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Introduction: When thinking about intergroup exclusion, adolescents weigh prosociality and fairness with the influences of their families and peers. However, research has yet to address whether these group norms influence youth similarly across gender and age. The current study addresses this gap in the literature by assessing and interaction between subjective outgroup norms and developmental period on youth's evaluations of exclusion and their justifications for those evaluations, and does so within an understudied dynamic between Jewish American and Arab American adolescents.

Methods: This study assessed whether gender and age moderate the influence of parent and peer outgroup attitudes on 241 Jewish American 9th graders' (MAge9thGrade = 14.18; SD = 0.42) and 12th (MAge12thGrade = 17.21; SD = 0.43) acceptance and reasoning about intergroup exclusion toward Arab American peers.

Results: Results revealed that gender was associated with the malleability to influence of 9th graders' attitudes, whereas their 12th grade counterparts were unaffected. Furthermore, positive peer groups served as a buffer against the detrimental effects of parents' prejudiced attitudes.

Discussion: Age and context play a meaningful role in adolescents' evaluation and justifications of outgroup social exclusion. These findings contribute to the understanding of the development of prosocial reasoning and behaviors in adolescence.
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Introduction

“This is the infiltration of the Arabic-Muslim coming in and destroying America. The Muslims are nothing but devil-Satan worshippers” (CNN, 2018). These prejudiced and hateful words can be heard from adults while vandalizing a mosque in Arizona, United States. While this hate crime reached several major news outlets (e.g., Sidner and Simon, 2018; Abdelaziz, 2018), critics were most vocal about the effect of this incident on the children accompanying the perpetrators. The children in the video could also be heard spouting hurtful comments, like “Mommy, they buy their chicken to rape it” or “They smell like goat,” about the Muslim community, encouraged by their mothers (see Sidner and Simon, 2018). Similar slurs are slung by youth to their peers at markedly increasing rates over the past years, and especially since the October 7th Hamas attack on Israel and ongoing violence in Gaza. These events have had a global impact on intergroup relations for youth. Arab American teenagers report having been called a “terrorist” by adults and peers or accused of being responsible for deaths of children in the Middle East (Fugardi et al., 2024); they also report being told Islamic beliefs are “peace-hating” (Tahseen et al., 2019). These stories underscore the importance of understanding the roles of familial and peer norms in prejudiced attitudes and discriminatory behaviors among youth populations (Brenick and Romano, 2016; Miklikowska et al., 2019; Reynolds et al., 2015).

Peer- and family-based social groups are of the utmost importance during adolescence (McKeown and Taylor, 2018; Miklikowska et al., 2019). Throughout childhood and adolescence, parents are a source of ingroup norms about victimizing behaviors overall and bias-based social exclusion specifically (Saudi Arabia: Alsamih and Tenenbaum, 2018; Arab American & Jewish American: Brenick and Romano, 2016; Palestinian Citizens of Israel & Jewish-Israeli: Tadmor et al., 2017). Peer groups, however, become increasingly influential in adolescence, and serve as another potential avenue from which youth internalize attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors (Brechwald and Prinstein, 2011; Laursen and Veenstra, 2021). As adolescents come to identify themselves as members of different social groups—a major developmental task in adolescence (Erikson, 1968; Umaña-Taylor et al., 2014; Verkuyten, 2022)—they quickly learn and are socialized to the groups' norms. Group norms define the shared behaviors, attitudes, values, and beliefs that unite group members as a whole (Davies et al., 2013; Donlan et al., 2015; Duffy and Nesdale, 2009; Reynolds et al., 2015). Youth internalize the intergroup expectations and norms of their ingroup, and adolescents' prejudices are molded by the perceived normative attitudes of those around them (Abrams et al., 2009; Davies et al., 2013; Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2011; Rivas-Drake et al., 2019). Youths' peer and family contexts may also support the development of prosocial attitudes in youth. For example, youth may reject discrimination when peers' and parents' attitudes about the outgroup are inclusive and prosocial (Brenick and Romano, 2016; Zagrean et al., 2022).

In peer settings, such as schools or neighborhoods, youth are more influenced by group norms established by peer counterparts; whereas parents and family members' group norms are more salient in a family home context (Brenick and Romano, 2016). During adolescence, parent influence also decreases, albeit, with cisgirls sustaining greater importance of parent influences than cisboys, who are influenced more by peers (Berger et al., 2011; Berndt, 1979; Collins and Laursen, 2004a,b). Similar findings have been replicated in related bodies of work concerned with peer influence in a variety of anti- and prosocial behaviors (e.g., McCoy et al., 2019; Walters, 2020; Zagrean et al., 2024a,b); and in literature focused on gender differences in parental influence (e.g., Barni et al., 2022; Fleming, 2005). However, the gender differences and contextual weight in in/exclusion decisions remains understudied. The current study examined the role of participant age and gender in the patterns of influence of peer and parent outgroup norms on Jewish-American adolescents' prosocial evaluations of intergroup in/exclusion.



Theoretical backings

As a theoretical basis for the current research, the social reasoning developmental perspective (SRDP; Rutland and Killen, 2015) draws on theories of developmental subjective group dynamics (Abrams et al., 2003) and social identity development (Nesdale, 2017; Verkuyten, 2022; Tajfel and Turner, 1986). Developmental subjective group dynamics posits that children differentiate between both ingroup and outgroup members who express deviant attitudes from the ingroup vs. members who express normative ingroup attitudes; and that with age, older children are more oriented toward adhering to group norms and keeping ingroup functioning in mind when making decisions regarding outgroup member inclusion (Abrams and Hogg, 2017; Abrams and Killen, 2014). The complementary social identity development perspective suggests that, with increasing age, children turn to peer groups for self-identity and affiliation and are likely to adopt and propagate the ingroup norms established by the peer group (Juvonen and Galvan, 2008; Nesdale, 2017; Verkuyten, 2022). The desire to be viewed positively by ingroup members, acquire a sense of belonging, and avoid rejection is of utmost importance to youth, particularly adolescents and as a result, older youth are less likely to diverge from ingroup normative attitudes than their younger counterparts (Juvonen and Galvan, 2008; Verkuyten, 2022).

In congruence with the progression seen in the developmental subjective group dynamics research, the significance of social group cohesion in identity development increases with age, and intergroup exchanges are colored by perceptions of ingroup functioning (Verkuyten, 2022). In addition, morality is an important factor to consider when examining intergroup behaviors. The SRDP suggests that adolescents weigh the competing concerns of prosociality and fairness, with group identity, norms, and attitudes when evaluating and responding to intergroup social exclusion (Rutland and Killen, 2015). SRDP theoretically and methodologically frames the examination of the influences of moral reasoning and group processes on evaluations of social exclusion in this study. SRDP researchers assert that group identity, social conventions, and norms, as well as moral principles, all influence evaluations of intergroup exclusion (Rutland and Killen, 2015). Additionally, when adolescents justify intergroup exclusion, their reasoning typically appeals to societal concerns (e.g., social-conventions, intergroup stereotypes), often conveyed through group norms (Brenick and Killen, 2014). The SRDP will be utilized as a lens through which to explore the role of social group (parent and peer) norms on adolescents' moral reasoning and social exclusion behaviors.



Social exclusion

Adolescence is a period when social exclusion among peer groups occurs frequently (Laursen and Veenstra, 2021; Waasdorp and Bradshaw, 2015), especially in schools, neighborhoods, and other relevant social contexts. Outgroup members who do not follow norms, or deviate from the ingroup, may be excluded from participating in the group (Laursen and Veenstra, 2021). Ingroup members who challenge the views of their group may also be at risk of exclusion (see Abrams and Hogg, 2017; Bennett, 2014; Juvonen and Galvan, 2008; Verkuyten, 2022). Situations of social exclusion yield numerous opportunities for adolescents to understand maintenance of group norms, status, and membership. More specifically, youth are also tasked with contemplating their own individual views, expectations of their peer group, and moral concerns of fairness and equality (Grütter et al., 2021; Rutland and Killen, 2015).

Considering moral concerns about social exclusion is of value, as exclusion based solely on group membership causes significant individual and social group harm and inequity (see Brenick and Halgunseth, 2017; Rutland and Killen, 2015). Experiencing social exclusion is associated with several negative outcomes for adolescents, such as diminished school performance, peer relationships, and wellbeing (Hysing et al., 2021; Torres et al., 2020). In some cases, victims of social exclusion may feel a sense of pain similar to experiencing actual physical pain (Eisenberger, 2013). Adolescent transgressors of intergroup exclusion are also at risk into adulthood of developing prejudiced attitudes, discriminatory behaviors, and perpetuating social and economic inequalities (see Rutland and Killen, 2015).

Conversely, including an outgroup member (e.g., race, ethnicity, culture)—specifically, engaging in cross-group friendships—is an effective means to reduce prejudice (Berger et al., 2018; Davies et al., 2013; Tropp et al., 2022), and can promote the use of more inclusive and prosocial moral reasoning (Boin et al., 2021; Brenick et al., 2019; Tropp et al., 2022). Children's inclusive peer norms are a strong predictor of motivation to engage in cross-racial friendships, above and beyond exclusion norms within peer groups (Trifiletti et al., 2024; Tropp et al., 2022). Examining the complex process of social reasoning (e.g., negotiations between the competing demands of fairness and ingroup distinction) that adolescents apply when evaluating group-based exclusion, can shed light on ways to reduce the likelihood that group-based exclusion in adolescence will develop into discrimination and prejudice in adulthood.



Jewish American and Arab American adolescent relations

Within this paper, we focus on the Jewish and Arab intergroup relations within the U.S. More specifically, we explore the influential contexts on Jewish American's inclusion and exclusion decisions regarding an Arab American peer. It is important to acknowledge the salience of Jewish and Arab relations on a global scale. Especially in Israel and Palestine, ongoing violence has shaped global perceptions; particularly for American youth (Silver, 2024). Presently, Jewish American and Jewish Israeli youth exist within starkly distinct realities. While these Jewish communities are related, they are largely unique. Our paper focuses on Jewish American adolescents to better understand their social reasoning and exclusion decisions about Arab American peers because of prominent victimization experiences that do occur in the U.S.

Arab Americans experience high rates of prejudice and discrimination (Sirin et al., 2021). In the U.S., non-Arab groups are often reluctant to interact with Arab individuals (Jenkins et al., 2012), appealing to anti-Arab stereotypes (Hitti and Killen, 2015). Additionally, negative intergroup interactions between Jewish and Arab groups have been documented in the United States (Brenick and Killen, 2014; Dessel and Ali, 2012; Panagopoulos, 2006). Since the most recent escalation of asymmetrical war in the Middle East starting in October of 2023, hateful and violent incidents toward both Arab and Jewish communities in the U.S. have been rapidly increasing (Anti-Defamation League, 2023; Allison, 2023); and has led to the victimization and deaths of children in the U.S. For example, in the fall of 2023 a Palestinian American boy was fatally stabbed because he was Muslim (Boyette and Allen, 2023). The influence of parent and peer outgroup norms can be especially salient in the Jewish-Arab American context–as youth from these communities may strongly connect with identities steeped in protracted asymmetrical global conflict and history between these two groups.

While Jewish Americans can be prejudiced against Arab individuals in a variety of ways, youth may especially engage in discriminatory practices that target their Arab American peers' social standing. For example, Jewish American youth have been shown to endorse exclusion of their Arab American peers from social situations (Brenick and Killen, 2014). Still, how Jewish American youth evaluate the exclusion of Arab American adolescents can vary by the context (e.g., with family, peers) in which exclusion occurs (Brenick and Killen, 2014; Brenick and Romano, 2016). In peer contexts where social inclusion is a norm, Jewish American youth are generally more accepting of Arab American peers–and cite fairness and lack of judgment as justifications for cross-group inclusion (Brenick and Romano, 2016). However, across parent and peer contexts, when negative attitudes about Arab Americans are salient, youths' in/exclusion behaviors reflect that of the contexts' norms and reference disrupted social conventions and ingroup discomfort as reasons to exclude. Antisemitic, anti-Arab, and Islamophobic attitudes and behaviors in the U.S. are reaching historic highs (Arab American Institute, 2024; Kestler-D'Amours, 2024). Understanding how context-dependent patterns of exclusion and justification develop with age or vary by gender is important for understanding individual level variables related to either facilitating or stifling positive intergroup relations between these groups in the U.S.



Group norms on adolescents' exclusion


Parent outgroup norms

Parents are a fundamental contributor to youth's beliefs and attitudes acquisition. Racial and ethnic socialization literature suggests that parent transmission of identity-related norms, behaviors, expectations is highly influential to youths' own racial-ethnic identity, and that of others (Umaña-Taylor and Hill, 2020), and their prejudiced beliefs (Zagrean et al., 2022). Although the present study focuses primarily on peer group context–as they vary from parent beliefs and norms about groups–the influence of parents in youth's lives as well as the normative attitudes that they uphold should not be minimized. Wenzing et al. (2021) found that both parents and peers provide social and emotional support to youth who experience first-hand discrimination by outgroup members, mediating their overall wellbeing and identity development. Likewise, children and adolescents often look to those in their immediate social networks, including family, when they experience cross-group encounters (Brenick and Romano, 2016; Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2011). Information obtained from these sources influence youths' reactions to and assessment of both the outgroup and the encounter itself. Therefore, peer and parent norms relate to youths' interpretations of intergroup encounters, and can bias youths' attitudes concerning an outgroup.



Peer outgroup norms

As individuals age, begin to navigate their social surroundings, and develop their social identities, they will undoubtedly experience intergroup situations in which they are forced to decide whether they subscribe to norms that are perpetuated by their ingroups. For example, adolescents learn what is valued as normative and preferred by their peers, and then act accordingly (see Brechwald and Prinstein, 2011; Donlan et al., 2015). In this way, peers can influence both positive and negative social behaviors and attitudes in adolescents—particularly younger adolescents (Laursen and Veenstra, 2021; van Hoorn et al., 2016; Steinberg and Monahan, 2007). Corroborating earlier findings, Brenick and Romano (2016) found that context specific inclusion and exclusion-based group norms are of the utmost importance in adolescents' evaluations of engagement in cross-group friendships. Specifically, the authors found adolescents who perceived their peers (other Jewish Americans) to regard an outgroup (Arab Americans) in a positive manner, to be more likely to include these individuals in group-based social interactions with them, based on moral reasoning justifications. Likewise, context non-specific sources of perceived group norms emerged as well, such that the influence of peers proved to have a significant impact on adolescents' willingness to either include or exclude outgroup members in a familial context (e.g., at a family party in their home). These findings may be due to the increasing importance of perceived peer intergroup norms and identity that peak during adolescence (Abrams et al., 2009; Brenick and Killen, 2014; Horn, 2005).

Group norms might not only produce ingroup bias—or preference for fellow ingroup members—they may also make group members more inclined to differentiate themselves from outgroups through the implementation of negative attitudes and behaviors (see Nesdale and Brown, 2004). Consequently, adolescents may seek to uphold norms of groups with which they affiliate in an effort to increase their sense of belonging. Deviating from the group norm may also be grounds for one's own exclusion from an ingroup (Abrams and Rutland, 2008). Killen et al. (2013) found that, developmentally, mid-adolescents considered group-specific norms—those pertinent to a smaller, more immediate group, such as a social clique—to be more important than did younger children, and that deviating from social-conventional group-specific norms was considered less acceptable.



Age interactions

Up to the time of middle childhood, parents play the most influential role in the development of children's attitudes and behaviors (Fuligni and Eccles, 1993). As individuals age, they begin to venture out and explore their social surroundings, leading to interactions with others who may hold attitudes and beliefs that differ from those perpetuated in their homes. During early adolescence, there is a heightened importance of peer groups, burgeoning of friendships, and an intensifying process of identity development (Erikson, 1968; Umaña-Taylor et al., 2014). Time spent with peers increases from middle childhood to adolescence (Lam et al., 2014), and an ecological systems perspective suggests that peer contexts facilitate social reasoning via microsystemic forces (Bronfenbrenner, 1989). As stated earlier, both social identity development and SRDP theorize that with age peers begin to serve as a primary group context for which ingroup norms are established and practiced (Abrams and Hogg, 2017; Verkuyten, 2022). These processes may be further complemented by what Laursen and Veenstra (2021) call deindividuation, or “a process whereby adolescents seek to establish unique identities through behaviors and attitudes that set them apart from parents,” (p. 892). Through deindividuation, adolescents create space between their parents' beliefs and their own; and seek to reduce the ideological distance between themselves and their peers (Laursen and Veenstra, 2021) to derive a sense of identity (Rutland and Killen, 2015). This amalgamation of developmental processes leads to the increased influence of peers (Abrams et al., 2009; Killen et al., 2013).

The effects of age are both complex and multifaceted. Some studies demonstrate the general tendency of older children, in contrast to younger children, to adhere to group norms (Abrams and Rutland, 2008; Nesdale, 2007). Nesdale and Brown (2004) illustrated more nuance in their findings, in that older children were more likely prioritize ingroup norms over ingroup membership and thereby accept outgroup members who upheld the same ingroup norms as them in comparison to deviant ingroup members. These findings are of particular importance because youth are influenced by a variety of peer group norms, including those that promote aggressive behavior (Laursen and Veenstra, 2021).

Furthermore, children have been known to prefer individuals who express loyalty to both a specific social group and the norms it propagates and have greater aversion toward individuals who do not uphold these norms (Abrams and Hogg, 2017; Abrams and Rutland, 2008; Mulvey and Killen, 2017). Not only can group norms produce ingroup bias as a result, but they can also make group members more inclined to differentiate themselves from outgroups through the implementation of negative attitudes and behaviors (Nesdale et al., 2005). Mulvey et al. (2014) postulate that, at times, negative actions toward an outgroup are an attempt to maintain ingroup solidarity. In SRDP, it is asserted that these inclinations to reinforce in- and out-group boundaries are increasingly informed by an adolescents' peer group (Abrams and Hogg, 2017). Consequently, social norms have an increased effect on outgroup attitudes during adolescence (Brenick and Romano, 2016; Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2011; Smith and Minescu, 2021). As a source for deriving an understanding of social norms, exploration and adherence to ethnic and cultural identities have been found to remain stable over the course of the adolescent years (Kiang et al., 2010; Umaña-Taylor et al., 2014). Meanwhile, other assessments have yielded findings that suggest either non-linear (Branje et al., 2021) or decreasing trends in ethnic and cultural identity persist (Huang and Stormshak, 2011). Additional work is warranted to explicate these developmental trends, especially amongst Jewish and Arab American youth.



Gender interactions

The extant literature on the relationship between cross-group friendship decisions and gender is limited and has yielded conflicting findings about its salience. Some assessments suggest girls are less likely to accept outgroup exclusion than their boy counterparts (Brenick and Killen, 2014; Brenick and Romano, 2016; Hitti et al., 2016). This may be associated with the tendency for adolescent girls to develop perspective-taking and empathetic concerns at earlier onsets than boys (Van der Graaff et al., 2014). Further, girls and women have historically been treated as inferior to boys and men within U.S. society, encouraging them to empathize with outgroup members to a greater extent than the latter subgroup.

On the other hand, others suggest that while gender is an important variable to consider in cross-group relationship decisions, gender holds secondary importance to the role of group norms in evaluations of outgroup in/exclusion. For example, Killen et al. (2013) assessed how youth respond to deviance from group norms, as an effect of one's gender. Children and adolescents were asked to evaluate peer groups that either maintained conventional norms concerning dress, or moral norms based on the distribution of resources. Findings indicate that gender played a secondary role to the primacy of upholding group norms. Specifically, participants were more inclined to include those who differed in terms of gender but who upheld the norm of the group. Another study by Mulvey et al. (2014), found that older children (13–14 years old) were more concerned with their group identities (gender), as well as the overall functioning of the group, than was the case in younger children (9–10 years old). However, when the groups upheld moral (vs. conventional) norms, there were no differences in ingroup preference with regard to gender. Further, when social-conventional norms were utilized, a greater ingroup preference arose in the school intergroup context in comparison to that of the gender intergroup context. Collectively, these assessments suggest that additional work is warranted to discern the exact effects of gender within cross-group evaluation decisions.




The current study

Brenick and Romano (2016) found that both perceived peer and parent outgroup norms were significantly related to youth's ratings and reasoning about intergroup exclusion in their relevant contexts. The authors also agree that future research in this area should assess whether the influence of peer group and parent norms is moderated by age. The current study addresses this gap in the literature by assessing and interaction between subjective outgroup norms and developmental period on youth's evaluations of exclusion and their justifications for those evaluations, and does so within an understudied dynamic between Jewish American and Arab American adolescents. In line with research showing that positive perceived peer outgroup norms are associated with higher rejection of intergroup exclusion (e.g., Brenick and Romano, 2016) and that peer group norms are more salient for older children compared to younger children (Abrams and Rutland, 2008; Nesdale, 2007), we hypothesized that developmental period would significantly moderate the relationship between perceived peer outgroup norms; a stronger effect of peer outgroup norms would appear for the 12th graders compared to their 9th grade counterparts. As peer influence increases in importance in comparison to parent influence (Laursen and Veenstra, 2021), we hypothesized that that the effect of parent outgroup norms would appear to be stronger for 9th graders compared to 12th graders. Additionally, the current study assessed whether the impact of peer and parent outgroup norms on Jewish American youth's ratings and reasoning about exclusion is different for cisboys and cisgirls. Prior research has shown that adolescent boys are influenced more by peers and females by parents (Berger et al., 2011; Berndt, 1979; Collins and Laursen, 2004a,b; McCoy et al., 2019). Thus, it was hypothesized that the effect of peer outgroup norms would appear to be stronger for cisboys, while the effect of parent outgroup norms would be stronger for cisgirls.



Methods


Participants

This study included 241 Jewish American mid- (n = 133; Mage = 14.18 years; SD = 0.42) to late- (n = 108; Mage = 17.21 years; SD = 0.43) adolescents (Mage TOTAL = 15.70 years; SD = 1.57). Prior to completing this study, we conducted a power analysis with G*Power 3 software (Faul et al., 2007). The results found that a sample of 153 participants was required to achieve 95% power for detecting a significant effect at α = 0.05, indicating that our sample size was sufficiently powered. This sample was evenly divided by gender (120 cisgender girls and 121 cisgender boys). Participants were sampled from three religious-based Jewish day schools in the Mid-Atlantic region of the United States.



Procedure

In the initial stages of this study, the principal investigator reached out to Jewish day schools in the community with whom they had connections but had not previously conducted research studies with. After approval from the school principals, teachers and guardians were informed of the research goals. Using a passive consent structure, guardians were provided with consent forms detailing the study and participation and were asked to return the form if they did not approve their child to participate. No parents reached out to the research team with questions or reservations about the study or their child's participation.

On the day of survey administration, a team of trained research assistants visited schools to obtain participant assent and administer a paper-based survey about social attitudes toward intergroup relations. Informed assent was obtained from all participants (only three students chose not to complete the survey). At each school (M = 3 classes per grade, per school), all 9th and 12th graders were invited to participate. The research assistants informed students about the study goals and participation in accordance with IRB guidelines before administering the survey. Students were informed that their answers to the survey would be kept confidential, that their participation was voluntary, and they could stop participating at any time. Students were also encouraged to be honest and told that there were no right or wrong answers.

The research team oversaw the survey administration and were available to answer questions and provide assistance if any student experienced distress. There were no instances of student distress during the survey administration. Additionally, all participants were provided with a list of resources in their schools, local communities, and nationwide (e.g., suicide hotline) in the event they experienced distress at a later point in time. After immediate debriefing in the classroom, schools were provided with reports of the findings and, in some cases, presentations were made upon the school's request.



Measures

A cross-sectional survey depicting hypothetical scenarios of social exclusion, was used to assess youth's acceptance/rejection of social exclusion (judgments) and their reasoning about social exclusion (justifications). In line with 40 years of research in the social domain perspective, these scenarios involve what has been shown to be, prototypical experiences of youth in which they would weigh competing domains of social knowledge (i.e., moral, societal, psychological; Smetana, 2013). This approach has been used world-wide across cultures, religions, and other relevant social characteristics (Nucci, 2008), including in the Middle East with Jewish Israeli and Arab participants (e.g., Alsamih and Tenenbaum, 2018; Brenick et al., 2010; 2019; 2024; Wainryb, 1995). In addition to developing these scenarios in line with the body of work on social domain theory, the scenarios were pilot tested to assess their ecological validity with the current sample. The hypothetical scenarios depicted a Jewish youth excluding an Arab peer from a social event in two distinct contexts: a peer get-together at the movie theaters (peer) and a family coordinated event at Jewish youth's home that peers could be invited to (home). Finally, participants' cultural identification and perceptions of their parents' and peers' normative beliefs toward Arab community members were assessed in the survey.


Judgments

For each exclusion scenario, participants were asked how good or bad (1 = very bad, 6 = very good: lower values represented more prosocial ratings) it is to exclude the Arab youth from the event when no reason was given (undifferentiated exclusion) as well as when the reason for exclusion was based specifically on the Arab youth's ethnic outgroup membership (group-based exclusion). Conversely, participants were asked how good or bad it would be if the Jewish youth instead included the Arab peer (inclusion). An additional question asked participants who the Jewish scenario character should include. a Jewish peer or an Arab peer (inclusion decision).



Justifications

Next, participants were asked to provide justifications for their ratings of exclusion, inclusion, and inclusion decisions. Participants provided up to three justifications in the form of open-ended responses. All open-ended response data were coded by the principal investigator and three trained research assistants. The responses were coded as either moral, moral-prejudice, and social-conventional based on the Social Reasoning Developmental Perspective (Rutland et al., 2010). Inter-rater reliability was calculated between each pair of coders on 26% of randomly selected surveys. Any disagreements between coders were discussed until consensus was reached. Cohen's kappas ranged from 0.96 to 0.97, indicating high levels of inter-rater agreement. Once the codes were reliably reported, a value for each of the three justifications was proportioned (e.g., 1 = 33%, 2 = 66%, 3 = 100%) out of the total justifications provided.



Cultural identity

A measure for cultural identity (using a five-point scale: 1 = strongly agree to 5 = strongly disagree) was created using items from the Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (Phinney, 1992) and EIS (Nesdale, 1997). For more information on this process see (Brenick and Romano, 2016). Three cultural identity factors were derived from participants' responses to this measure: commitment (a = 0.90), exploration (a = 0.76), and concern for relationships (a = 0.74).



Outgroup norms

Using a 6-point scale (1 = very negative, to 6 = very positive), participants' perceptions of their peers' and parents' views toward Arab outgroup members were assessed using the question “How would you describe your peers'/parents' attitudes toward Arabs?,” separately for peers and for parents. We intended to capture participants' subjective internalization of their peers' and parents' norms regarding outgroup attitudes as previous research suggests that perception of norms is a powerful indicator of behavioral intent (e.g., Dumas et al., 2019; Nucci, 2008; Smetana, 2013).





Results


Plan for analysis I

The first goal of the current study was to understand how perceived parent and peer norms influence Jewish-American adolescents' evaluations of intergroup exclusion across age and gender. To address this, hierarchical regression analyses with each of the four outcome variables (e.g., undifferentiated exclusion, group-based exclusion, outgroup inclusion, & their inclusion decision) were carried out to determine the association between salient social norms, age, and gender, and participants' inclusion/exclusion decisions. For each type of inclusion/exclusion, there was a peer situation and home situation, each with slightly different predictors. There was a total of five models in each regression, and the same predictors were used across the four different outcome variables. The first model included three cultural identity factors as control variables (e.g., commitment, exploration, & concern for social relationships), based on previous research indicating a significant relationship between cultural identity and exclusion evaluations (see Brenick and Romano, 2016): cultural identity commitment, cultural identity exploration, and cultural identity concern for relationships. The second model included gender (0 = male, 1 = female), grade (0 = 9th graders, 1 = 12th graders), and the context specific perceived norm (e.g., perceived peer norm in the peer context). The third model included the secondary source of perceived norms (e.g., perceived parent norm in the peer context). The fourth model included two-way interactions between the context specific perceived norm, grade, and gender. The fifth model included three-way interactions between the context specific perceived norm, grade, and gender. Follow-up analyses for significant effects were carried out using multiple regression analyses for interactions involving continuous variables. Descriptive statistics of participants' cultural identity commitment, cultural identity exploration, cultural identity concern for relationships, parent norms, and peer norms are available in Table 1.


TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics by gender and grade.

[image: Table 1]



Evaluations of undifferentiated exclusion


Peer context

For undifferentiated exclusion in the peer context, model two was the highest order model of significance, F(3,234) = 4.431, p < 0.01 (see Table 2 for regression coefficients and effect sizes). The significant predictors in the model were cultural identity commitment and perceived peer norm. Jewish-American participants who perceived their peers as having more favorable attitudes toward the Arab outgroup were less accepting, than those who perceived less favorable attitudes, of excluding an Arab adolescent from a movie date with friends. There were no significant interactions between peer norms with grade or gender.


TABLE 2 Multiple regression analysis for exclusion and inclusion evaluations in the peer and home contexts.
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Home context

In the home context, model four was the highest order model of significance in predicting adolescents' attitudes toward undifferentiated exclusion, F(4,229) = 2.38, p < 0.01 (see Table 2 for regression coefficients and effect sizes). The significant predictors in the model were parent norm, gender, and an interaction between parent norm and grade. When no reason for exclusion was specified, females were less supportive than males of undifferentiated exclusion in the home context. Additionally, participants who viewed their parents' attitudes toward the outgroup as more positive, were less supportive of undifferentiated exclusion in the home context.

The perceived parent norm effect, however, was qualified by a parent norm-grade interaction. Twelfth graders rejected excluding the Arab adolescent from their family gathering when no reason for exclusion was given, regardless of whether they perceived their parents to hold positive or negative parent norms about the Arab outgroup. However, for the 9th graders, their acceptance of undifferentiated exclusion varied across levels of perceived parent norms (see Figure 1). When 9th graders perceived their parents' norms about the outgroup to be positive, compared to 12th graders, they were equally rejecting of undifferentiated exclusion of the outgroup member. However, when these participants perceived their parents' norms about the outgroup to be more negative, they were more accepting of excluding the outgroup.


[image: Figure 1]
FIGURE 1
 Undifferentiated exclusion: Parent norm X grade in the home context. Parent outgroup norms: “How would you describe your parents'/friends' attitudes toward Arabs?” 1 = very negative, 6 = very positive. Undifferentiated exclusion: “How good or bad is it that Leah doesn't invite Sheikha?” 1 = very bad, 6 = very good.





Evaluations of group-based exclusion


Peer context

For group-based exclusion in the peer context, model two was the highest order significant model, F(3,234) = 6.132, p < 0.001 (see Table 2 for regression coefficients and effect sizes). The significant predictors in the model were cultural identity concern for relationships, peer norm, and gender. Participants who perceived their peers' attitudes toward the outgroup as positive were less supportive of exclusion based on the Arab adolescents' background. When the given reason for exclusion was based on outgroup membership, females were less accepting of group-based exclusion than their male counterparts in the peer context.



Home context

In the home context, the highest order model of significance was model four, F(4,229) = 4.199, p < 0.01 (see Table 2 for regression coefficients and effect sizes). The significant predictors in the model were parent norm, peer norm, an interaction between parent norm and grade, and an interaction between peer norm and parent norm. Attitudes toward group-based exclusion in the home context were less accepting for adolescents who perceived their parents' normative beliefs toward the outgroup as more positive and their peers' normative beliefs as more positive.

Furthermore, this association between adolescents' attitudes and their perceived parent norms differed by age. A significant parent-grade interaction, showed that 9th graders' acceptance of group-based exclusion was much lower in the presence of perceived positive parent norms compared to perceived negative parent norms (see Figure 2). Whereas for 12th graders, their acceptance of excluding the Arab adolescent from the family event based on outgroup cultural membership was slightly lower in the presence of perceived positive parent norms compared to perceived negative parent norms.


[image: Figure 2]
FIGURE 2
 Group-Based exclusion: Parent norm X grade in the home context. Parent outgroup norms: “How would you describe your parents'/friends' attitudes toward Arabs?” 1 = very negative, 6 = very positive. Group-based exclusion: “How good or bad is it that Leah doesn't invite Sheikha [because she's Arab]?” 1 = very bad, 6 = very good.


Perceived peer norms also moderated the relationship between perceived parent norms and adolescents' attitudes. A significant parent norm-peer norm interaction was found (see Figure 3). Both adolescents with perceived negative and positive peer norms acceptance of excluding the Arab adolescent based on outgroup cultural orientation, differed across perceived negative and positive parent norms. Adolescents with perceived negative peer norms were more accepting of excluding the Arab adolescent in the presence of perceived positive parent norms, whereas they were less accepting of exclusion in the presence of perceived positive parent norms. For adolescents with perceived positive parent norms, their acceptance of group-based exclusion was lower in the presence of perceived positive parent norms compared to negative parent norms as well, but there was only a slight difference.


[image: Figure 3]
FIGURE 3
 Group-Based exclusion: Peer norm X Parent norm in the home context. Peer/Parent outgroup norms: “How would you describe your parents'/friends' attitudes toward Arabs?” 1 = very negative, 6 = very positive. Group-based exclusion evaluations: “How good or bad is it that Leah doesn't invite Sheikha [because she's Arab]?” 1 = very bad, 6 = very good.





Evaluations of outgroup inclusion


Peer context

For outgroup inclusion, model two was the highest order model of significance when predicting adolescents' attitudes in the peer context, F(3,234) = 5.76, p < 0.001 (see Table 2 for regression coefficients and effect sizes). The significant predictors in this model were gender and grade. When asked how good or bad it would be to invite the Arab adolescent to an event with their friends, 9th graders and females were more accepting of including the outgroup member compared to 12th graders and males.



Home context

In the home context, the highest order model of significance was the second model, F(3,234) = 10.52, p < 0.001 (see Table 2 for regression coefficients and effect sizes). The significant predictors in model two were gender and grade. Ninth graders adolescents and females were more accepting of outgroup inclusion compared to 12th graders and males.




Evaluations of adolescents' inclusion decision

The participants of the study were asked whether they should invite a Jewish-American or Arab adolescent to their get-together. Answers to this question were dichotomized (0 = Arab, 1 = Jewish adolescent) and a logistic regression was carried out to predict adolescents' answers to this question using the same predictors as the previous analyses.

The peer context analysis for adolescents' inclusion decision did not reveal any significant prediction models (see Table 3). For the home context, model three was the highest order model of significance, [image: image] = 8.450, p < 0.01 (see Table 3 for regression coefficients and effect sizes). The only significant predictor in this model was perceived peer norms. The effect size of this result is understood through the odds ratio (Rosenthal, 1996). Specifically, the odds for inclusion grow by a factor of 0.61 as perceived peer norms increase. In other words, when asked if they should invite the Arab adolescent or Jewish adolescent to their event, the participants were more likely to invite the Arab adolescent if they perceived their peer norms to be positive toward the outgroup.


TABLE 3 Logistic regression analysis for inclusion decision in the peer and home contexts.

[image: Table 3]



Plan for analysis II

The second purpose of the current study was to understand how Jewish-American adolescents justified their exclusion decisions. Repeated measures analysis of variance was used to assess if the Jewish-American adolescents significantly differed on their decisions for the exclusion/inclusion scenarios, the peer and home contexts, and the justifications used. This ANOVA used a 2 (gender: female, male) × 2 (age: mid-adolescence, late-adolescence) × 2 (context: peer, home) × 2 (reason for exclusion: undifferentiated, group-based) × 3 (justification: moral, moral-prejudice, socio-conventional) model, with repeated measures on the last three variables. Cultural identity commitment, exploration, and concern for societal relations were entered as covariates. Follow-up analyses were carried out by paired sample t-tests to probe significant differences in the use of each justification type by context, reason for exclusion, gender, and grade.

Afterwards, regression analyses were carried out to predict Jewish-American adolescents' response rates to their justifications for the undifferentiated and group based exclusion decisions, and their justification for which peer they would invite. The predictors used in these models were the same as the first regression analyses carried out.



Justifications across contexts and exclusion scenarios

For the repeated measures ANOVA, only interactions with justification were interpreted, as the main effects were not of interest to this study. The results indicated that the adolescents differed significantly in their response rates across the justifications they provided, F(2,470) = 18.90, p < 0.00, and the different types of exclusion/inclusion, F(1,235) = 19.85, p < 0.00) (see Table 3). There were significant two way interactions between justification and scenario, F(2,470) = 9.58, p < 0.00, and justification and question, F(2,470) = 102.23, p < 0.00. The three-way interaction between justification, question, and scenario was not significant.

The paired sample t-tests based on the significant two-way interactions showed significant differences in participants' use of the three justification types based on the reason for exclusion. Adolescents' use of all three justification types were significantly different when exclusion was undifferentiated or group-based (see Table 4). In both the peer and home contexts, the moral, and socio-conventional justifications were used less for the undifferentiated exclusion scenario compared to when exclusion was based on outgroup membership. Conversely, the moral-prejudice justification was used more frequently when exclusion was based on outgroup membership.


TABLE 4 Paired sample t-test on justifications in the undifferentiated and group-based exclusion scenarios.

[image: Table 4]

The frequency of use of the moral and moral-prejudice justification types were significantly different when the exclusion scenario was set in the peer or home contexts (see Table 5). In both the undifferentiated and group-based exclusion scenarios, moral justification was used more frequently in the peer context compared to the parent context while moral-prejudice justification was used less frequently. Conversely, there was no significant difference in adolescents' use of the socio-conventional justification across the peer and home contexts.


TABLE 5 Paired sample t-test on justifications in peer and home contexts.
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Evaluations of the social-conventional, moral, and moral-prejudice justifications

The justification regression analysis resulted in no significant models for predicting socio-conventional, moral, and moral-prejudice justifications in the peer context. For the home context, there were no significant prediction models for moral and moral-prejudice. However, models for socio-conventional justifications were significant for the undifferentiated, group-based, and socio-conventional ingroup exclusion/inclusion scenarios.



Undifferentiated exclusion

For the undifferentiated exclusion justification, model four was the highest order model of significance F(4,229) = 2.65, p < 0.05. The only significant main effects in this model were parent norm and grade, and there was a significant interaction between parent norm and grade. Adolescents who perceived their parent norms as positive provided fewer socio-conventional justifications for excluding the Arab adolescent from their family event when no reason for exclusion was given. Twelfth graders provided fewer socio-conventional justifications than 9th graders.

Additionally, a significant parent-norm-grade interaction was found (see Figure 4). The influence of parent outgroup norms was greater for 9th than for 12th graders. Ninth graders used more societal reasoning to justify undifferentiated exclusion when their parent outgroup norms were negative; this effect did not emerge for 12th graders.


[image: Figure 4]
FIGURE 4
 Undifferentiated Exclusion Societal Justifications: Parent norm X Grade in the home context. Parent outgroup norms: “How would you describe your parents'/friends' attitudes toward Arabs?” 1 = very negative, 6 = very positive. Undifferentiated exclusion: “How good or bad is it that Leah doesn't invite Sheikha?” 1 = very bad, 6 = very good.




Group-based exclusion

For the group based exclusion scenario justification, four was the highest order model of significance, F(4,229) = 2.613, p < 0.05 (see Table 6). The significant predictors in this model were parent norm, peer norm, and an interaction between peer norm and parent norm. Both perceived positive parent norms and perceived positive peer norms were related to adolescents' providing less socio-conventional justifications.


TABLE 6 Multiple regression analysis for exclusion and inclusion evaluation societal justifications in the peer and home contexts.

[image: Table 6]

In addition, a significant peer norm-parent norm interaction was found (see Figure 5). Perceiving more negative parent- or peer outgroup norms resulted in more societal reasoning to justify group-based exclusion. However, this effect was stronger for negative peer outgroup norms—even when parent outgroup norms were positive, youth with negative peer outgroup norms were still significantly more likely to appeal to societal justifications for intergroup exclusion.


[image: Figure 5]
FIGURE 5
 Group-based exclusion societal justifications: parent norm X Peer norm in the home context. Peer/Parent outgroup norms: ‘How would you describe your parents'/friends' attitudes toward Arabs?” 1 = very negative, 6 = very positive. Group-based exclusion evaluations: “How good or bad is it that Leah doesn't invite Sheikha [because she's Arab]?” 1 = very bad, 6 = very good.




Social-conventional based inclusion

For the social-conventional based inclusion decision justification, model three was the highest order model of significance (see Table 6), F(1,233) = 6.73, p < 0.01. Adolescents who perceive their peer norm as more positive, provided fewer socio-conventional justifications for their inclusion decision.



Evaluations of social-conventional-based ingroup inclusion


Peer context

For social-conventional based ingroup inclusion, model one was the highest significant order model (see Table 2). The significant predictors in the model were cultural identity commitment and cultural identity concern for relationships.



Home context

In the home context, model two was the highest order model of significance for socio-conventional based ingroup inclusion, F(3,237) = 2.93, p < 0.05 (see Table 2). The significant predictors in the model were cultural identity commitment, cultural identity concern for relationships, and parent norm. When a societal justification was given for inviting a Jewish adolescent to their event, adolescents were less supportive of inclusion when they perceived their parents' norms to be more positive.





Discussion

The current study has provided several novel contributions to the field of youth intergroup relations and moral development. First, regarding our research questions, we found that age moderated the influence of parent and peer outgroup norms on adolescents' judgements and justifications for exclusion, while gender did not. Second, we discovered that the influence of outgroup norms and moderating effect of age were qualitatively different according to the context in which exclusion occurs. Third, we found that peer and parent influence conflicted with each other when exclusion was based exclusively on outgroup membership.

Our study centers Jewish American youth and the influential sources on outgroup exclusion—the outgroup being Arab American peers. Since data collection, the dynamics between these groups in the context of the U.S. has shifted. Since October 7, 2023, the escalation of asymmetrical violence and ongoing war on Gaza has created a qualitatively different sociocultural political global context. This has altered the lived realities not just of those Palestinian Citizens of Israel, Palestinian, and Jewish Israeli youth but also of Jewish and Arab American youth. In the U.S., increasing identification with the conflict and the communities involved in many ways has further strained Jewish-Arab intergroup relations (Alper, 2024), as well as within-ethnic-group generational tensions (Silver, 2024). Our findings reflect a glimpse of the influential forces on social reasoning for Jewish American youth prior to October 7th, 2023. While our findings do not and cannot tackle the full extent of Jewish-Arab intergroup relations as they currently stand, there is critical work exploring similar issues being carried out with Palestinian, Palestinian Citizens of Israel, and Jewish Israeli youth (see Brenick et al., 2019; 2024; Berger et al., 2018; Halperin, 2008; Shamoa-Nir and Razpurker-Apfeld, 2020; Shamoa-Nir et al., 2022). These separate yet related bodies of work highlight the qualitatively different lived experiences of Arab and Jewish youth in the U.S. vs. Palestine and Israel. The implications of our findings can be used to inform future research on the prioritized sources of group norms for Jewish American youth, though due to the striking contextual differences, it should not be assumed these results generalize to youth living in Palestine and Israel.


Age and gender

The current study revealed significant age differences in adolescents' acceptance of including the Arab adolescent and social conventional reasoning about undifferentiated exclusion. In contrast with previous research showing that older adolescents' appeal more to group norms than their younger counterparts (Abrams and Rutland, 2008; Nesdale, 2007), the older adolescents in our study provided less social conventional reasoning about exclusion. Furthermore, the current study replicates the findings of Brenick and Romano (2016), which showed that late-adolescents were less accepting of exclusion compared to mid-adolescents. Additionally, our results build upon the understanding of age differences, showing that the impact of parent outgroup norms on judgments and justifications for exclusion, varies by age. In line with SRDP, younger participants appeared to be more accepting of exclusion and provided more social conventional justifications when they perceived their parents to hold negative views toward the outgroup, and less accepting of exclusion and provided less social conventional justifications when they perceived positive parent views toward the outgroup. On the other hand, their 12th grade counterparts appeared to consistently reject exclusion and provide similar levels of social conventional justifications when they perceived their parents' views toward the outgroup to be both negative and positive. These findings imply that older adolescents are less aligned with parents' beliefs, supporting the idea of age-graded deindividuation put forth by Laursen and Veenstra (2021), and the development of more inclusive group-based beliefs (Zagrean et al., 2024a,b). Even though previous studies (e.g., Berndt, 1979; Furman and Buhrmester, 1992) showed that peer influence peaks in mid-adolescence; we found that age did not moderate the effect of peer outgroup norms.

Compared to these results on age, gender appeared to not moderate the impact of parent and peer outgroup norms on judgements and justifications of exclusion. This was unexpected as some early research (Berger et al., 2011; Berndt, 1979; McCoy et al., 2019) has shown that male adolescents are influenced more by peers, and females by parents. More recent research has suggested mixed effects when it comes to gender (Jugert et al., 2016; Zagrean et al., 2022). This result can potentially be explained, in part, by shifting norms in gender roles over time. However, gender main effects were found for several of our outcomes. Girls, compared to boys, were less accepting of undifferentiated exclusion in the home context, group-based exclusion in the peer context, and they were more accepting of including the Arab classmate in both the peer and home contexts, which is in line with research in other contexts that suggests girls are generally socialized to be more accepting (Zagrean et al., 2022). Although, there were no significant gender differences in the frequency of social conventional reasoning about exclusion. These findings were generally in agreement with prior research showing that girls were less accepting of exclusion compared to boys (Brenick and Romano, 2016), and girls appealed less to societal reasoning for exclusion (Brenick and Killen, 2014; Brenick and Romano, 2016). In terms of SRDP, our findings support the theoretical tenant that group-based identities, such as gender, are powerful in shaping patterns of evaluating social exclusion (Rutland and Killen, 2015).

Even though findings from the current study suggest the importance of age for understanding the influence of group norms, future studies should take a more nuanced approach to assessing the impact of age. The current study was cross-sectional, which confounds the effect of age with potential differences between the 9th and 12th grade groups attributable to other factors. Carrying out a longitudinal study instead would allow researchers to account for personal differences among participants, and better parse out age effects. Additionally, collecting data at three or more time points would better allow researchers to discover trends across adolescence, whereas differences found between two time points may not necessarily be as strong of an indicator of a developmental trend.



Peer context vs. home context

Our results showed that context is an important factor for understanding the influence of parent and peer norms on adolescents' judgements of exclusion and their reasoning about exclusion. Previous studies show that Jewish-American adolescents are less accepting of socially excluding an outgroup member in a peer context than in a home context (Brenick and Killen, 2014; Brenick and Romano, 2016). While we did not test whether judgements for exclusion were significantly different from each other in the peer and home contexts, our findings do suggest that the interactions between age, peer norms, and parent norms, vary according to the context in which exclusion occurs, which extends the propositions of SRDP by including the importance of context in youths' social reasoning. Specifically, we found that age moderated parent norms, and peer norms moderated parent norms, only in the home context. We found no moderating effects in the peer context.

Additionally, we assessed whether adolescents' reasoning about exclusion was significantly different according to context. Results showed that while there was no difference in societal reasoning, adolescents provided more moral justifications and less moral-prejudice justifications in the peer context compared to the home context. These findings indicate that adolescents draw upon more prosocial reasoning in situations with peers, rather than with their family, suggesting peers can be a valuable in promoting social acceptance of outgroup members if valued as a group norm (Rutland and Killen, 2015). However, we found that group norms were not significantly associated with outgroup norms for all three justifications in the peer context, suggesting that more work is needed to understand peers as an influential source on youths' reasoning of social exclusion. In the home context, only societal justifications were significantly associated with outgroups norms.

These findings extend previous theory and research by highlighting the importance of taking the context in which exclusion occurs into account when evaluating intergroup relations. Implications of these findings can be applied to anti-prejudice and bullying efforts. While many prejudice and bullying interventions target youth in schools, our findings suggest that the family and home are another important target for intervention. For example, interventions should address the differential influence of negative parent norms for mid- and late-adolescents in the home context, in contrast to the peer context. Beyond parents and peers, future research should extend the investigation of context on exclusion and group norms to include other salient contexts (e.g., school, religious, and community).



Peer vs. parent influence

Previous research suggests that while parent influence does not decrease overall in adolescence, it decreases in comparison to peer influence (Killen et al., 2013; Laursen and Collins, 2009; Laursen and Veenstra, 2021). Relatedly, the current study revealed that in situations in which exclusion in the home was based exclusively on outgroup membership, youth weighed the competing influences of peer and parent outgroup norms. When youth perceived their parents to hold negative views toward the outgroup, those who perceived their peers to hold positive views were less accepting of group-based exclusion and provided less societal justifications, compared to their counterparts that perceived negative views from their peers. This finding aligns with developmental trends proposed by SRPD, suggesting that youths' intergroup attitudes are more likely to be consistent with ingroups that are of more importance to them (e.g., peers over parents; Rutland and Killen, 2015). Instead, when youth interpreted their parents' views as positive, they were mainly rejecting of exclusion and provided fewer societal justifications, regardless of whether their peers held negative or positive views. Therefore, positive peer groups appear to serve as a buffer against the detrimental effects of negative parent influence.

This finding holds implications for practice in youth anti-prejudice development. Helping youth integrate into prosocial peer groups can serve as way to reduce negative intergroup attitudes for those living in prejudiced families. Accordingly, youth development professionals should provide extra support to reduce the impact of negative parent norms on youth lacking positive peer influences. One way of doing this is by normalizing prosociality as value for peer groups to adopt. Additionally, future research should investigate the processes through which youth weigh conflicting peer and parent influences, and how this shapes their justifications of social exclusion. Such processes can potentially be assessed through qualitative interviews and focus groups with youth, and through naturalistic observations in which youth discuss instances of discrimination and prejudice with peers and parents. In practice, school authorities can model anti-bias based social exclusion and prosocial behaviors by responding quickly and sensitively to exclusion behaviors they witness.



Limitations of the study and areas for future research

There were several limitations that should be taken into consideration when understanding the results of the current study. First, this study utilized surveys depicting hypothetical scenarios in which exclusion occurred, to assess adolescents' attitudes toward exclusion. Responses to such hypothetical scenarios are subject to social desirability bias or presentation of an anticipated ideal response rather than a realistic one. Obtaining detailed accounts of previous experiences with discrimination and exclusion or observing instances of exclusion can present a more accurate measurement of adolescents' attitudes. Second, this study only assessed the attitudes toward exclusion and related moral reasoning of Jewish American adolescents, and the outgroup member in the exclusion scenarios were only Arab. With the relationship between Jewish and Arab communities characterized as a long history of violent protracted conflict, Jewish American youths' views toward exclusion of Arab American adolescents may be more negative than between adolescents of other cultures.

Furthermore, these results may not accurately depict intergroup relations between all Jewish and Arab adolescents across the world, especially in Israel and Palestine. Even though negative intergroup interactions between Jewish and Arab groups exist in the United States (Allison, 2023; Brenick and Killen, 2014; Panagopoulos, 2006), the results of the current study underrepresent the negative relationship between these two communities in areas where conflict between them is more prevalent. Our findings cannot and should not be generalized to Jewish-Arab adolescent intergroup relations globally and Palestine and Israel given each presents a unique sociopolitical and historical context that is foundational to Arab-Jewish intergroup relations in said contexts. Future studies should carefully attend to the nuances between Jewish -Arab relations in the U.S. and in the Middle East. In addition, future research could assess the views toward exclusion of adolescents across several ethnicities and cultures, and provide more representative (e.g., gender, minority backgrounds, LGBT+ communities, political affiliations, socioeconomic status) scenarios in which exclusion occurs.

Next, the present study does not include an evaluation of ingroup exclusion (e.g., exclusion of a Jewish peer), therefore future research could investigate patterns of Jewish American adolescents' in- and out-group exclusion evaluations in relation to peer and parent norms. Finally, as previously mentioned, the current study assessed the impact of age through a cross-sectional design. To better investigate whether age moderates the influence of peer and parent outgroup norms on adolescents' judgements on exclusion and related justifications, future studies should utilize a longitudinal design gathering data at three or more time points across the adolescent period. Such a design could reveal a more nuanced developmental trajectory in adolescent intergroup relations and moral development.



Implications of the study

Previous research suggests that group norms influence adolescents' acceptance of social exclusion of their peers, and their reasoning about why exclusion was or was not acceptable. Families and peer groups serve as two of the most salient sources of group norms during adolescence. However, little research addresses whether the impact of group norms on judgements and justifications for exclusion is uniform across age and gender. The current study addressed this gap in the literature through surveys depicting scenarios in which an Arab adolescent was excluded in a home and peer context. Our results indicate that while gender was not associated, the impact of group norms differed by age group. Ninth graders, compared to 12th graders, were more malleable to parent influence in the home context. This finding indicates the need for prejudice prevention programs to provide additional support to younger adolescents from contexts where prejudiced parent attitudes are most salient. Additionally, the current study found that positive peer influence served as a buffer against the harmful effects of negative parent influence. Therefore, transitioning at-risk youth into positive peer groups can be one of many ways to reduce negative intergroup relations. As these novel findings indicate, currently developing anti-prejudice programs can integrate developmental research on adolescents' judgments and justifications for exclusion to promote the development of youth's positive intergroup relations.
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a significant relation between cultural identity and exclusion evaluations (see Brenick and Romano, 2016). Cultural ID: CIC, commitment; CIE, exploration; CICR, concern for relationships.
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1 cic 0.06™ 023" 0.05"* —0.01 0.03 0.10 0.05"* 0.20%
CIE —0.05 0.14 —0.12 —0.11
CICR —0.02 —0.19* 013 —0.20%*

2 Peer Norm 0.05% —0.20% 0.07** —0.16* 0,07+ 0.041 0.02 -
Gender —0.10 —0.19* 0227 -
Grade —0.02 0.03 —0.14° -

3 Parent Norm 0.01 - 0.00 - 0.00 - 0.01 -

4 Peer X Grade 0.03 - 0.01 - 0.00 - 0.02 -
Peer X Gender - - - -
Peer X Parent - B : R
Gender X Grade - - - -

5 Peer X Grade X Gender 0.02 - 0.01 - 0.01 - 0.01 -
Peer X Parent X Grade - - - -
Total R? 0.17 0.15 0.10 0.10
Cohen’s f 2 0.11 0.14 0.11 0.05

Home context®

1 cic 0.02 0.05 008+ 0.11 0.01 0.04 0,07+ 0.20*
CIE —0.02 —0.06 0.06 —0.20*
CICR 0.04 —0.08 0.07 —0.09

2 Parent Norm 0.05" —0.38" 0127 —0.40°* 0127 —0.13 0.03* —0.18*
Gender —0.20* —0.05 0327 —0.09
Grade —0.16 0.02 —0.15° —0.09

3 Peer Norm 0.00 —0.03 0.02"* —0.23* 0.01 - 0.00 -

4 Parent X Grade 0.04* 023" 0.05" 0.18* 0.02 - 0.03 -
Parent X Gender 0.08 0.04 - -
Peer X Parent 0.10 0.18"* - -
Gender X Grade 0.10 —-0.17 - -

5 Parent X Grade X 0.01 - 0.02 - 0.01 - 0.01 -
Gender
Peer X Parent X Grade - - - -
Total R? 0.13 0.30 0.17 0.14
Cohen’s f 2 0.12 037 0.15 0.11

The first step in the model included three cultural identity factors (e.g. commitment, exploration, and concern for social relationships) as control variables based on previous rescarch indicating
a significant relation between cultural identity and exclusion evaluations (see Brenick and Romano, 2016). Cultural ID: CIC, commitment; CIE, exploration; CICR, concern for relationships.
PeerONs/ParentONs: “How would you describe your parents’/friends’ attitudes toward Arabs?” 1 = very negative, 6 = very positive. Undifferentiated exclusion, Group-based exclusion, and
Include outgroup evaluations: Ex. “How good or bad is it that Leah doesn't invite Sheikha?” 1 = very bad, 6 = very good. Grade: 0 = mid-adolescence/9™ grade, 1 = late-adolescence/ 12 grade.
Gender: 0 = male, 1 = female. Excl., exclusion. s for all predictors in highest significant step are shown. *p < 0.05. *p < 0.01. **p < 0.001. Cohen’s f2 was calculated to measure effect size
for highest significant model based on R?. Cohen’s f 2 is an effective measure for multiple regression with continuous variables (Sclya et al., 2012). Small effect size f 2 > 0.02, medium effect size
f?>0.15, and large effect size f2 > 0.35 according to Cohen (1988).
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Gender - -

Grade - -
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4 Peer X Grade 0.06 - -
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Peer X Parent - -

Gender X Grade - -

5 Peer X Grade X 0.07 - -
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Peer X Parent X - -
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Total R? 0.07

Home context®

1 CIC 0.03 0.01 1.01
CIE —=0.22 0.81
CICR —0.15 0.86
2 Parent Norm 0.03 0.12 113
Gender —0.01 0.99
Grade —0.07 0.93
3 Peer Norm 0.07** —0.49** 0.61**
4 Parent X Grade 0.08 - -
Parent X Gender - =

Peer X Parent - -

Gender X Grade = -

5 Parent X Grade X 0.08 - -
Gender

Peer X Parent X - -
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Total R? 0.08 - -

The first step in the model included three cultural identity factors (e.g. commitment,
exploration, and concern for social relationships) as control variables based on previous
research indicating a significant relation between cultural identity and exclusion evaluations
(see Brenick and Romano, 2016). Cultural ID: CIC, commitment; CIE, exploration;
CICR, concern for relationships. PeerONs/ParentONs: “How would you describe your
parents’/friends’ attitudes toward Arabs?” 1 = very negative, 6 = very positive. Inclusion
Decision: Ex. 0 = Rasha, 1 = Rebecca. Grade:
adolescence/12™ grade. Gender: 0 = male, 1 = female. Excl. = exclusion. s for all predictors
in highest significant step are shown. **p < 0.01. The odds ratio, Exp(B), can be used as a
measure of unstandardized effect size.

= mid-adolescence/9™ grade, 1 = late-
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