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INTRODUCTION RESULTS DISCUSSION

° Childreg are aware of socioecopomic inequality from a young age, Moral Evaluations of Exclusionary Assumption e The majority of participants evaluated
yet less 1s known about how ch1ldr§n anq adolescepts internalize and 150 exclusion of the low-wealth character
reason about wealth-based assumptions 1n academic contexts. . . .

s . . negatively, with most rating the act as (1)

e Research indicates that older children tend to include low-wealth “Reallv Not OK” and (2) “Not OK”
characters more often than younger children 1n order to rectify cally (?t and (2) "Not o
unequal access to opportunity (McGuire et al., 2024). ® These findings show that most participants,

e Studies also suggest that children predict high-wealth characters will 100 regardless ot age or character race, took a
be more exclusionary towards low-wealth characters (Burkholder et N moral approach to their evaluations and
al., 2020). 2 viewed the exclusion as wrong and unfair

e The current study sought to investigate how children evaluate and 2 towards the low-wealth character.
reason about wealth-based assumptions (?f math competence, along E e Despite their own negative moral
with how the race of the characters may influence evaluations. 50 evaluations of wealth-based assumptions,

QUESTION: How do children’s own evaluations of wealth-based with age, children were more likely to

exclusion inform their predictions of other children’s inclusion predict the group would show a preference

choices in an academic context? for the high-wealth character and exclude
] the low-wealth character (p < .01).
METHODS 1 > 3 y s - e These ﬁpdmgs show t.hat children consider
Moral Evaluat | = Reallv Not OK. € = Reallv OK both their own moral judgments and

PARTICIPANTS oral Evaluations (1 = Really No , 6 = Really OK) expectations of others, weighing multiple

° =145, ASES 7-to-15-years-old (M, = 9,'76) , perspectives to understand and determine

o 37.24% White, 11.72% Black, 8.28% Asian, 6.21% Latino, 25.52% . Coe . . .

Multiracial. 6.9% other. 4.44% N/A Group Inclusion Prediction in Relation to Age wealth-based exclusion.

PROCEDURE § ' m perpetrator race: p = .0009

e Participants viewed a vignette of a Black or white high-wealth child 3
excluding a low-wealth peer and evaluated the exclusion using a = FUTURE DIRECTIONS
Likert scale from “Really not OK” to “Really OK”. ; , — ,

= 075 e Evidence of this higher-level reasoning can
;Ioi?:’tt) :r;zv:bl ;t:z: :t(r)\nt;te ::r: 3268:: %) Perpetrator 1nf((1)rrg tiuture 1ntervent10n for older children
. e Race and adolescents.
f?:jmly’tdoestr;ot har(esmucih rtr)noney. éﬂ | e Further research regarding the influence of the
omnat':v ::rtnc;rp ||c’:m gir:n: ﬁ: dmy | White perpetrator I haracter’s races on participant evaluations
someone who i-s as good as me.” = 0.50 Black perpetrator |} apy (.16t.ermin.e how chilflren think race plays a
5 role 1n 1inclusion/exclusion tendencies.
O
Jordan "q‘:
e Participants were then asked which child they thought the group A REFERENCES
would include 1n an after-school math club. S 0.25 | |
Who do you think the group of kids will include? N Burkholder, A., et al. (2920). Children’s E_‘nd .adf)lescent.s’
= evaluations of intergroup exclusion in interracial and
8 interwealth per contexts. Child Development, 91(2),
’—‘Q e512-e527. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13249
= 0 00 McGuire, L., Marlow, C., et al. (2024). Children’s and
o Y adolescents’ evaluations of wealth-related STEM
O 2 10 17 14 16 inequality. Social Development, 33(1), e12710.
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