129 Israeli children, of whom 64 were Jews
from two age groups—32 kindergarteners (62% girls, 38% boys,
Mg =5.76, SD = 0.38) and 32 2nd graders (62% girls, 38% boys,
Mo =7.98, SD = 0.32); and 65 were Arabs from two age groups—
32 kindergartners (56% girls, 44% boys, M, = 5.90, SD = 0.31)
and 33 2nd graders (51% girls, 49% boys, My, = 7.91, SD =
0.25; for more details, see Supplemental Material). All the
participants were sampled from similar backgrounds and in the
same manner as in Study 1. None of the participants in Study 2
participated in Study 1. The data were collected between March
and December 2022.

Design

As in Study 1, the between-subjects variables were participants’
ethnicity (Jews or Arabs) and age group (5- or 8-year-old). The
within-subjects variables were group membership of the target
(in-group: Jew/Arab, respectively; “conflict” out-group: Arab/Jew,
respectively; and “neutral” out-group: Scot), and trial type, re-
presenting the possible informants children could ask (Arab/Jew,
Arab/Scot, Jew/Scot). The study included pairing of targets and
informants into five trial combinations, such that always one of the
informants was of the same group as the target, and the other

informant from a different group. The trials were a Jew as target
with an Arab and a Jewish informant, a Jew as target with a Jewish
and a Scottish informant, an Arab as target with an Arab and a
Jewish informant, an Arab as target with an Arab and a Scottish
informant, and finally a Scot as target with a Scottish informant and
either a Jewish (for Jewish participants) or an Arab (for Arab
participants) informant. As in Study 1, in order to directly compare
the intergroup biases of Jewish and Arab participants, we coded
both targets and informants in terms of their group membership;
that is, as IG, Conflict OG, and Neutral OG. Given this definition,
all participants underwent the “same” five trials: two IG target
trials, one with IG/Conflict OG informants and the other with
IG/Neutral OG informants; two Conflict OG target trials, one with
IG/Conflict OG informants and the other with Neutral OG/Conflict
OG informants; and one with a Neutral OG target with IG/Neutral
OG informants. The order of presentation of the targets was
counterbalanced, such that half of the participants saw IG, Conflict
OG, Neutral OG, IG, Conflict OG, and the other half the reverse
order. Also counterbalanced, on the two trials with an IG target,
half of the participants got as informants IG/Conflict OG on the
first trial and IG/Neutral OG on the second, and half the reverse.
Similarly, on the two trials with a Conflict OG target, half of the
participants got as informants IG/Conflict OG on the first trial and
Neutral OG/Conflict OG on the second, and half the reverse.
Finally, also counterbalanced was the order of presentation of the
informants.

Materials

We used five photographs depicting the target children and
10 photographs of the informants, either boys or girls, matching
the participant’s sex. The photos were assigned in a balanced
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fashion to all three groups (for more details, see Supplemental
Material).

Procedure

The platform and languages used were the same as those used
in Study 1. The experimenter told participants that she would
show pictures of children (rather than places as was done in
Study 1) about whom the participants might want information,
tell them about potential informants, and then ask questions
about them.

The study started with the experimenter describing to parti-
cipants a picture of a same-sex target child, for example, for an
Arab male participant: “Look, here is Ahmad, he is an Arab boy
like you.” The experimenter then showed two more pictures of
children (the informants) who differed in their group member-
ship, and said: “Here are two more boys. Each one of them can tell
you something about Ahmad. This is Rafik, an Arab boy; and this
is Alon, a Jewish boy.” The experimenter then assessed the three
dependent measures in a fixed order: The first dependent measure
was informant expertise. The experimenter asked participants
who they think knows more about the target’s character: the
target group’s informant or the other informant (“Who do you
think knows more about Ahmad? Rafik, the Arab boy, or Alon,
the Jewish boy?”). For this, and all other dependent variables,
participants’ choices were coded in the following manner (ac-
cording to the trial type and the participant’s ethnicity): 1 =
informant from the same group as the target and 2 = informant
from the different group than the target.

Next, we assessed participants’ informant preference. The
experimenter asked the participant whom they prefer to tell them
information about the target’s character: the informant from the
target’s group or the informant from the other group (“Who do you
want to tell you information about Ahmad? Rafik, the Arab boy, or
Alon the Jewish boy?”).

Last, the experimenter asked participants for their acceptance
of informant advice. The experimenter provided four different
sets of advice by the informants regarding how to behave toward
the target. Namely, she said “Let’s imagine that you met Ahmad. I
will tell you the advice that Rafik and Alon would want to tell you
about Ahmad. Rafik the Arab boy says that you should play with
Ahmad; Alon the Jewish boy says you shouldn’t play with
Ahmad. Would you play with Ahmad like Rafik tells you, or
wouldn’t you play with Ahmad as Alon tells you?” The valence of
the information and the advice offered by the informants were
counterbalanced within- and between-subjects in each trial type,
so that in two questions in each trial type the informant from the
target’s group provided positive advice (e.g., “you should play
with”), while the other informant provided negative advice (“you
shouldn’t play with”). In the other two questions the informant
from the target’s group provided negative advice, while the other
informant provided positive advice. The other types of advice
given were to “invite to the park,” “sit next to,” and “visit at
their home.”

Once done with one trial type, the experimenter moved to the next
one, concluding with a debriefing as done in Study 1. In all trial types,
the questions were the same, yet with different pictures, names, and
group membership of targets and informants.

Results

For the sake of uniformity across trials, the dependent variable was
the frequency of choice of the informant different from the target (e.g.,
in trials where the target was an in-group, the dependent variable was
the frequency of choices of one of the out-group informants, ac-
cording to the trial type). Our analytic strategy involved two steps. In
the first step, we assessed whether the independent factors affected
children’s choices of informants. To that end, we ran generalized
linear mixed model analysis in R Version 4.3.1, for each target type,
assessing the fixed effects of ethnicity, age group, informants’
identities (only when the target was in-group or conflict out-group),
and question type (expertise or preference) or valence (in the advice
measure). As we will detail below, the latter two factors varied across
measures. We included participant as a random effect. Some inter-
actions were entered into the models, while others were examined by
division into cases. For example, an interaction between ethnicity and
trial type was not entered as is into the model, since there is a
dependency between the ethnicity of the target and the trial type.
P values were corrected for multiple tests using the BH method. In the
second step of the analyses, we conducted one-sample ¢ tests, to
determine whether children’s choices of informants differed from
chance responding.

Expertise and Preference Measures

In-Group Target. The analysis revealed significant effects of
participants’ ethnicity (p = —1.15, z = —=3.39, p < .001), age (B =
—2.01,z=-5.42, p <.001), and question type (f = 1.12, z = 3.96,
p <.001) but no significant effect of informants’ identities (f = 0.21,
z7=0.79, p = .42). Thus, when the target was an in-group member,
children’s choice of informant was the same, irrespectively as to
whether the alternative informant was a conflict or a neutral out-
group. Specifying the effect of ethnicity, Arab participants were
69% less likely than Jewish participants to choose the out-group
informant (OR = 0.31). As for the effect of age, 2nd graders were
87% less likely than kindergartners to choose the out-group
informant (OR = 0.13). These patterns can be seen in Figure 3.
Finally, on the effect of question type, participants were 206% more
likely to choose an informant different from the target in preference
questions than in expertise questions (OR = 3.06).

Next, to assess children’s absolute preference for the in-group
informant, we conducted one-sample ¢ tests comparing the per-
centage of choices of the in-group informant to that expected by
chance (i.e., against 50%) in each trial type (i.e., IG/Conflict OG trial
and IG/Neutral OG trial). Given the effects of children’s ethnic
group and age, we broke down these analyses by these factors
(see Supplemental Material for further analyses broken down by
question type). As can be seen in Figure 3, when choosing an
informant for information about an in-group target in expertise and
preference questions, Jewish and Arab children from both age groups
preferred an in-group informant, both when the alternative was a
conflict out-group informant (here Jewish kindergartners exhibited a
trend) or a neutral out-group informant.

Conflict Out-Group Target. The analysis revealed significant
effects of ethnicity ( =0.74,z=2.38,p=.017),age p=—-1.84,z=
—5.57, p < .001), and question type (f = 0.75, z = 3.33, p < .01).
In addition, there was a significant effect of informants’ identities
(B=-0.80, z=-3.53, p <.001). Specifying the effect of ethnicity,


https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0002048.supp
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0002048.supp
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0002048.supp

ciation or one of its allied publishers.
ersonal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

ghted by the American Psychological Asso

This document is copyri
This article is intended solely for the

P

INTERGROUP BIAS IN CHILDREN’S PREFERENCE 9

Figure 3

Percentage of Choices of In-Group Informant on IG Target Trials, Across Question Types,

by Trial Type, Ethnicity, and Age
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Arab participants were 109% more likely than Jewish participants to
choose the informant who is different from the target (OR = 2.09).
Regarding the effect of age, 2nd graders were 85% less likely than
kindergartners to choose the informant who is different from the
target (OR = 0.15). Regarding the effect of informants’ identities,
participants were 56% less likely to choose the neutral informant
than the in-group informant (OR = 0.44). These patterns can be seen
in Figure 4. Finally, as for the effect of question type, the participants
were 113% more likely to choose the informant who is different
from the target in the preference question than in the expertise
question (OR = 2.13).

We used one-sample ¢ tests to assess whether the percentage of
choices of the conflict out-group informant was different from that
expected by chance (i.e., against 50%) in each trial type (i.e.,
IG/Conflict OG trial and Neutral OG/Conflict OG trial). Given the
effects of children’s ethnicity and age, we broke down these
analyses by these factors (see the Supplemental Material for
analyses by question type). As can be seen in Figure 4, when
choosing an informant about a conflict out-group target (i.e., an
Arab for Jewish children), Jewish 2nd graders chose an Arab
informant both when the alternative was a Jewish informant or a
Scottish informant. Jewish kindergarteners chose the Arab infor-
mant only when the alternative was a Scottish informant, but not
when the alternative was a Jewish informant. Arab 2nd graders also
preferred the conflict out-group informant (in their case, a Jew)
significantly above chance when the alternatives were an Arab or a

Scottish informant. However, Arab kindergartners exhibited a
preference for the Arab informant when the alternative was a Jewish
informant, and no preference when the alternative was a Scottish
informant.

Neutral Out-Group Target. This was a “control” single trial,
in which the informants were a neutral out-group and an in-group.
The analysis revealed significant effects of ethnicity (f = 1.12, z =
—2.81,p <.01), age (B = —1.45, z = —3.46, p < .01), and question
type (B =0.73, z =2.24, p = .02). Specifying the effect of ethnicity,
Arab participants were 208 % more likely than Jewish participants to
choose the in-group informant (OR = 3.08). As for the effect of age,
2nd graders were 77% less likely than kindergartners to choose the
in-group informant (OR = 0.23). Finally, the participants were 107%
more likely to choose the informant different from the target (i.e., the
in-group informant) in the preference question than in the expertise
question (OR = 2.07).

We used one-sample 7 tests to assess whether the distribution of
children in their choice of the neutral out-group informant in
expertise and preference questions was different from that ex-
pected by chance (i.e., against 50%; see Figure 5). Because there
were effects of children’s ethnicity and age, we broke down these
analyses by these factors (see the Supplemental Material for
analyses by question type). As shown in Figure 5, only Jewish
2nd graders preferred the neutral informant over the in-group
informant. Jewish and Arab kindergarteners, and Arab 2nd
graders, did not show any preference.
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Figure 4

Percentage of Choices of Conflict OG Informant on Conflict OG Target Trials, Across
Question Type, by Trial Type, Ethnicity, and Age
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IG = Ingroup; Conflict OG = conflict outgroup; Neutral OG = neutral outgroup.
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Advice Measure

On this measure too, we first ran a GLMM as specified above. We
added to the GLMM the effect of valence, coded as to whether the
advice of the “target” informant (see below) was negative. Separate
analyses were conducted on each trial type. In our second step, we
conducted one-sample ¢ tests, to determine whether children’s
choices of informants’ advice differed from chance responding. We
used the percentage of children choosing a particular informant as
the dependent variable, comparing these to a 50/50 distribution
between the two potential informants in each trial.

In-Group Target. The analysis revealed no significant effects
of ethnicity ( = —0.03, z = —0.27, p = .78), age (p = —0.12, z =
—0.93, p =.34), or informants’ identities (p = —0.02,z=-0.19,p =
.84). There was a significant effect of valence (B =1.12,z=8.51,p
< .001, OR = 3.06): Participants were 206% more likely to choose
the out-group informant when the advice of the IG informant was
negative than when it was positive.

We then conducted one-sample ¢ tests to assess whether chil-
dren’s choices differed from chance. Given the null-effect of age and
ethnicity, these analyses were conducted across age and ethnicity
groups. Given the effect of advice valence, we conducted the
analyses separately for positive and negative advice. The analyses
revealed that in the IG/Neutral OG trial, children preferred the
in-group advice when it was positive (M = 84.88, SD = 29.71),
1(128) = 13.33, p < .001; but avoided it when it was negative (M =
30.23, SD = 41.18), #(128) = —5.45, p < .001. Interestingly, in the

IG/Conflict OG trial, children tended to prefer the in-group advice
equally whether it was positive (M = 57.36, SD = 45.11), #(128) =
1.85, p = .066; or negative (M = 58.91, SD =46.11), 1(128) = 2.19,
p = .030.

Conflict Out-Group Target. The analysis revealed significant
effects of ethnicity (f = 0.32, z = 2.46, p = .01), informants’
identities (f = —0.25, z = —1.95, p = .050), and valence (§ = 1.21,
z = 9.24, p < .001). There was no significant effect of age (f =
—0.03, z = —0.29, p = .76). Specitying the effect of ethnicity, Arab
children were 38% more likely than Jewish children to choose the
advice of a Neutral OG or IG informant (OR = 1.38). Specifying the
effect of informants’ identities, children were 23% less likely to
choose the advice of a neutral informant than that of the in-group
(OR = 0.77). Finally, the participants were 236% more likely to
choose the Neutral OG or IG informant when their advice was
positive than when it was negative (OR = 3.36). Figure 6 displays
these patterns.

We then conducted one-sample ¢ tests broken down by the dif-
ferent independent factors that showed significant effects in the
GLMMs. The results are displayed in Figure 6. Somewhat similar to
the IG target trials, here too, in the Neutral OG/Conflict OG trial,
Jewish and Arab children responded in the same fashion: They
systematically accepted the positive advice no matter the identity of
the informant. In turn, in the IG/Conflict OG trial, whereas Arab
children exhibited the same “positivity” pattern as above, Jewish
children exhibited the opposite pattern: They systematically accepted
the negative advice, no matter who delivered it.
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Figure 5
Percentage of Choices of Neutral Out-Group Informant on the Neutral OG Target Trial,
Across Question Types, by Ethnicity, and Age
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ethnicity (f = 0.41, z = 1.93, p = .053), and a significant effect Regarding the effect of valence, children were 90% less likely to
of valence (f = —2.28, z = —10.77, p < .001). Specifying the effect choose the IG informant when his/her advice was negative than
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Figure 6

Percentage of Trials in Which Jewish and Arab Children, Across Ages, Preferred
Conflict Out-Group’s Positive and Negative Advice, When the Target Was a Conflict
Out-Group Member
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Note. “Jews” and “Arabs” in the legend refer to participants. On the x axis, “Positive” and
“Negative” refer to the valence of the Conflict OG’s advice in IG/Conflict OG and in Neutral
OG/Conflict OG trials. The y axis reflects the percentage of times the Conflict OG informant’s
advice was selected, in these respective trial types. The dashed line marks chance level. Error bars
represent standard errors. IG = Ingroup; Conflict OG = conflict outgroup; Neutral OG = neutral
outgroup.
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when it was positive (OR = 0.10). As can be seen in Figure 7, one-
sample ¢ tests revealed that Jewish and Arab children preferred the
Neutral OG informant’s advice when it was positive, and refused it
when it was negative.

Discussion

Study 2 revealed that Jewish and Arab Israeli children have biases
regarding the source of social information. Children’s choices of
informants varied depending on the identity of the target individuals,
the identity of the informants offering information, and the valence
of advices given as to how to relate to the different targets. Here, we
summarize the main findings, and will discuss them in more detail in
the General Discussion section.

When the target was an in-group member, both Jewish and Arab
children, from both ages, perceived the in-group informant as an
expert and preferred him/her as an informant over any out-group
informant—be they a conflict out-group informant or a neutral one.
This in-group favoritism was stronger among 2nd graders than
kindergartners, among Arab than Jewish children, and when the
question was about preference rather than expertise. Interestingly,
in-group favoritism did not have as great an impact on children’s
acceptance of advice as to how to relate to an in-group target.
Instead, the valence of the advice was more determinant. This was
clearly the case when the alternative informants were an in-group
and a neutral out-group, in which cases children from both eth-
nicities and ages followed whoever provided positive advice (e.g.,
advice to play with the in-group). In turn, when the alternative
informants were an in-group and a conflict out-group, then children
tended to accept the in-group’s advice, no matter its valence.

When the target was a conflict out-group member, again there
were indications of in-group favoritism, for instance, as children

Figure 7

were more likely to choose an in-group informant than a neutral
out-group informant. Nevertheless, children’s intergroup bias was
much more nuanced, especially from a developmental perspective.
Specifically, both Jewish and Arab 2nd graders chose the conflict out-
group as a preferred informant when the alternative was a neutral out-
group but even when the alternative was an in-group informant. In
contrast, kindergarteners were more reluctant to choose conflict out-
group informants. In fact, Jewish kindergarteners did so only when
the alternative was a neutral out-group, and Arab children actually
preferred an in-group informant when the alternative was a conflict
out-group informant. In a sense, in the balance between epistemic
(i.e., selecting an informant from the same group as the target) and
group identity cues (i.e., selecting an informant from their own
group), whereas 2nd graders privileged the former over the latter, for
kindergarteners it was a closer contest.

This nuance was also manifest in children’s responses to in-
formants’ relational advice. Overall, children evinced a positivity
bias and were more likely to accept positive than negative advice,
especially when the alternative informants were a conflict and a
neutral out-group. Interestingly, when the target was a conflict out-
group and the alternative informants a conflict out-group and an in-
group, then Arab children followed the positive advisors, whereas
Jewish children followed the negative ones. A final noteworthy
finding is that in these trials too, across measures, we found a
significant difference between ethnic groups, with Arab children
being more reluctant than Jewish children to choose a conflict out-
group informant.

Finally, when the target was a neutral out-group member, many of
the patterns revealed above were manifested more straightfor-
wardly: Children’s choice of the in-group informant was more
frequent among Arab than Jewish children, kindergarteners than
2nd graders, and in the preference than in the expertise question.

Percentage of Trials in Which Jewish and Arab Children, Across Ages, Preferred
Neutral Out-Group’s Positive and Negative Advice, When the Target Was a Neutral

Out-Group Member
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Note. “Jews” and “Arabs” in the legend refer to participants. On the x axis, “Positive” and
“Negative” refer to the valence of the Neutral OG’s advice. The y axis reflects the percentage of
times the Neutral OG informant’s advice was selected. The dashed line marks chance level. Error
bars represent standard errors. IG = Ingroup; Neutral OG = neutral outgroup.
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Moreover, both ethnic and age groups were similarly biased to
accept positive advice from whoever delivered it.

One final note regarding the present findings has to do with the
difference observed between children’s responses to the preference
and expertise questions. Namely, across targets and informants,
children were more likely to select the nontarget informant in
response to the preference than the expertise question. This was an
unexpected finding, and rather than speculating on possible theo-
retical explanations, we suggest that, given its generality, it might
reflect an unintended methodological artifact. Namely, the expertise
question always preceded the preference question. It is possible that
given this fixed order and the similarity between the two questions,
children may have been inclined to provide a different answer to the
second question (Ceci & Bruck, 1993).

General Discussion

The present research explored potential intergroup biases among
Jewish and Arab Israeli kindergartners and 2nd graders, in their
preferences for in- versus out-group informants. For this purpose,
we first tested these potential biases vis-a-vis nonsocial information
(Study 1), wherein the only cue provided to children to choose by
was informants’ group membership. We then tested potential biases
regarding social information (Study 2), as children learned about in-
and out-group individuals, from in- and out-group informants. Study
2 thus offered children two cues to decide by whether or not the
informant was from their in-group (a social identity cue) and
whether or not the informant was from the same group as the target
(an expertise—epistemic—cue). Both studies tested the biases in
three respects: informant expertise, informant preference, and accep-
tance of informant’s advice.

The findings revealed that, overall, Jewish and Arab Israeli
children manifested intergroup bias as they chose an in-group
informant over out-group informants, both as an expert and pre-
ferred source, when considering nonsocial and social information.
These findings are in line with children’s general preference to
receive information from members of their group over out-groups
regarding nonsocial topics (Chen et al., 2011; Corriveau et al.,
2013; Elashi & Mills, 2014; McDonald & Ma, 2016; Shutts
et al., 2010).

These findings contribute in a number of ways to the limited
body of research focusing on social targets (Aldan & Soley, 2019;
Chalik et al., 2022; Farooq et al., 2022). First, Study 2 revealed that
children’s informant preferences corresponded to their typical
attitudinal biases. In particular, as manifested in various ways,
children were more open to receiving information from a neutral
out-group (a Scot) than from a conflict out-group (Arab or Jew). In
other words, not all out-groups were equally avoided, but instead,
those reportedly least liked were avoided more (although there was
no direct assessment here of children’s attitudes toward the dif-
ferent groups, a study on similar populations indeed found this
gradient of attitudinal biases, Nasie et al., 2022). A further dif-
ference between a neutral and a conflict out-group is the degree of
children’s familiarity with them. This factor, however, seems a less
likely candidate to explain the pattern of responses here. Given that
children were likely more familiar with the conflict than the neutral
out-group, we would have expected them to resort to the former
more than to the latter—that is, the opposite of what they did.
Evidently, whether children’s avoidance derived from a generalized

dislike, from differences in familiarity, or from a more sophisticated
vigilance regarding informants’ motives remains to be examined. In
any case, this finding has practical implications as to who may be
more effective agents for fostering children’s attitude change.

A second novel finding was that the bias was stronger among
Arab participants—from both age groups—compared with Jewish
participants, especially in Study 2 when the information was about
people rather than places. For instance, compared with Jewish
children, Arab children were more likely to select an in-group
informant when the target was an in-group, but were also more
likely to refuse a conflict out-group informant (i.e., a Jew, in their
case) when the target was a conflict out-group (another Jew). On
the one hand, one could have expected that as members of a
minority group and thus more used to receiving information from
Jewish sources (e.g., TV programs), Arab children would be less
reluctant to receive information from Jewish informants. The fact
that the pattern observed here was the opposite, may be indicative
of Arab children’s awareness of their lower social, economic, and
political status, and experiences of marginalization (Bar-Haim &
Semyonov, 2015). In fact, Arab children in Israel seem to develop
out-group dislike at a younger age than Jewish children (Nassir &
Diesendruck, 2024). In general, the current finding aligns with
research among adults showing that minority or low-status groups
exhibit stronger levels of mistrust toward majority group members,
as a protective mechanism against perceived threats and unfa-
vorable treatment (Dovidio et al., 2008; Lount & Pettit, 2012;
Navarro-Carrillo et al., 2018). It is revealing that this potential
mistrust was found here already by age 5 years.

Evidently, this interpretation is speculative. First, the present
studies did not directly assess children’s intergroup attitudes or
perceptions of group status. Thus, to more conclusively determine
whether these factors can explain the observed differences between
Arab and Jewish children, the factors need to be directly assessed.
Second, Jewish and Arab participants also varied in two other
respects—besides their group status—that might have influenced
their responses. Namely, whereas the Jewish sample consisted of
children from middle-class secular families, the Arab sample came
from low-to-middle-class religious families. These differences in
socioeconomic status and religiosity—particularly in aspects such as
parental education and preferences for informational sources—may
have affected the observed trust strategies, independent of group
affiliation. Although we agree that these are important variables to
consider in future work, these group characteristics are representative
of these two large populations within Israeli society, from which the
samples were drawn.

The interpretation of the above pattern is further illuminated by
the developmental findings. First, although no developmental dif-
ferences were observed in children’s judgments of expertise and
informant preference in the nonsocial context of Study 1, devel-
opmental differences did occur in Study 2. In other words, when the
only cue for selecting informants was whether they were in- or out-
group—as was the case in Study 1—Xkindergarteners responded
similarly to 2nd graders. However, when the context required
balancing between this group membership cue and an epistemic
cue—namely, whether or not the informant was from the same
group as the target—then developmental differences emerged.
Specifically, irrespective of the target’s identity, 2nd graders more
often than kindergarteners selected the informant from the target’s
group. In fact, in most cases, 2nd graders privileged an informant
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from the target group, even when the target was a conflict out-group
and there was an in-group informant available. Kindergartners almost
never did so. For instance, in the trial type just described, Arab
kindergarteners actually preferred the in-group informant (i.e., an
Arab) over the target—conflict out-group—informant (a Jew).
Thus, in balancing epistemic versus identity cues, whereas 2nd
graders prioritized the former over the latter, kindergarteners
tended toward the opposite—a developmental trend reminiscent
of previous studies that pitted accuracy against social group
membership in an object labeling context (e.g., Elashi & Mills,
2014; MacDonald et al., 2013).

One explanation for this developmental finding could have been
that older children, being more aware of social mores, felt less
comfortable manifesting a bias in favor of their group. In fact, work
in the United States has documented a related reluctance to even talk
about race as children mature (Apfelbaum et al., 2008). In contrast,
however, work in Israel has shown that even by 5Sth grade, both
Jewish and Arab children show little hesitation to talk about eth-
nicity (Deeb et al., 2011), and in fact, a recent study found that Arab
5th graders were more likely than kindergarteners to manifest
negative attitudes toward Jews (Nassir & Diesendruck, 2024). Thus,
awareness of social mores does not seem a plausible explanation for
the developmental pattern found here. A further explanation is that
although by kindergarten age, children are quite adept at relying on
expertise as a cue for selecting informants (Clegg et al., 2019; Lutz
& Keil, 2002), there are still substantial improvements in this
capacity in the following years (Elashi & Mills, 2014; Marble &
Boseovski, 2019). Thus, the developmental difference found here
might partly derive from differences in kindergartners versus 2nd
graders’ capacities to rely on epistemic cues. Alternatively, previous
research indicates developmental changes in children’s intergroup
bias, which seem to decline between ages 5—7 to 8—10 years (Bar-
Tal & Teichman, 2005; Raabe & Beelmann, 2011). This may further
explain the greater weight kindergarteners in the present study
placed on group membership, compared with 2nd graders.

A final set of explanations for this developmental pattern focuses
not on processes pertinent to each cue, but instead on the capacity to
integrate them. In particular, the ability to value epistemic cues over
social identity ones may rely on executive functions—especially
inhibitory control—that mature during early to middle childhood
(Diamond, 2013). As children age, they become increasingly capable
of suppressing intuitive responses in favor of more cognitively
demanding strategies, such as evaluating the relevance and reliability
of epistemic information (see, e.g., Bjorklund & Harnishfeger, 1990).
Second graders, compared with younger children, are likely better able
to inhibit superficial or irrelevant cues and instead prioritize epistemic
cues that are more predictive of informational accuracy. A related
account draws from a dual-process model as applied to the domain of
selective trust (Hermes et al., 2018). On this account, younger children
may have resolved the conflict between the cues via the most readily
accessible Type I processes. Arguably, this would lead them to rely
on group membership—a fairly early developing capacity (see for
instance, Rhodes & Baron, 2019)—rather than on the indirectly
implied epistemic cue. Second graders would be more capable of
integrating via Type II processes the two types of cues.

The findings regarding the acceptance of informants’ advice con-
firmed some of the above findings but also revealed unique patterns.
First, children predominantly exhibited a positivity bias (Aldan &
Soley, 2019; Boseovski, 2012; Boseovski & Thurman, 2014) rather

than an in-group bias. That is, children often chose the informant
who provided positive advice (e.g., to play with the target),
regardless of their group membership. This tendency was par-
ticularly evident when the alternative informants were an in-group
and a neutral out-group member, or a conflict out-group and a
neutral out-group member. Again, however, when the target was a
conflict out-group member, the findings revealed a more complex
pattern. Interestingly, Aldan and Soley (2019) also found that
when the target was an out-group, children’s responses varied,
such that they were more trusting of an in-group over an out-group
informant’s positive advice regarding an out-group target. In the
present studies, the added complexity was that children’s responses
varied depending on their own ethnicity. Specifically, whereas Arab
children still manifested a positivity bias, Jewish children did the
opposite, accepting the negative advice from whoever delivered it.

The present pattern resonates with the notion of “echo chambers,”
with children accepting advice that fits their beliefs (see also Chalik
et al., 2022). Somewhat surprisingly, though, given that Arab
children here and in other studies (e.g., Nassir & Diesendruck, 2024)
manifest intergroup bias as strongly as Jewish children, it is unclear
why in this particular case only Jewish children exhibited this
response pattern. One possible explanation has to do with differ-
ences between majority and minority group members in the Israeli
context, in their motivations for intergroup contact. As a minority
group, Arab citizens may have more necessary reasons to engage
with Jewish individuals in order to navigate broader societal
structures—such as education, employment, and public services—that
are largely shaped by the Jewish majority. These asymmetries in
power and access may foster more instrumental or necessity-driven
contact from the minority group. In other words, minority members
may be more eager to follow encouragement to interact with majority
members. In contrast, Jewish majority members may encounter
fewer structural incentives for intergroup engagement, poten-
tially making their motivations for contact more selective or
ideologically driven. This explanation is reflected, for example,
in the differing perceptions of Jewish and Arabs parents regarding
shared Jewish—Arab education (e.g., Bekerman & Tatar, 2009;
Nasser, 2011).

In general, the present research unveils the importance of con-
sidering the identity of informants when providing information
of different kinds to children. One question the findings raise is
whether the pattern found here generalizes to other groups in other
social contexts. In particular, the overall finding that both Jewish and
Arab kindergarteners were biased in favor of social group cues over
epistemic cues contrasts with previous findings. For instance, past
research has shown that in certain contexts, epistemic cues (i.e.,
accuracy) trump certain social cues (e.g., accent, age) in children’s
decisions about whom to trust (Corriveau et al., 2013; Jaswal &
Neely, 2006), and yet in others the contrasting cues leave children
undecided (e.g., Chalik et al., 2022). One possible explanation for
these differences has to do with the salience of the social groups
assessed here, compared with groups present in other cultures (see
for instance, Diesendruck et al., 2013). A further, related, expla-
nation has to do with the nature of the social groups assessed here,
namely, groups associated with a long-lasting and especially tense
conflict. In such societies, children’s conceptualization of social
groups may be especially influential in their feelings toward the
groups (e.g., Bar-Tal et al., 2017; O’Driscoll et al., 2021). It will be
valuable for future research to explore these processes across diverse
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social categories and cultural contexts to clarify the scope and
limits of these effects. Future work could also expand this line of
investigation, by examining whether children display the same
patterns when receiving intergroup information from adults or other
sources (e.g., media, books). In addition, it would be valuable to
investigate the long-term effects of receiving advice from in-
formants and how this advice might generalize from relationships
with an individual to those with a group as a whole.

As a final note, we chose to explicitly label the social group
membership of each character (e.g., “This is an Arab boy”),
accompanied by a culturally distinctive name (e.g., “Salem”), to
ensure that children across the full age range clearly understood the
group distinctions relevant to the task. While this approach was
intended to support comprehension—particularly among younger
participants—we acknowledge that such explicit labeling may have
heightened the salience of social categories beyond what children
typically encounter in everyday settings, thereby limiting ecological
validity, especially in case of in-group members. This increased
salience could have influenced children’s responses by drawing
greater attention to group membership. As such, their responses may
reflect both their intergroup biases and their reactions to overtly
marked group boundaries. Future research would benefit from using
more ecologically valid indicators of group membership, where
relevant—such as linguistic cues (e.g., accent), names, or visual
markers—to better capture how children infer and respond to social
categories in real-world contexts.

Overall, the present research revealed intergroup biases in chil-
dren’s trust on information sources, particularly in the context of
learning about people. These biases were especially pronounced
in the preference for in-group over out-group informants, and an
avoidance of conflict out-group informants. Interestingly, younger
children exhibited these biases more strongly than older children,
and minority (Arab) children more than majority (Jewish) ones.
These findings pave the way for a deeper understanding of inter-
group biases in conflictual contexts and hold important implications
regarding how to transmit information to children about different
groups.
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