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Abstract 9 

Children’s understanding of status and group norms influence their expectations about social 10 
encounters. However, status is multidimensional and children may perceive status stratification (i.e., 11 
high- and low-status) differently across multiple status dimensions (i.e., wealth and popularity). The 12 
current study investigated the effect of status level and norms on children’s expectations about 13 
intergroup affiliation in wealth and popularity contexts. Participants (N = 165; age range: 5-10 years; 14 
Mage = 7.72 years) were randomly assigned to hear two scenarios where a high- or low-status target 15 
affiliated with opposite-status groups based on either wealth or popularity. In one scenario, the group 16 
expressed an inclusive norm. In the other scenario, the group expressed an exclusive norm. For each 17 
scenario, children made predictions about children’s expectations for a target to acquire social 18 
resources. Novel findings indicated that children associated wealth status to some extent, but they 19 
drew stronger inferences from the wealth dimension than from the popularity dimension. In contrast 20 
to previous evidence that children distinguish between high- and low-status groups, we did not find 21 
evidence to support this in the context of the current study. In addition, norms of exclusion 22 
diminished children’s expectations for acquiring social resources from wealth and popularity groups 23 
but this effect was more pronounced in wealth groups. We found age differences in children’s 24 
expectations in regards to norms, but not in regards to status. The implications of how these effects, 25 
in addition to lack of effects, bear on children’s expectations about acquiring resources are discussed.   26 
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1 Introduction 27 

Social status reflects the level of prestige and deference that an individual or group is afforded 28 
by others (Anderson et al., 2015). Status stratification is prevalent across societies and young 29 
children attend to status cues based on dimensions such as power, wealth, dominance, and social 30 
acceptance. By their preschool years, children accurately identify individuals who are high- or low-31 
status, which further guides their expectations about others’ traits, abilities, and behavior (Brey and 32 
Shutts, 2015; Charafeddine et al., 2015; Shutts et al., 2016; Gülgöz and Gelman, 2017; Enright et al., 33 
2020). Often, children associate multiple dimensions of status. For example, they view wealthy 34 
targets as popular (Shutts et al., 2016) and associate physical dominance with competence and 35 
possessing more resources (Charafeddine et al., 2015). Moreover, studies examining various status 36 
dimensions find that children associate more positive attributes with high-status individuals and 37 
exhibit stronger preferences towards them than to low-status individuals (Horn, 2006; Newheiser et 38 
al., 2014; Mistry et al., 2015; Shutts et al., 2016; Enright et al., 2020). 39 

Children may favor high-status peers over low-status peers for a variety of reasons. In 40 
addition to inferring that individuals possess similar rank across status dimensions, they may broadly 41 
infer positive traits from positive status information (Cain et al., 1997). For example, children 42 
associate the wealthy with more positive traits (e.g., smart, hardworking, clean, good, honest, polite) 43 
than the poor (Mistry et al., 2015). They may also infer positive traits in order to justify existing 44 
disparities observed between status groups (Baron and Banaji, 2009; Newheiser et al., 2014).  45 

Alternatively, children may be motivated to identify with groups that are positively 46 
distinguished in order to enhance their own self-esteem (Abrams and Rutland, 2008; Nesdale, 2008).  47 
Status distinctions may indicate to children the extent to which an individual can functionally benefit 48 
others. Affiliation with popular peers, for instance, can enhance one’s own social standing (Dijkstra 49 
et al., 2010). Children expect wealthy peers to share more resources than non-wealthy peers (Ahl and 50 
Dunham, 2019; Ahl et al., 2019) and also allocate more resources to peers who they expect to share 51 
with them and help them (Dunham, Baron, & Carey, 2011; Renno & Shutts, 2015).  52 

Despite associations between multiple dimensions of status, no studies to date have compared 53 
children’s expectations about the benefits of cross-status affiliation between different dimensions. 54 
Moreover, although children expect to receive material resources from the wealthy, less is known 55 
about whether children also expect to receive relatively more social benefits from wealthy peers than 56 
non-wealthy peers. The current study first aims to investigate children’s associations between two 57 
dimensions of status: wealth and popularity. In addition, we aim to extend previous literature by 58 
comparing children’s expectations about acquiring social benefits through cross-status affiliation in 59 
wealth and popularity contexts.  60 

1.1 Children’s Conceptions of Wealth Status 61 

Children are aware of wealth stratification from a young age and often favor wealthy peers 62 
over non-wealthy peers. Children view wealthy individuals as more competent (Woods et al., 2005; 63 
Sigelman, 2012; Li et al., 2014; Mistry et al., 2015; Shutts et al., 2016), more likely to share (Ahl and 64 
Dunham, 2019; Ahl et al., 2019), and having more friends (Shutts et al., 2016) than non-wealthy 65 
individuals. Moreover, children as young as 4 years of age explicitly and implicitly prefer wealthy 66 
peers over non-wealthy peers (Olson et al., 2012; Horwitz et al., 2014; Li et al., 2014; Newheiser et 67 
al., 2014; Shutts et al., 2016).  68 
 Despite these biases, children are simultaneously sensitive to the needs of the economically 69 
disadvantaged. They view poverty as unfair and recognize that the poor lack basic necessities as well 70 
as a social network (Chafel and Neitzel, 2005). Children increasingly attempt to reduce inequality by 71 
allocating more resources and opportunities to low-wealth peers than high-wealth peers with age (Li 72 



  Wealth and Popularity 

 
4 

et al., 2014; Elenbaas and Killen, 2019; Zhang et al., 2021). In contrast to 4-year-olds,  8-year-olds 73 
reported more negative emotions after hypothetically excluding an economically disadvantaged peer 74 
(Dys et al., 2019). However, some evidence suggests that after age 11, children increasingly 75 
legitimize wealth inequality and their beliefs that the rich should give to the poor then decline 76 
(Leahy, 1990).  77 

Children’s preferences for the wealthy appear to be at odds with their egalitarian beliefs. Li et 78 
al. (2014) found that 4- and 5-year-olds preferred to be friends with a resource rich target than a 79 
resource poor target, but allocated more toys to the resource poor target. Interestingly, when children 80 
forgot which target initially possessed more resources due to a delay between the preference and 81 
allocation tasks, they favored the resource rich target in both their preferences and allocations. Thus, 82 
children’s wealth preferences may be driven by automatic and unconscious positive associations. 83 
Moreover, their attitudes and behavior may not consistently favor the wealthy when moral concerns 84 
arise.  85 

Studies focusing on children’s trait associations with wealth groups, suggest that children’s 86 
preferences may be particularly driven by beliefs that wealthy individuals are competent and likely to 87 
share (Woods et al., 2005; Sigelman, 2012; Li et al., 2014; Mistry et al., 2015; Shutts et al., 2016; 88 
Ahl and Dunham, 2019; Ahl et al., 2019). At the same time, children as young as 8 years view 89 
wealthy individuals as greedy, selfish, and exclusive (Elenbaas and Killen, 2019; Burkholder et al., 90 
2020). Preferences for the wealthy may not merely be driven by beliefs that they are particularly 91 
likeable. Rather, affiliating with individuals who are viewed as competent and able to share their 92 
resources may provide certain economic and social benefits that children find attractive.  93 

1.2 Children’s Conceptions of Popularity Status 94 

Peer popularity is another important dimension of status for children and is defined as 95 
individual’s prestige, visibility, and reputation among peers (Cillessen and Marks, 2011). Traditional 96 
sociometric methods (for review, see Cillessen, 2009) have assessed popularity using peer 97 
nomination procedures, where children rank their peers by who they like the most to the least. Those 98 
who received the most nominations were then classified as popular and those with the least were 99 
classified as unpopular. However, peer relation studies now distinguish popularity from mere peer 100 
preference. For example, a study of 9- to 13-year-olds found that children who were explicitly 101 
nominated as the most popular exhibited more social dominance (i.e., ability to compete for or 102 
control material and social resources) than those who were nominated as the most well-liked (Lease 103 
et al., 2002). The same study also found an association between popularity and wealth in terms of 104 
having money to spend and high-quality possessions such as expensive clothing and a very nice 105 
house. Younger children in grades 3-5 also identify popular peers as those who influence others’ 106 
behavior and set social norms (Lease et al., 2020). However, peers who were considered both popular 107 
and well-liked were distinguished from the broader popular group by prosocial qualities and being 108 
less likely to use ridicule or model misbehavior in order to influence others. Thus, popular peers are 109 
viewed as both prosocial and antisocial (LaFontana and Cillessen, 2002). 110 
  Children’s associations between popularity and peer preference decline between early 111 
childhood and adolescence (Cillessen and Marks, 2011). This may be due, in part, to children’s 112 
increasing consideration of group dynamics (e.g., status hierarchies, norms, and distinctions between 113 
personal and consensus-based judgments). There is also evidence that popularity becomes 114 
increasingly related to antisocial behavior such as aggression (Sandstrom, 2011).  In addition, 115 
children increasingly prioritize popularity status. Compared to children in grades 1-4, children in 116 
grades 5-8 were more likely to make decisions that increase or maintain their popularity status at the 117 
expense of friendship, compassion, achievement, and rule adherence (LaFontana and Cillessen, 118 
2010). 119 
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  In addition, children may be more willing to disregard or admire a high-status peer’s 120 
antisocial behavior than a low-status peer’s. Children explicitly prefer popular peers over unpopular 121 
peers even if they hold implicit negative attitudes towards them (Lansu et al., 2012), and choose to 122 
include them in activities over unpopular peers (Horn, 2006). While prosocial behavior predicted 123 
higher perceived friendship quality among unpopular children, popular children were viewed as 124 
possessing high quality friendships regardless of their prosocial tendencies (Poorthuis et al., 2012). 125 
Even in the absence of prosocial traits, popular peers may possess other redeeming qualities such as 126 
being powerful and influential, which may help others enhance their social standing (Cillessen and 127 
Marks, 2011). A study among adolescents found that an individual’s popularity and likeability 128 
increased the closer they affiliated with popular peers (Dijkstra et al., 2010). However, it’s unclear 129 
whether elementary school-aged children view affiliation with popular peers as a means for achieving 130 
status or acquiring additional social resources. 131 

1.3 Group Norms and Status 132 

Children’s understanding of social norms can powerfully regulate their intergroup attitudes and 133 
behavior (Nesdale et al., 2005; Rutland et al., 2005; Bennett, 2014; McGuire et al., 2017). Social 134 
norms promote group functioning by establishing a sense of common ground and by regulating 135 
within-group behavior (Feldman, 1984; Abrams et al., 2003a, 2003b). The manifestation of prejudice 136 
and discrimination depends on the strength of one’s group identification, perceptions of threat and 137 
competition, and the extent to they view these attitudes and behaviors as in line with group standards 138 
(Rutland and Killen, 2015). For instance, children who were assigned to a group with a norm of 139 
exclusion favored their own group and expressed attitudes that were consistent with their group’s 140 
norm (Nesdale et al., 2008). Under some circumstances, norms can also moderate children’s biases 141 
towards their own group. When children view an outgroup as holding a competitive or exclusive 142 
norm, they are more likely to dislike and lack empathy for outgroup members than when the 143 
outgroup is perceived to be cooperative or inclusive (Nesdale et al., 2005, 2007; Nesdale and Dalton, 144 
2010). However, children are inclined to view their own group’s positively and therefore, may be 145 
more likely to view their own group as more inclusive than an outgroup when norms are not explicit. 146 
For example, Non-Arab American adolescents expected their own group to include peers based on 147 
shared interests, but expected Arab American peers to include peers based on ethnicity (Hitti and 148 
Killen, 2015). Whether they show out-group prejudice or not will depend in part on the strength of 149 
their identification with their group, how much they feel their group is being threatened, and if they 150 
understand and believe that showing such prejudice is consistent with the expectation of their group 151 
(i.e., the in-group norm). 152 
  Further, the way in which norms guide children’s behavior depends on group status. In a 153 
study where participants were assigned to an advantaged or disadvantaged group that held either a 154 
norm of equality or equity, disadvantaged adolescents allocated more resources to their in-group 155 
when their group held a norm of equity, rather than equality (McGuire et al., 2019). In contrast, 156 
advantaged adolescents distributed resources equally even when their group prescribed an equity 157 
norm. Group norms are based on a consensus among peers. However, individuals who possess 158 
substantial social status have greater influence over the attitudes and behaviors of others. For 159 
example, popular children have the ability to exert control over group norms by serving as visible 160 
models of group standards and reenforcing norms through their social networks (Sandstrom, 2011). 161 
While wealthy children vary in their visibility and social connectedness, they may have the ability to 162 
influence others due to their control over material resources (Ahl and Dunham, 2019; Ahl et al., 163 
2019). Thus, norms may be more strongly determined by high status groups and they may impact 164 
status groups differently. 165 
  Children’s understanding of group dynamics becomes increasingly sophisticated with age 166 
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(Nesdale et al., 2005; Abrams and Rutland, 2008; Abrams et al., 2009; Rutland et al., 2010). For 167 
example, a study by McGuire et al. (2019) found differences in how children considered their group’s 168 
relative social standing and group norms when deciding how to allocate resources. Adolescents 169 
allocated more resources to their disadvantaged in-group over a disadvantaged outgroup when their 170 
ingroup held a norm of equity. In contrast, children prioritized equal allocations regardless of the 171 
norm and even when it perpetuated their own disadvantage. Studies that investigate children’s 172 
reasoning further shed light on changes in their cognition. For instance, older children are more likely 173 
to prioritize group loyalty (Rutland and Killen, 2015) and cite concerns about group functioning in 174 
order to justify exclusion than younger children (Hitti and Mulvey, 2021). This increasing awareness 175 
of competing factors contributes to a shift in children’s motivations and behavior during intergroup 176 
encounters. 177 

1.4 The Current Study 178 

The first goal of this study was to investigate children’s associations between wealth and 179 
popularity status. H1: We expected that participants in the current sample would demonstrate a 180 
bidirectional association between wealth and popularity status, such that they would view wealthy 181 
targets as more popular than non-wealthy targets and would view popular targets as wealthier than 182 
unpopular targets. Investigating these associations served to clarify existing literature about the 183 
relationship between wealth and popularity. Despite some evidence that children conflate features of 184 
wealth and popularity (Lease et al., 2002; Charafeddine et al., 2015; Shutts et al., 2016; Gülgöz and 185 
Gelman, 2017; Enright et al., 2020), studies have not compared the relative strength of inferences 186 
across these two dimensions.  187 
  Our second goal was to investigate and compare children’s expectations about acquiring 188 
social resources through cross-status affiliation in wealth and popularity contexts. Specifically, we 189 
examined children’s expectations about 1) positive group attitudes towards a cross-status target, 2) 190 
the target’s personal enjoyment from cross-status affiliation, and 3) the group’s future inclusion of 191 
the target. The interplay between group norms and social status was a primary focus of our 192 
investigation and we predicted that several factors would contribute to children’s expectations for 193 
social resources.  194 
  H2: We predicted that overall, participants would have higher expectations for a target to 195 
acquire social resources from a group that held a norm of inclusion rather than exclusion, but that the 196 
extent to which the norm influenced expectations would depend on the group’s status level. 197 
Children’s expectations about others’ attitudes and behavior are sensitive to their perceptions of how 198 
individuals conform or deviate from group standards (Rutland and Killen, 2015). Exclusive norms 199 
can exacerbate in-group biases and facilitate prejudice, while inclusive norms can elicit positive 200 
intergroup attitudes and have been shown to mitigate prejudice towards low-status groups (Nesdale et 201 
al., 2007; Nesdale and Lawson, 2011).  202 
  We anticipated that children would also have higher expectations for a target to acquire social 203 
resources through affiliation with a high-status group than a low-status group. Children expect to 204 
receive material resources from wealthy peers (Ahl and Dunham, 2019; Ahl et al., 2019) and to 205 
increase their social network from popular peers (Dijkstra et al., 2010). If wealth and popularity 206 
status are associated, children may expect there to be social benefits to affiliation with the wealthy as 207 
well. These expectations may contribute to children’s preferences for high-status groups, which have 208 
been well-documented (Horn, 2006; Newheiser et al., 2014; Mistry et al., 2015; Shutts et al., 2016; 209 
Enright et al., 2020). As a result, children might have higher expectations for acquiring social 210 
resources from a high-status group than a low-status group, even when both groups have a norm of 211 
inclusion. Further, children may also be willing to overlook antisocial attributes of peers when they 212 
have redeeming qualities such as high-status (Cillessen and Marks, 2011; Poorthuis et al., 2012). 213 
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Compared to an inclusive low-status group, for instance, children may still have relatively high 214 
expectations for an individual to acquire social resources from an exclusive high-status group. 215 
  Alternatively, children might have relatively low expectations for acquiring resources from an 216 
exclusive high-status group. Children view high-status peers as setting norms (Gülgöz and Gelman, 217 
2017; Lease et al., 2020) so a norm of exclusion could be viewed as a more difficult barrier to 218 
overcome with a high-status group. In addition, a high-status group might ultimately reject a low-219 
status individual because affiliation with them could be viewed as a threat to their group’s positive 220 
social standing (Nesdale et al., 2005). They may also view high-status group as particularly exclusive 221 
even when one member is inclusive (Lease et al., 2002; Cillessen and Marks, 2011; Elenbaas and 222 
Killen, 2019; Burkholder et al., 2020).  223 
  H3: We also expected the effect of norm on children’s expectations for acquiring resources to 224 
be more pronounced when affiliation occurs between wealth groups than between popularity groups. 225 
Wealth distinctions may be more salient to children than popularity distinctions. Children view the 226 
wealthy as competent and hardworking, while the view the poor as incompetent and lazy (Woods et 227 
al., 2005; Sigelman, 2012; Li et al., 2014; Mistry et al., 2015; Shutts et al., 2016). Some children are 228 
also more favorable to the poor and distinguish the wealthy as selfish and entitled, while the poor are 229 
viewed as generous (Elenbaas and Killen, 2019; Burkholder et al., 2020). Evidence that children 230 
readily endorse stereotypes about high- and low-wealth groups suggests that wealth is a particularly 231 
informative status distinction. Moreover, children expect their peers to preferentially include others 232 
on the basis of wealth due to more perceived comfort with their own group (Burkholder et al., 2021). 233 
They may assume that groups are exclusive even in the absence of an explicit norm (Burkholder et 234 
al., 2020, 2021) and thus, more readily generalize an individual group member’s exclusive 235 
preferences to a wealth group than a popularity group. On its own, popularity status may be less 236 
informative for predicting behavior during childhood. Children may be less inclined to generalize an 237 
exclusive preference to a popularity group since there’s no evidence that they stereotype popularity 238 
groups as particularly exclusive or negative towards each other before adolescence. Rather, they may 239 
expect more variability among the members of popularity groups some group members more readily 240 
than they do among wealth groups. For example, they recognize that some popular individuals are 241 
more well-liked by their peers than others and that popular individuals exhibit both prosocial and 242 
antisocial qualities (LaFontana and Cillessen, 2002; Lease et al., 2020).  243 
  In addition, we predicted that children’s expectations about wealth and popularity groups 244 
would further depend on the group’s status level. Although evidence suggests that wealth and 245 
popularity are associated, children may be more likely expect a popular individual to have a large 246 
social network than a wealthy individual. Therefore, a less popular individual might socially profit 247 
from a popular peer to a greater extent than they would from a wealthy peer. While children expect 248 
there to be benefits from affiliating with wealthy (Ahl and Dunham, 2019; Ahl et al., 2019) and 249 
popular peers (Dijkstra et al., 2010; Cillessen and Marks, 2011; Lease et al., 2020), these 250 
expectations for wealthy children may be specific to material resources (Ahl and Dunham, 2019). For 251 
instance, they may be expected to share more than a poor individual due to having more resources to 252 
spare, rather than due to a broader prosocial tendency. In contrast, children expect popular 253 
individuals to help others in need and mediate conflict between others (Cillessen and Marks, 2011; 254 
Lease et al., 2020). For this reason, we included measures to examine children’s associations between 255 
wealth and popularity with prosocial helping and sharing behavior as an exploratory part of our 256 
investigation to examine children’s relative associations of wealth and popularity status groups with 257 
prosocial behavior. 258 
  H4: Lastly, we predicted that the effects of status and group norms would become 259 
increasingly pronounced with age. During middle childhood (ages 5-7 children generally have 260 
positive perceptions of high-status wealth and popularity groups (Cillessen and Marks, 2011; Shutts 261 
et al., 2016; Enright et al., 2020). However, by late childhood (ages 8-10) children attribute selfish 262 
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motives to wealthy groups (Elenbaas and Killen, 2019) and overt and relational aggression to popular 263 
groups (Sandstrom and Cillessen, 2006).  264 
  Previous research also shows between middle and late childhood, children’s understanding of 265 
how groups function (e.g., considerations of status, threat, group loyalty) becomes increasingly 266 
advanced (Nesdale et al., 2005; Abrams and Rutland, 2008; Abrams et al., 2009; Rutland et al., 267 
2010). Evidence suggests that this is due, in part, to advanced perspective-taking abilities that emerge 268 
after the age of 8 (Banerjee, 2000) and allow children to better predict mental states within and 269 
between groups (Abrams et al., 2009). In addition, they become better at simultaneously weighing 270 
competing factors, such as the dynamics between status groups, norms, and their own personal 271 
preferences, when strategically reasoning about intergroup encounters (Abrams et al., 2003a; Killen 272 
and Rutland, 2011; Mulvey, 2016). The current study compared 5- to 7-year-old children’s 273 
expectations to those of 8- to 10-year-old children in order to examine differences in children’s 274 
conceptions of wealth and popularity status in relation to changes in their understanding of group 275 
dynamics and developing cognitive abilities. 276 

2 Method 277 

2.1 Participants 278 

The study included 165 5- to 10-year-old children (52.7% female, Mage = 7.72 years). 279 
Participants’ racial-ethnic background was indicated by parental report as follows: 60% White, 280 
14.5% Black, 8.5 % Latinx, 3.6% Asian, 6.1% multiethnic, 3.6% other, and 6% undisclosed. 281 
Participants were recruited from afterschool programs in the Mid-Atlantic region of the United States 282 
and through online venues. Identical protocol was used to test participants in-person and via Zoom, 283 
an online video conferencing software. All participants were shown colorful illustrations on a 284 
computer screen and interviewed individually by a researcher face-to-face. 285 

2.2 Design 286 

The study utilized a 2 (Status Dimension: wealth, popularity) x 2 (Status Composition: low-287 
status protagonist with high-status group, high-status protagonist with low-status group) x 2 288 
(Participant Age: 5-7, 8-10) x 2 (Gender: female, male) x 2 (Norm Presentation Order: inclusive first, 289 
exclusive first) x 2 (Norm: inclusive, exclusive) mixed design with repeated measures on the last 290 
factor. An a priori power analysis conducted in G*Power (Faul et al., 2009) determined that a sample 291 
size of 160 participants would be required to detect an effect size of f = 0.22 with 80% power, based 292 
on previous research utilizing similar designs which found effect sizes of ηp

2 = .04 and .055 (Nesdale 293 
and Lawson, 2011; McGuire et al., 2015). This number was subsequently rounded up to include 165 294 
participants in order to account for counterbalancing and potential exclusion from the final analyses 295 
due to reasons such as experimental error or attrition. In this study, all participants finished the 296 
protocol and there were no errors or attrition. 297 

2.3 Procedure 298 

Participants were randomly assigned to one of four between-subjects conditions based on status 299 
composition (low-status protagonist/high-status group vs. high-status protagonist/low-status group) 300 
and status dimension (wealth, popularity). Participants were first introduced to a protagonist, who 301 
was described by their status dimension and level.  302 
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2.3.1 Wealth Status Descriptions 303 
For participants in the wealth condition, status was depicted in terms of the target’s monetary 304 
resources, type of car, and type of house. Participants who saw a low-wealth target were told, “This is 305 
[protagonist/host]. [Protagonist/host]’s family has very of money. They drive a car like this, and they 306 
live in a house like this.” Low-wealth characters were shown with a small stack of dollar bills, an old 307 
rusty car, and a small and modest looking house. Participants who saw a high-wealth character and 308 
told, “This is [protagonist/host]. [Protagonist/host]’s family has lots and lots of money. They drive a 309 
car like this, and they live in a house like this.” High-wealth characters were shown with a large stack 310 
of dollar bills, a new luxury sports car, and a large and expensive looking house. The depictions were 311 
comparable to previous studies examining children’s conceptions of wealth (Mistry et al., 2015; 312 
Elenbaas and Killen, 2019; Burkholder et al., 2020).  313 

2.3.2 Popularity Status Descriptions 314 
For participants in the popularity condition, status was depicted in terms of friend group size (two = 315 
“low-popularity”; ten = “high-popularity), visibility, and influence. Participants who saw a low-316 
popularity target were told, “This is [protagonist/host]. [Protagonist/host]has a friend group like this. 317 
Only a few kids know who [Protagonist/Host] is. At recess, [protagonist/host] always joins what 318 
someone else is doing.” Participants who saw a high-popularity target were told, “This is 319 
[Protagonist/Host]. [Protagonist/Host] has a friend group like this. All of the other kids know who 320 
[Protagonist/Host]. is. At recess, a lot of kids always want to do what [Protagonist/Host]is doing.” 321 
The depictions were designed to be comparable to the wealth manipulation and were adapted from 322 
sociometric descriptions of popularity (Lease et al., 2002).  323 

Participants were told that the protagonist was going to attend two birthday parties for two 324 
different peers (i.e., the hosts). The first party vignette was introduced by describing the host as being 325 
the opposite status level (same dimension) from the protagonist using the descriptions from above. 326 
Participants were informed that, apart from the protagonist, all of the other party attendees (i.e., the 327 
group) were the same status as the host (i.e., wealth: “Other kids with [very little/lots and lots] of 328 
money are going to the party”; popularity: “Other kids with [only a few/a lot of] friends are going to 329 
[Host]’s party”). The protagonist and host were both gender-matched to the participant to control for 330 
potential confounds with gender preferences.  331 

2.3.3 Trait Associations 332 
In order to examine children’s associations with wealth and popularity status participants in 333 

each of the four conditions made inferences about the host’s traits: wealth (“How wealthy is 334 
[Host]?”); popularity (“How many friends does [Host] have?”); sharing (“How often does [Host] 335 
help other kids who are sad and lonely?”); and helping (“How often does [Host] share the things 336 
he/she has with other kids?” For each of these measures, participants indicated their responses on a 4-337 
point Likert-type scale. The wealth measure served as a manipulation check in the two wealth 338 
conditions. Similarly, the popularity measure served as a manipulation check in the two popularity 339 
conditions.  340 

2.3.4 Group 1 Norm Manipulation 341 
Following the trait measures, participants the heard that the host held either an inclusive or 342 

exclusive norm regarding their status group.  343 
  For the inclusive host, participants heard, “[Host] says they like to be friends with kids who 344 
have any amount of [money/friends]. Some of their friends have only a [little bit of money/few 345 
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friends] and some of their friends have a lot of [money/friends]. [Host] doesn’t think it matters how 346 
[much money/many friends] other kids have and they like kids who have any amount of 347 
[money/friends].  348 
  For the exclusive host, participants heard, “[Host] says they only like to be friends with kids 349 
who have [the same amount] of [money/friends]. None of their friends have [the opposite amount] of 350 
[money/friends] and all of their friends have [the same amount] of [money/friends]. [Host] thinks it 351 
really matters how much [money/friends] other kids have and they only like kids who have [the same 352 
amount] of [money/friends].” 353 

2.3.5 Expectations for Social Resources 354 
To examine how social status and normative information influences children’s expectations 355 

about acquiring social resources in cross-status encounters, participants predicted the group’s 356 
attitudes towards the protagonist (“How much will the other kids at this party like [Protagonist]?”), 357 
the protagonist’s enjoyment (“How much fun do you think the party will be for [Protagonist]?”), and 358 
group inclusion of the protagonist. For the attitude and enjoyment measures, participants indicated 359 
their responses on a 4-point Likert-type scale. For the inclusion measure, six targets (gender-matched 360 
to the participant) were displayed in an array and participants were told, “Here are some kids from 361 
the party. They’re each going to have their own birthday parties later this year.” Each target was then 362 
displayed individually and participants were asked, “Do you think this kid will invite [Protagonist] to 363 
their birthday party?” The number of “yes” responses (0-6) were recorded as a raw score.  364 
  Since we did not predict differences between these three measures, we created a composite 365 
score from participant ratings of group attitudes towards the protagonist, the protagonist’s enjoyment, 366 
and inclusion of the protagonist. For each measure, raw scores were transformed into z-scores and 367 
subsequently added to create a composite “expectations for acquiring social resources” score.  368 

2.3.6 Group 2 Norm Manipulation 369 
Next, the second party was introduced. Similar to the first vignette, the host and group were 370 

described as being the opposite status from the protagonist. However, participants were told that the 371 
second host held the opposite norm as the first host regarding their status group (host/group are same 372 
status in both vignettes). For this vignette, participants again predicted the group’s attitudes towards 373 
the protagonist, the protagonist’s enjoyment, and group inclusion of the protagonist. The order in 374 
which the participant received the inclusive or exclusive host in the first vignette was 375 
counterbalanced.  376 

2.4 Data Analytic Plan 377 

  Data were analyzed using the lme4 package for mixed-effects models in R (Bates et al., 2015; 378 
R Core Team, 2017). Preliminary analyses did not find significant effects of the interview method 379 
(i.e., in-person vs. online), gender, or the presentation order of the norm vignettes, which were 380 
unrelated to our hypotheses (ps > .05). Therefore, these variables were excluded from subsequent 381 
analyses. To test trait associations with wealth and popularity, we examined the effect of status 382 
dimension, status level, and participant age on ratings of the target’s wealth, popularity, sharing 383 
behavior, and helping behavior using analysis of variance (ANOVA).  384 
  The expectations for acquiring social resources composite score had acceptable internal 385 
consistency (3 items; α = .74). Thus, in order to test predictions about acquiring social resources, we 386 
examined the effect of status dimension, status level, group norm, and participant age on children’s 387 
expectations of social resources using mixed ANOVA with group norm as the within-subjects factor 388 
(See Supplementary Materials for separate analyses by item). For each model, pairwise comparisons 389 
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of the estimated marginal means were used to test expected differences between the factors and 390 
Bonferroni post-hoc tests were conducted to control for Type I errors.  391 

3 Results 392 

3.1 Associations between wealth and popularity 393 

First, we confirmed that the status descriptions use in the study effectively manipulated 394 
children’s beliefs about the targets’ wealth and popularity status. Children rated the high-wealth 395 
target (M = 3.81, SE = .08) as wealthier than the low-wealth target (M = 1.74, SE  = .14), t(161) = 396 
13.70, p < .001 (Figure 1A, Wealth Dimension). Children also rated the high-popularity target (M = 397 
3.93, SE = .05) as more popular than the low-popularity target (M = 1.62, SE = .17), t(161) = 13.80, p 398 
< .001 (Figure 1B, Popularity Dimension). 399 
  As predicted (H1), we found a bidirectional association between wealth and popularity 400 
dimensions. An interaction between status dimension and status level on ratings of the target’s 401 
wealth, F(1, 157) = 58.22, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝2 = .27 (Figure 1A, Popularity Dimension), revealed that 402 
children rated high-popularity targets (M = 3.20, SE = .09) as more wealthy than low-popularity 403 
targets, (M = 2.78, SE = .12), t(161) = 2.72, p < .001. Similarly, there was an interaction between 404 
status dimension and status level on ratings of the target’s popularity, F(1, 157) = 56.70, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝2 405 
= .27 (Figure 1B, Wealth Dimension), such that children rated high-wealth targets (M = 3.91, SE = 406 
.07) as more popular than low-wealth targets, (M = 3.29, SE = .14), t(161) = 3.76, p < .001.  407 
  Participants’ wealth ratings did not significantly differ across age groups. However, there was 408 
an interaction between age and status level on popularity ratings, F(1, 157) = 6.84, p < .01, 𝜂𝑝2 = .04. 409 
Participants did not differ by age in how they rated high-status targets, but older children (M = 2.15, 410 
SE = .19) rated low-status targets as significantly less popular than did young children (M = 2.76, SE 411 
= .20), t(161) = 2.94, p < .01.  412 

3.2 Expectations about acquiring social resources 413 

Overall, children had greater expectations for the target to acquire social resources from a 414 
group that held norm of inclusion (M = 0.93, SE = .15) rather than from group that held and norm of 415 
exclusion (M = -0.93, SE = .20), F(1, 157) = 91.36, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝2 = .40. Although we expected this 416 
effect to be influenced by the group’s status level, we did not find support for this prediction (H2). 417 
Children’s expectations about a high-status group (M = 0.09, SE = .18) and a low-status group (M = -418 
0.09, SE = .20) did not differ significantly. In addition, there were no significant interactive effects of 419 
status level on children’s expectations for acquiring social resources. Children’s expectations were 420 
slightly greater for a high-status inclusive group (M = 1.15, SE = .18) than for a low-status inclusive 421 
group (M = 0.69, SE = .24) but they did not differ from chance.  422 

However, consistent with our predictions (H3), there was a significant main effect of status 423 
dimension, F(1, 157) = 5.90, p = .02, 𝜂𝑝2 = .04, and a interaction between norm and status dimension 424 
on children’s expectations for acquiring social resources, F(1, 157) = 7.40, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝2 = .05. 425 
Overall, children had lower expectations in the wealth dimension (M = -0.33, SE = .21) than in the 426 
popularity dimension (M = 0.34, SE = .16). When the group held a norm of inclusion, children 427 
exhibited similar expectations across both dimensions. However, the negative effects of a norm of 428 
exclusion on children’s expectations for acquiring resources were particularly pronounced for wealth 429 
groups (M = -1.54, SE = .30) compared to popularity groups (M = -0.30, SE = .24) independent of 430 
their status level.  431 

Although we speculated that this finding might be due to differences in children’s associations 432 
of wealth and popularity with prosocial behavior, we did not find evidence for this. Participants 433 
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generally viewed the target positively regardless of their status dimension or level. However, 434 
participant age did influence the extent to which children associated a target with sharing, F(1, 157) = 435 
15.37, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝2 = .09,  and helping, F(1, 157) = 14.37, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝2 = .08. Younger children (M = 436 
3.29, SE = .10) were more likely to expect targets to share material resources than older children M = 437 
2.77, SE = .08) and younger children were also more likely to expect targets to help others in need (M 438 
= 3.37, SE = .09), than older children (M = 2.88, SE = .09). 439 
  We found partial evidence for our hypothesis that the effect of norms and status become more 440 
pronounced with age. Overall, older children (M = -0.67, SE = .19) had lower expectations for a 441 
target to acquire social resources than younger children (M = 0.60, SE = .18), F(1, 157) = 22.54, p < 442 
.001, 𝜂𝑝2 = .13. There was also an interaction of participant age and norm on expectations for 443 
acquiring social resources, F(1, 157) = 13.41, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝2 = .08. When the group held an inclusive 444 
norm, older children (M = 0.09, SE = .18) and younger children did not differ in their expectations, p 445 
> .05. However, when the group held an exclusive norm, older children (M = -1.93, SE = .26), 446 
expected fewer resources than younger children (M = 0.02, SE = .26), t(157) = 6.00, p < .001. Neither 447 
status dimension nor status level, however, interacted with participant age. 448 

 449 
4 Discussion 450 

Previous research suggests that children infer rank across multiple dimensions of social status 451 
and favor high-status groups over low-status groups. We speculated that children’s biases could be, 452 
in part, due to associations between wealth and popularity dimensions and expectations about the 453 
benefits of intergroup affiliation might contribute to children’s biases. The present study extended 454 
previous research by comparing the relative strength of children’s associations between wealth and 455 
popularity status, and examining children’s expectations acquiring social resources (i.e., positive 456 
attitudes, enjoyment, and inclusion) through cross-status affiliation in wealth and popularity contexts. 457 
Two primary novel findings emerged. 458 

First, we found that children positively associated wealth and popularity status. Children 459 
viewed high-popularity targets as wealthier than low-popularity targets (provided with no 460 
information about wealth) and viewed high-wealth targets as more popular than low-wealth targets 461 
(provided with no information about popularity). This finding is consistent with previous work 462 
showing that children associate features of wealth and popularity (Lease et al., 2002; Charafeddine et 463 
al., 2015; Shutts et al., 2016; Gülgöz and Gelman, 2017; Enright et al., 2020). However, we extend 464 
previous research by providing evidence of a bidirectional association and comparing the relative 465 
strength of inferences across these two dimensions.  466 

Children inferred popularity from wealth descriptions more strongly than they inferred wealth 467 
from popularity descriptions. They viewed high-wealth targets as equally popular as high-popularity 468 
targets but did not view high-popularity targets as equally wealthy as high-wealth targets. Moreover, 469 
older children distinguished between high- and low-wealth targets in their inferences about 470 
popularity to a greater extent than younger children. Evidence suggests that young children make 471 
inferences on the basis of one’s quantity of physical resources such as possessions and friends (Pun et 472 
al., 2016; Ahl and Dunham, 2019). However, they may view non-physical resources as less 473 
indicative of status. For example, 3- to 4-year-old children view individuals who control access to 474 
material resources as powerful, but do not view an individuals who gives orders as powerful until 7-9 475 
years of age (Gülgöz and Gelman, 2017). In addition, children in grades 3-5 view peers who 476 
influence others’ behavior and set social norms as high-status (Lease et al., 2020). We suspect that 477 
young children do not necessarily view social visibility and influence over others’ behavior as 478 
attitributes that contribute to status while older children likely do. However, we can only speculate 479 
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about children’s relative prioritization of physical and non-physical resources. More investigation is 480 
needed to determine whether children distinguish between these types of resources.  481 

The second novel finding was that norms of exclusion diminished children’s expectations for 482 
acquiring social resources from wealth and popularity groups but was more pronounced in wealth 483 
contexts. Surprisingly, we did not find evidence that children’s expectations were dependent on the 484 
group’s status level. This is in contrast to an overwhelming body of research that suggests that 485 
considerations of wealth status (Woods et al., 2005; Sigelman, 2012; Li et al., 2014; Mistry et al., 486 
2015; Shutts et al., 2016; Ahl and Dunham, 2019; Ahl et al., 2019; Enright et al., 2020) and 487 
popularity status (LaFontana and Cillessen, 2002; Lease et al., 2002, 2020; Cillessen and Marks, 488 
2011; Sandstrom, 2011) do indeed impact children’s attitudes an expectations about others. Our 489 
results do not imply that children’s broader evaluations, or even their more specific expectations 490 
about acquiring social resources, are not informed by status differences. In fact, additional analyses 491 
conducted on each independent social resources sub-measure found that children expected that 492 
attending a low-wealth party would be significantly less enjoyable than attending a party with a high-493 
wealth or either type of popularity group (see Supplementary Materials). Rather, our findings suggest 494 
that group norms and status dimension are relatively more informative for children’s expectations 495 
about acquiring resources than status level. Norms of inclusion and exclusion had a particularly 496 
powerful effect on children’s expectations overall, but operated differently for wealth and popularity.  497 

We suspect that children more readily generalized the host’s exclusive preferences to other 498 
wealth group members than they did to popularity group members due to their pre-existing beliefs 499 
about wealth groups. Regardless of whether children make more favorable assumptions about high- 500 
or low-wealth groups, they may generally believe that both groups prefer their in-group. This 501 
explanation would be consistent with evidence that children expect peers to prefer affiliation with 502 
their own wealth group even those wealth in-group members are out-group members on another 503 
dimension such as race (Burkholder et al., 2021). Also in line with evidence that norms of inclusion 504 
can mitigate prejudice (Nesdale et al., 2007; Nesdale and Lawson, 2011), our findings suggest that 505 
although children may hold pre-existing beliefs about wealth groups are exclusive, norms of 506 
inclusion may broadly reduce their perceptions of social barriers between high- and low-status 507 
groups.  508 

However, given that the current study already included multiple factors that could influence 509 
children’s, we could not control for the influence of norms, for instance, by including a condition that 510 
would allow us to examine children’s expectations in a more neutral context (i.e., without the 511 
influence of an explicit norm). Therefore, we could not draw conclusions about the relative impact of 512 
norms on children’s pre-existing expectations about cross-status affiliation. Children may hold 513 
different stereotypes about how inclusive or exclusive wealth and popularity groups are in general. 514 
For instance, in the absence of explicit information, children could expect wealth peers to be 515 
exclusive while viewing popular peers as inclusive. If this were the case, then our finding that 516 
children’s expectations about an inclusive wealth group were just as optimistic as they were for an 517 
inclusive popularity group would suggest that the norm was relatively more powerful for wealth 518 
groups than for popularity groups.  519 

This limitation of the study design may have also obscured potential status level differences. 520 
The negative effects of an exclusive norm may could have been due to negative assumptions about 521 
the group’s status or the protagonist’s status. Children differentiate more between malevolent and 522 
benevolent forms of status (Gülgöz and Gelman, 2017; Kajanus et al., 2020). Although they infer 523 
similar rank between prestigious and dominant targets, children expect a character to prefer 524 
affiliation with a prestigious target who shares their opinion when asked over a dominant target who 525 
forces their opinion (Kajanus et al., 2020). Yet, the participants in our sample generally rated all 526 
targets positively prior to hearing the norm manipulation so we do not believe that the main effects of 527 
the norm were strongly based on children’s assumptions that a target would be more or less likely to 528 
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acquire social resources from a certain status group. However, more evidence is needed to understand 529 
why children’s expectations were lower for an exclusive wealth group than an exclusive popularity 530 
group and future research should investigate how children’s expectations about similarly ranked 531 
wealth and popularity groups might differ in more ambiguous contexts. 532 

In addition to the previously described findings, we found age-related differences in 533 
children’s expectations for acquiring social resources. The participant age groups included in this 534 
study held similar expectations for inclusive wealth and popularity groups, but 8- to 10-year-old 535 
children’s expectations for acquiring social resources were significantly lower than 5- to 7-year-old 536 
children’s expectation. This is consistent with previous evidence that children become increasingly 537 
sensitive to group norms with age (Nesdale et al., 2005; Abrams and Rutland, 2008; Abrams et al., 538 
2009; Rutland et al., 2010; Rutland and Killen, 2015). However, we did not find evidence that age 539 
differences in children’s expectations about obtaining social resources were specifically linked status 540 
groups based on wealth and popularity. This in contrast to evidence that children’s conceptions of 541 
wealth and popularity status change between middle- and late-childhood (Cillessen and Marks, 2011; 542 
Shutts et al., 2016; Enright et al., 2020). It’s possible that the interaction of norms and participant age 543 
could be explained by a stronger positivity bias among younger children than among older children, 544 
however, there are many instances in which younger children are seemingly more pessimistic or 545 
negative than older children in in their trait attributions and expectations for behavior (Aboud, 2008). 546 
For example, younger children are more willing than older children and adults to condone retribution 547 
and punish a transgressor regardless of intention (Mulvey et al., 2020).  548 

In the current study, children’s expectations about wealth and popularity dimensions appear 549 
to be similarly informed by norms and their prioritization of norms increases with age. However, we 550 
suspect that the effects of how younger and older children differentially consider norms in relation to 551 
different aspects of status may be too subtle to detect between middle and late childhood (Nesdale et 552 
al., 2007; McGuire et al., 2019). Adolescents’ (13-16 years), but not children’s (7-11 years), resource 553 
allocations to disadvantaged in-groups than disadvantaged out-groups (i.e., low-status) were 554 
dependent on group norms (McGuire et al., 2019). In other words, child had to coordinate 555 
considerations of status level, how each norm applied to each level, and how their own group 556 
membership interacted with these factors. Similarly, the current study asked children to consider 557 
these same factors in relation to different status dimensions instead of group membership. The added 558 
consideration of the group membership distinction in the McGuire et al. (2019) study and of the 559 
dimension distinction in the current study, in conjunction with group norms, may be beyond 560 
children’s abilities to systematically coordinate late childhood. Given that with age, children 561 
differentially coordinate how they apply norms to different groups (including those based on status 562 
level), we posit that the absence of an interactive effect on either status level or status dimension was 563 
had more to do with a limited to coordinate multiple competing factors, rather than due to a limitation 564 
in children’s ability to differentiate between dimensions and levels of status.  565 
 566 

5 Conclusions 567 

Reasoning about status can become rather complex, perhaps overwhelmingly so for children, 568 
given its multifaceted features. Therefore, children’s expectations about status appear to be highly 569 
dependent social contexts. It’s possible that in some contexts (i.e., regarding material resources) 570 
children’s expectations about acquiring resources may be more informed by the relative status rank 571 
between groups than the dimension of status. In the context of the current study, exclusive norms 572 
across status dimensions appeared to lead to lower expectations for acquiring social resources than 573 
exclusive norms across groups of different status levels. This is a promising finding because sheds 574 
light on the possibility for mitigating children’s biases towards high-status groups. Emphasizing 575 
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positive qualities among low-status groups or negative qualities among high-status groups across 576 
broader dimensions may, to some extent, reduce children’s tendency to favor high-status groups 577 
more generally. Understanding the nuances in how children prioritize multiple features of status is 578 
thus, critical to devising methods that mitigate status biases. 579 
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8 Supplementary Material 587 

Additional findings about social resource sub-measure differences can be found in the available 588 
Supplementary Material. 589 

9 Figures 590 

Figure 1. Children’s associations between wealth and popularity (with standard error bars). (A) 591 
Predicted wealth as a function of age, status dimension, and status level. (B) Predicted popularity as a 592 
function of age, status dimension, and status level. 593 

 594 
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Figure 2. Children’s expectations for acquiring social resources as a function of norm, status 595 
dimension, status level, and participant age (with standard error bars). Expectations for acquiring 596 
social resources are based on a composite of z-scores for children’s predictions of the group’s 597 
attitudes towards the protagonist, the protagonist’s enjoyment, and the group’s inclusion of the 598 
protagonist. A score of zero indicates the mean of each sub-measure.  599 

 600 

10 References 601 

Aboud, F. E. (2008). “A social-cognitive developmental theory of prejudice,” in Handbook of race, 602 
racism, and the developing child, eds. S. M. Quintana and C. McKown (John Wiley & Sons). 603 
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118269930.ch4. 604 

Abrams, D., and Rutland, A. (2008). “The development of subjective group dynamics,” in Intergroup 605 
attitudes and relations in childhood and throughout adulthood, eds. S. R. Levy and M. Killen 606 
(Oxford University Press), 47–65. 607 

Abrams, D., Rutland, A., and Cameron, L. (2003a). The development of subjective group dynamics: 608 
Children’s judgments of normative and deviant in-group and out-group individuals. Child 609 
Dev. 74, 1840–1856. doi:10.1046/j.1467-8624.2003.00641.x. 610 

Abrams, D., Rutland, A., Cameron, L., and Marques, Josém. (2003b). The development of subjective 611 
group dynamics: When in-group bias gets specific. Br. J. Dev. Psychol. 21, 155–176. 612 
doi:10.1348/026151003765264020. 613 

Abrams, D., Rutland, A., Pelletier, J., and Ferrell, J. M. (2009). Children’s group nous: 614 
Understanding and applying peer exclusion within and between groups. Child Dev. 80, 224–615 
243. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2008.01256.x. 616 

Ahl, R. E., and Dunham, Y. (2019). “Wealth makes many friends”: Children expect more giving 617 
from resource‐rich than resource‐poor individuals. Child Dev. 90, 524–543. 618 
doi:10.1111/cdev.12922. 619 

Ahl, R. E., Duong, S., and Dunham, Y. (2019). Children employ wealth cues when predicting others’ 620 
sharing. Dev. Psychol. 55, 303–314. doi:10.1037/dev0000643. 621 



  Wealth and Popularity 

 
17 

Anderson, C., Hildreth, J. A. D., and Howland, L. (2015). Is the desire for status a fundamental 622 
human motive? A review of the empirical literature. Psychol. Bull. 141, 574–601. 623 
doi:10.1037/a0038781. 624 

Banerjee, R. (2000). The development of an understanding of modesty. Br. J. Dev. Psychol. 18, 499–625 
517. doi:10.1348/026151000165823. 626 

Baron, A., and Banaji, M. (2009). Evidence of system justification in young children. Soc. Personal. 627 
Psychol. Compass 3, 918–926. doi:10.1111/j.1751-9004.2009.00214.x. 628 

Bates, D., Mächler, M., Bolker, B., and Walker, S. (2015). Fitting linear mixed-effects models using 629 
lme4. J. Stat. Softw. 67, 1048. doi:10.18637/jss.v067.i01. 630 

Bennett, M. (2014). Intergroup social exclusion in childhood: Forms, norms, context, and social 631 
identity. J. Soc. Issues 70, 183–195. doi:10.1111/josi.12054. 632 

Brey, E., and Shutts, K. (2015). Children use nonverbal cues to make inferences about social power. 633 
Child Dev. 86, 276–286. doi:10.1111/cdev.12334. 634 

Burkholder, A. R., Elenbaas, L., and Killen, M. (2020). Children’s and adolescents’ evaluations of 635 
intergroup exclusion in interracial and interwealth peer contexts. Child Dev. 91. 636 
doi:10.1111/cdev.13249. 637 

Burkholder, A. R., Elenbaas, L., and Killen, M. (2021). Giving priority to race or wealth in peer 638 
group contexts involving social inclusion. Dev. Psychol. 57, 651–661. 639 
doi:10.1037/dev0001178. 640 

Cain, K. M., Heyman, G. D., and Walker, M. E. (1997). Preschoolers’ ability to make dispositional 641 
predictions within and across domain.s. Soc. Dev. 6, 52–75. doi:10.1037/ h0035080. 642 

Chafel, J. A., and Neitzel, C. (2005). Young children’s ideas about the nature, causes, justification, 643 
and alleviation of poverty. Early Child. Res. Q. 20, 433–450. 644 
doi:10.1016/j.ecresq.2005.10.004. 645 

Charafeddine, R., Mercier, H., Clément, F., Kaufmann, L., Berchtold, A., Reboul, A., et al. (2015). 646 
How preschoolers use cues of dominance to make sense of their social environment. J. Cogn. 647 
Dev. 16, 587–607. doi:10.1080/15248372.2014.926269. 648 

Cillessen, A. H. N. (2009). “Sociometric methods,” in Handbook of peer interactions, relationships, 649 
and groups, eds. K. H. Rubin, W. M. Bukowski, and B. Laursen (The Guilford Press), 82–99. 650 

Cillessen, A. H. N., and Marks, P. E. L. (2011). “Conceptualizing and measuring popularity,” in 651 
Popularity in the peer system, eds. A. H. N. Cillessen, D. Schwartz, and L. Mayeux (New 652 
York, NY: The Guilford Press), 25–56. 653 

del Río, M. F., and Strasser, K. (2011). Chilean children’s essentialist reasoning about poverty: 654 
Children’s reasoning about poverty. Br. J. Dev. Psychol. 29, 722–743. doi:10.1348/2044-655 
835X.002005. 656 



  Wealth and Popularity 

 
18 

Dijkstra, J. K., Cillessen, A. H. N., Lindenberg, S., and Veenstra, R. (2010). Basking in reflected 657 
glory and its limits: Why adolescents hang out with popular peers. J. Res. Adolesc. 20, 942–658 
958. doi:10.1111/j.1532-7795.2010.00671.x. 659 

Dys, S. P., Peplak, J., Colasante, T., and Malti, T. (2019). Children’s sympathy and sensitivity to 660 
excluding economically disadvantaged peers. Dev. Psychol. 55, 482–487. 661 
doi:10.1037/dev0000549. 662 

Elenbaas, L., and Killen, M. (2019). Children’s perceptions of economic groups in a context of 663 
limited access to opportunities. Child Dev. 90, 1632–1649. doi:10.1111/cdev.13024. 664 

Enright, E. A., Alonso, D. J., Lee, B. M., and Olson, K. R. (2020). Children’s understanding and use 665 
of four dimensions of social status. J. Cogn. Dev. 21, 573–602. 666 
doi:10.1080/15248372.2020.1797745. 667 

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., and Lang, A.-G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using 668 
G*Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behav. Res. Methods 41, 1149–669 
1160. doi:https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.114. 670 

Feddes, A. R., Noack, P., and Rutland, A. (2009). Direct and extended friendship effects on minority 671 
and majority children’s interethnic attitudes: A longitudinal study. Child Dev. 80, 377–390. 672 
doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01266.x. 673 

Feldman, D. C. (1984). The development and enforcement of group norms. Acad. Manage. Rev. 9, 674 
47–53. doi:f10.2307/258231. 675 

Gülgöz, S., and Gelman, S. A. (2017). Who’s the boss? Concepts of social power across 676 
development. Child Dev. 88, 946–963. doi:10.1111/cdev.12643. 677 

Hitti, A., and Killen, M. (2015). Expectations about ethnic peer group inclusivity: The role of shared 678 
interests, group norms, and stereotypes. Child Dev. 86, 1522–1537. doi:10.1111/cdev.12393. 679 

Hitti, A., and Mulvey, K. L. (2021). The consequences of outgroup helping: Children’s and 680 
adolescents’ reasoning. J. Exp. Child Psychol. 203, 105013. 681 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2020.105013. 682 

Horn, S. S. (2006). Group status, group bias, and adolescents’ reasoning about the treatment of others 683 
in school contexts. Int. J. Behav. Dev. 30, 208–218. doi:10.1177/0165025406066721. 684 

Horwitz, S. R., Shutts, K., and Olson, K. R. (2014). Social class differences produce social group 685 
preferences. Dev. Sci. 17, 991–1002. doi:10.1111/desc.12181. 686 

Kajanus, A., Afshordi, N., and Warneken, F. (2020). Children’s understanding of dominance and 687 
prestige in China and the UK. Evol. Hum. Behav. 41, 23–34. 688 
doi:10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2019.08.002. 689 

Killen, M., and Rutland, A. (2011). Children and social exclusion: Morality, prejudice, and group 690 
identity. New York, NY: Wiley-Blackwell Available at: doi.org/10.1002/9781444396317. 691 



  Wealth and Popularity 

 
19 

LaFontana, K. M., and Cillessen, A. H. N. (2002). Children’s perceptions of popular and unpopular 692 
peers: A multimethod assessment. Dev. Psychol. 38, 635–647. doi:10.1037/0012-693 
1649.38.5.635. 694 

LaFontana, K. M., and Cillessen, A. H. N. (2010). Developmental Changes in the Priority of 695 
Perceived Status in Childhood and Adolescence. Soc. Dev. 19, 130–147. doi:10.1111/j.1467-696 
9507.2008.00522.x. 697 

Lansu, T. A. M., Cillessen, A. H. N., and Karremans, J. C. (2012). Implicit associations with 698 
popularity in early adolescence: An approach–avoidance analysis. Dev. Psychol. 48, 65–75. 699 
doi:10.1037/a0025681. 700 

Leahy, R. L. (1990). The development of concepts of economic and social inequality. New Dir. Child 701 
Adolesc. Dev. 1990, 107–120. doi:10.1002/cd.23219904608. 702 

Lease, A. M., Kennedy, C. A., and Axelrod, J. L. (2002). Children’s social constructions of 703 
popularity. Soc. Dev. 11, 87–109. doi:10.1111/1467-9507.00188. 704 

Lease, A. M., Kwon, K., Lovelace, M., and Huang, H. (2020). Peer influence in elementary school: 705 
The importance of assessing the likeability of popular children. J. Genet. Psychol. 181, 95–706 
110. doi:10.1080/00221325.2020.1730744. 707 

Li, V., Spitzer, B., and Olson, K. R. (2014). Preschoolers reduce inequality while favoring 708 
individuals with more. Child Dev. 85, 1123–1133. doi:10.1111/cdev.12198. 709 

McGuire, L., Elenbaas, L., Killen, M., and Rutland, A. (2019). The role of in‐group norms and group 710 
status in children’s and adolescents’ decisions to rectify resource inequalities. Br. J. Dev. 711 
Psychol. 37, 309–322. doi:10.1111/bjdp.12274. 712 

McGuire, L., Manstead, A. S. R., and Rutland, A. (2017). Group norms, intergroup resource 713 
allocation, and social reasoning among children and adolescents. Dev. Psychol. 53, 2333–714 
2339. doi:10.1037/dev0000392. 715 

McGuire, L., Rutland, A., and Nesdale, D. (2015). Peer group norms and accountability moderate the 716 
effect of school norms on children’s intergroup attitudes. Child Dev. 86, 1290–1297. 717 
doi:10.1111/cdev.12388. 718 

Mistry, R. S., Brown, C. S., White, E. S., Chow, K. A., and Gillen-O’Neel, C. (2015). Elementary 719 
school children’s reasoning about social class: A mixed-methods study. Child Dev. 86, 1653–720 
1671. doi:10.1111/cdev.12407. 721 

Mulvey, K. L. (2016). Children’s Reasoning About Social Exclusion: Balancing Many Factors. Child 722 
Dev. Perspect. 10, 22–27. doi:10.1111/cdep.12157. 723 

Mulvey, K. L., Gönültaş, S., and Richardson, C. B. (2020). Who Is to Blame? Children’s and Adults’ 724 
Moral Judgments Regarding Victim and Transgressor Negligence. Cogn. Sci. 44. 725 
doi:10.1111/cogs.12833. 726 



  Wealth and Popularity 

 
20 

Nesdale, D. (2008). “Peer group rejection and children’s intergroup prejudice,” in Intergroup 727 
attitudes and relations in childhood through adulthood, eds. S. R. Levy and M. Killen 728 
(Oxford University Press), 32–46. 729 

Nesdale, D., and Dalton, D. (2010). Children’s social groups and intergroup prejudice: Assessing the 730 
influence and inhibition of social group norms. Br. J. Dev. Psychol. 29, 895–909. 731 
doi:10.1111/j.2044-835X.2010.02017.x. 732 

Nesdale, D., Durkin, K., Maass, A., Kiesner, J., and Griffiths, J. A. (2008). Effects of group norms on 733 
children’s intentions to bully. Soc. Dev. 17, 889–907. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9507.2008.00475.x. 734 

Nesdale, D., and Lawson, M. J. (2011). Social groups and children’s intergroup attitudes: Can school 735 
norms moderate the effects of social group norms? Child Dev. 82, 1594–1606. 736 
doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01637.x. 737 

Nesdale, D., Maass, A., Durkin, K., and Griffiths, J. (2005). Group norms, threat, and children’s 738 
racial prejudice. Child Dev. 76, 652–663. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2005.00869.x. 739 

Nesdale, D., Maass, A., Kiesner, J., Durkin, K., Griffiths, J., and Ekberg, A. (2007). Effects of peer 740 
group rejection, group membership, and group norms, on children’s outgroup prejudice. Int. 741 
J. Behav. Dev. 31, 526–535. doi:10.1177/0165025407081479. 742 

Newheiser, A.-K., Dunham, Y., Merrill, A., Hoosain, L., and Olson, K. R. (2014). Preference for 743 
high status predicts implicit outgroup bias among children from low-status groups. Dev. 744 
Psychol. 50, 1081–1090. doi:10.1037/a0035054. 745 

Olson, K. R., Shutts, K., Kinzler, K. D., and Weisman, K. G. (2012). Children associate racial groups 746 
with wealth: Evidence from South Africa. Child Dev. 83, 1884–1899. doi:10.1111/j.1467-747 
8624.2012.01819.x. 748 

Poorthuis, A. M. G., Thomaes, S., Denissen, J. J. A., van Aken, M. A. G., and Orobio de Castro, B. 749 
(2012). Prosocial tendencies predict friendship quality, but not for popular children. J. Exp. 750 
Child Psychol. 112, 378–388. doi:10.1016/j.jecp.2012.04.002. 751 

Pun, A., Birch, S. A. J., and Baron, A. S. (2016). Infants use relative numerical group size to infer 752 
social dominance. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 113, 2376–2381. doi:10.1073/pnas.1514879113. 753 

R Core Team (2017). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. Available at: 754 
https://www.R-project.org. 755 

Rutland, A., Cameron, L., Milne, A., and McGeorge, P. (2005). Social norms and self-presentation: 756 
Children’s implicit and explicit intergroup attitudes. Child Dev. 76, 451–466. 757 
doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2005.00856.x. 758 

Rutland, A., and Killen, M. (2015). A developmental science approach to reducing prejudice and 759 
social exclusion: Intergroup processes, social-cognitive development, and moral reasoning. 760 
Soc. Issues Policy Rev. 9, 121–154. doi:10.1111/sipr.12012. 761 



  Wealth and Popularity 

 
21 

Rutland, A., Killen, M., and Abrams, D. (2010). A new social-cognitive developmental perspective 762 
on prejudice: The interplay between morality and group identity. Perspect. Psychol. Sci. 5, 763 
279–291. doi:10.1177/1745691610369468. 764 

Sandstrom, M. J. (2011). “The power of popularity: Influence processes in childhood and 765 
adolescence,” in Popularity in the peer system, eds. A. H. N. Cillessen, D. Schwartz, and L. 766 
Mayeux (New York, NY: The Guilford Press), 219–244. 767 

Sandstrom, M. J., and Cillessen, A. H. N. (2006). Likeable versus popular: Distinct implications for 768 
adolescent adjustment. Int. J. Behav. Dev. 30, 305–314. doi:10.1177/0165025406072789. 769 

Shutts, K., Elizabeth L. Brey, Dornbusch, L. A., Slywotzky, N., and Olson, K. R. (2016). Children 770 
use wealth cues to evaluate others. PLOS ONE 11, e0149360. 771 
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0149360. 772 

Sigelman, C. K. (2012). Rich man, poor man: Developmental differences in attributions and 773 
perceptions. J. Exp. Child Psychol. 113, 415–429. doi:10.1016/j.jecp.2012.06.011. 774 

Woods, T. A., Kurtz-Costes, B., and Rowley, S. J. (2005). The development of stereotypes about the 775 
rich and poor: Age, race, and family income differences in beliefs. J. Youth Adolesc. 34, 437–776 
445. doi:10.1007/s10964-005-7261-0. 777 

Zhang, X., Corbit, J., Xiao, X., Xu, L., Wei, B., and Li, Y. (2021). Material and relational 778 
asymmetry: The role of receivers’ wealth and power status in children’s resource allocation. 779 
J. Exp. Child Psychol. 208, 105147. doi:10.1016/j.jecp.2021.105147. 780 

 781 


