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Abstract

Based on Schwartz’ theory of cultural values, the present research tested whether the level of outgroup negativity

among adolescents is influenced by the preferred values shared by the individual’s cultural group. Furthermore, it was

expected that this correspondence increases during adolescence, due to (individual and social) identity development

in that age period. Measures of cultural values as well as derogatory attitudes towards outgroups were administered to

young (age 9-12) and older (age 15-18) adolescents in Germany (Native Germans, Turkish and Former Soviet Union

immigrants) and Israel (Native Israelis, Former Soviet Union immigrants, Arab Israelis). Data were analysed on both

the individual and the group level. Results confirm the hypothesis that cultural values are associated with outgroup

negativity, especially for the culture-level value dimension of hierarchy versus egalitarianism. Both the degree to

which a cultural group prefers one value and the degree to which the individual accepts this value for itself are

influential for the level of outgroup negativity. On both levels of analyses, our data show that the relationship between

the culture-level value dimension of hierarchy versus egalitarianism and outgroup negativity is stronger among older

compared to younger adolescents. Our data imply that the cultural context an individual lives in needs more attention

when examining origins of outgroup negativity among adolescents. Furthermore, it is argued that relationships

between outgroup negativity and relevant predictors undergo crucial changes during adolescence. Copyright # 2010

John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

The general phenomenon of outgroup negativity has been widely examined in psychological research. Previous work

demonstrated a large number of factors that might explain why members of ethnic or cultural groups tend to derogate

outgroups (see, Augoustinos & Reynolds, 2001; Brown, 1995; Kessler & Mummendey, 2008). In recent years, the

emergence of derogatory intergroup attitudes have also been approached from a developmental perspective (cf. Levy &

Killen, 2008), knowing that understanding its developmental basis is of high importance to the early prevention of

intergroup hostility. Studying outgroup negativity in childhood and adolescence provides an opportunity to explore its

ontogenetic development and its relationship with other variables across an age span where identity, social relations, and

cognitive abilities are rapidly developing (Aboud & Amato, 2001; Levy & Killen, 2008; Nesdale, 2001).
BEYOND CHILDHOOD: THE DEVELOPMENT OF OUTGROUP NEGATIVITY IN ADOLESCENCE

Most of the theoretical and empirical work has focused on childhood, offering important insights into the complexity of

intergroup attitude development (Aboud, 1988, 2003; Aboud & Amato, 2001; Abrams & Rutland, 2008; Augoustinos &
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Reynolds, 2001; Bennett & Sani, 2004; Bigler & Liben, 2007; Fishbein, 1996; Hoover & Fishbein, 1999; Katz, 1976; Levy

& Killen, 2008; Nesdale, 1999a, 2004). However, while research on the development of intergroup attitudes among

children has received increased attention, much less research has been performed on further developmental aspects that

pertain to the age period of adolescence (Fishbein, 1996; Hoover & Fishbein, 1999). Aboud (1988) résumés that there is a

systematic decline in prejudice beyond the age of 7. Fishbein (1996) as well as Hoover and Fishbein (1999) also argue that

during late childhood and adolescence, there should be a decline in prejudice due to massive improvement in social,

cognitive, and moral abilities. However, this argumentation is empirically challenged, with some studies showing a

remaining level of prejudice and others even an increase in prejudice beyond the age of 7 (Nesdale, 1999b, 2004).

Nesdale (2008) argues that there are a variety of circumstances that determine the emergence of prejudice in the

following years. The author provides a developmental approach to intergroup attitudes and prejudice that takes into

account both childhood and adolescence: Social identity development theory (SIDT, Nesdale, 1999b, 2000, 2001, 2004,

2008). This approach is based on the previously developed social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and self-

categorization theory (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, & Reicher, 1987). In SIDT, Nesdale (1999b, 2004) proposes that children

pass through four different stages of social identity consolidation that may result in prejudice. Children younger than 2–3

years are still in the undifferentiated stage, with social categories and corresponding bias not yet being evident. In stage

two at around 3 years of age, children develop ethnic awareness, meaning they learn from significant others that the people

around them belong to social categories. In this stage, the maturing child also learns that he or she is also a member of

some type of social category (ethnic self-identification). The increasing awareness of social groups then leads the child

to proceed to stage three, ethnic preference. In the consideration of this stage, SIDT differs from Aboud’s (1988)

sociocognitive theory and from social categorization theory, stating that ethnic awareness does not directly initiate

negativity toward outgroups but rather an increasing focus and preference for the ingroup. Children learn from their

social environment that the ingroup is positively distinct from relevant outgroups. Then, under certain circumstances,

this ingroup-focus can turn into an outgroup focus, and ethnic preference can turn into stage four, ethnic prejudice.

Outgroups are not merely liked less than the ingroup anymore, they are disliked or even hated. One of these circumstances

deals with the fact that, according to SIDT, the potential emergence of prejudice is associated with social identity

processes (Nesdale, 2004, 2008). The maturing individual increasingly identifies with the own social group. In the

course of this identification process, outgroup negativity is developed through adopting the negative attitudes that are

prevalent in the individual’s social ingroup (Nesdale, 1999b, 2004, 2008; see also Nesdale, Maass, Durkin, & Griffiths,

2005). Similarly, Verkuyten (2003) assumes that ingroup-bias depends on the norms of a social entity that an individual

finds themselves in. In contrast to the assumptions of sociocognitive theory (Aboud, 1988), SIDT presumes that the

fourth stage may emerge beyond the age of 7. Nesdale (2004) argues ‘‘that it is precisely in this period [beyond

the age of seven] that prejudice actually crystallizes and emerges in those children who come to hold such attitudes’’

(Nesdale, 2004: p. 229).

The assumption that the development of prejudice is related to social identification processes leads us to the life phase

of adolescence. The consolidation of an individual’s identity is one important developmental step that has been shown to

proceed drastically especially during this age period (e.g., Adams & Marshall, 1996; Erikson, 1959; Marcia, 1966;

Schwartz & Bardi, 2001; Schwartz, Montgomery, & Briones, 2006; for an overview see Steinberg, 2008). In early

adolescence, the individual begins to explore the own self-concerning who he or she is and what he or she considers to be

important to him or herself (e.g., Erikson, 1959; Luyckx, Goossens, & Soenens, 2006; Marcia, 1966; Schwartz & Bardi,

2001). Over time, the individual then makes a number of commitments to certain aspects of the personality, to beliefs,

norms and ways of life, and increasingly perceives them as integral components of the own self (Erikson, 1959; Marcia,

1966; Schwartz et al., 2006). At this it is important that an individual’s identity has been proposed to be also influenced by

its membership in social groups (Bennett & Sani, 2004; Phinney, 1990; Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). From the

work of Phinney (1989) it is even known that in adolescence the development of ethnic identity undergoes similar stages

like the development of individual identity, as postulated by Marcia (1966). The individual includes group membership in

the own identity and to some extent takes over the group’s norms and values (Bennett & Sani, 2004, 2008; Phinney, 1989,

1990; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Identifying with a group means—at least partly—accepting the group norms and values as

one’s own norms and values (Nesdale, 2004). This refers also to a possible adoption of values, ideals, and beliefs from the

cultural group the individual lives in (Jensen, 2003; Schwartz et al., 2006).

Thus, we postulate that adolescence is an important age period for the internalization of group norms and values. The

central theoretical assumption of this present paper is that in adolescence, outgroup negativity is influenced by norms and
Copyright # 2010 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 40, 635–651 (2010)

DOI: 10.1002/ejsp



Cultural values and outgroup negativity 637
values—i.e., the value climate—of a cultural group an individual lives in. We expect that (a) the more an individual

accepts cultural values that promote negative perceptions of outgroup, and (b) the more the individual’s cultural group

shares such values more will the individual show outgroup negativity. The strength of these relationships are expected to

increase in the course of adolescence, since with a more mature identity, individuals increasingly commit to the group’s

norms and values and accept them as guiding standards for their lives.

In the next section, we will outline how we approach this cultural value climate that a maturing adolescent is exposed to.
Outgroup Negativity among Adolescents: The role of Cultural Values

Schwartz et al. (2006) postulate that ‘‘the wider cultural context sets parameters on what individuals can count on during

the process of identity development’’ (p. 5). In the present paper, we suggest a societal variable that can explain negative

attitudes toward outgroups in adolescence, namely cultural values (Schwartz, 1999, 2008).

Values can be seen as a fundamental part of an individual’s identity (Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004; Verplanken &

Holland, 2002). They are incorporated into the self-concept of a person and serve as a guiding standard for attitudes

and behavior (Schwartz, 1994). Values can be held by individuals (cf. the work of 1994) but also by cultural groups.

According to Schwartz (1999, 2008) ‘‘cultural values represent the implicitly and explicitly shared abstract ideas

about what is good, right, and desirable in a society’’ (Schwartz, 1999: p. 25). Individuals are exposed to these

cultural values through a variety of societal institutions (such as economic institutions, legal systems, child-rearing

institutions or schools, Schwartz, 2008). Schwartz’ theory has some overlaps with other concepts of culture-level

dimensions such as Hofstede’s approach which describes—among others—the dimension of individualism–

collectivism (Hofstede, 1980, 2001). However, it differs in a number of theoretical and empirical aspects and

can be seen as a further extension of previous research on culture specific characteristics (for details see Schwartz,

2008).

Schwartz (2008) proposes three central dimensions of cultural values, each suggesting two opposing answers to a

particular basic issue that a society is confronted with when regulating human activity. The first dimension deals with

the issue of establishing a stable social fabric within a society. This dimension is constituted by egalitarianism at the one

pole and hierarchy at the opposite pole. Egalitarianism promotes the equality of human beings: Social justice and

mutual responsibility are the central intentions. The latter promotes the legitimization of status differences within a

society. It states that an unequal distribution of power within a society is a natural and desirable condition. Roles are

hierarchically structured with a certain number of people being superior while others are comparatively subordinate.

The second dimension, embeddedness versus autonomy deals with the issue of defining the nature of the relations and

boundaries between the person and the group. In autonomous cultures, individuals are encouraged to think, feel, and act

as unique individuals. This value can be differentiated into intellectual autonomy (follow own ideas and thinking, e.g.,

being creative and curious) and affective autonomy (follow own attempts for positive affective conditions, e.g., having

pleasure and excitement). The embeddedness value emphasizes the integration in a social entity with shared goals and

ways of living. The interests of the ingroup are considered to precede the ones of the individual. The third dimension

deals with the issue of people’s treatment of human and natural resources and distinguishes harmony from mastery.

Harmony values stand for unity with the social and natural environment. One should strive for a world at peace and the

protection of the environment. In contrast, mastery values focus on an active self-assertion in order to master, change,

and direct the social and natural world. One should be ambitious, seek success, and competence in order to attain group

or personal goals.

To the best of our knowledge, examining the relationship between cultural values and outgroup negativity, especially

taking a developmental perspective, has been rarely accomplished in previous research. One study that was based on data

of a large European social survey (Eurobarometer 2000, cf. Thalhammer, Zucha, Enzenhoher, Salfinger, & Ogris, 2001)

could show that Schwartz’ cultural values relate to attitudes toward immigrants (Leong & Ward, 2006). However, the

Eurobarometer survey includes mainly adults, which does not allow the examination of the developmental aspects

proposed in the present article.

The cultural value types proposed by Schwartz (1999, 2008) are prone to relate to the rejection of outgroups, though to

different degrees (see also Leong & Ward, 2006). The strongest predictions can be made for the hierarchy–egalitarianism

dimension. Egalitarianism emphasizes the equality of all people in the world. In cultures higher on egalitarianism,
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members of outgroups might less likely be devaluated. In contrast, in a society where hierarchical relationships between

individuals and groups are valued as legitimate, individuals might be more prone to differentiate in- and outgroups, which

is one motor of outgroup negativity (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Thus, cultures that are located on the hierarchy end of this

culture-level value dimension should show the most negative outgroup perception. Furthermore, intellectual and affective

autonomy, as opposed to embeddedness, is a value that emphasizes the individual rather than the group, which in turn

should decrease the likelihood of rejecting others based on their group membership. Thus, cultures that are closer to the

embeddedness end pole of this culture-level value dimension should also state more outgroup negativity. Last, the

aspiration for harmony with the social environment should be associated with a weaker tendency to feel negative toward

outgroups, since this value is assumed to encourage living in accordance and avoiding conflict with the whole social world

(Schwartz, 2008, 2010). Somewhat less clear hypotheses can be generated with regard to the mastery value. Directing

and changing the environment to reach individual and group goals can be positively or negatively related to the rejection of

outgroups, which can, among others, depend on the cooperative versus competitive nature of the relationship to a

particular outgroup (Sherif & Sherif, 1953). Hence, we expect less strong effects on outgroup-negativity for the harmony–

mastery dimension.
Hypotheses

To summarize, our Hypothesis 1 assumes that an adolescent’s level of outgroup negativity is a function of cultural values.

We expect that this relationship can be found on both the individual and the group level: First, an individual’s level of

negativity toward outgroups is a function of this individual’s acceptance of a particular cultural value type. We assume

stronger outgroup negativity among individuals who are closer to the hierarchy, the embeddedness or the mastery pole of

the corresponding culture-level value dimension. Over and above this relationship on the individual level, we expect that a

person’s outgroup negativity is a function of the shared cultural values of the group the person lives in. Members of groups

that are closer to the hierarchy, embeddedness, or mastery pole will show more negativity toward outgroups.

Our hypothesis 2 predicts—on both levels—stronger effects for older compared to younger adolescents, since identity

development proceeds through the course of identity development in adolescence and cultural values increasingly serve as

guiding standards for an individual’s life.
The Cultural Groups Under Scrutiny

We examine the above-introduced hypotheses using data of six Native as well as immigrant and minority youth groups in

two countries, Germany and Israel. In both countries, data from the majority groups, Native Germans and Native Israelis

were collected. In addition, in both countries adolescents with a migration background from the Former Soviet Union

(FSU) were sampled. These immigrants are culturally embedded in the Eastern European culture. However, although

coming from similar regions of upbringing (FSU countries), these immigrant groups tend to have different cultural

backgrounds in the two receiving countries (e.g., Rosenthal, 2005; Silbereisen, Lantermann, & Schmitt-Rodermund,

1999). FSU immigrants in Israel are mostly of Jewish heritage, whereas those that migrated to Germany were of German

descent (German Aussiedler). Additionally, in each country we studied a second important minority group. In Germany,

we collected data from Turkish immigrants, a large minority group that in sizable parts immigrated as guest workers in the

1960s (Böttiger, 2005). In Israel, we sampled Arab citizens, who form an important minority, albeit without the classical

immigration background (e.g., Bar-Tal, 1996).

All these groups were expected to differ in their cultural values, based on the findings presented by Schwartz (2008).

For example, Native German adolescents represent the values of Western European countries, with high preference for

egalitarianism and autonomy. The Israeli society is similar to Anglo Saxon countries such as the USA (Schwartz, 2008)

which are high in autonomy and mastery. The Arab minority of Israel represents the Muslim Middle Eastern cultures that

favor embeddedness and hierarchy values. The Turkish immigrants in Germany are still strongly attached to their Turkish

heritage (e.g., Piontkowski, Florack, Hoelker, & Obdrzálek, 2000), and can therefore be considered to be more similar to

Muslim Middle Eastern cultures than to Western European cultures. The two FSU groups represent cultures such as Russia

or Ukraine that are prone to favor mastery, hierarchy, and embeddedness values (cf. Schwartz, 2008). Nevertheless, as
Copyright # 2010 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 40, 635–651 (2010)
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described above, the cultural socialization of both groups may not be completely the same, due to their religious affiliation

(FSU immigrants in Israel) respectively their descent (FSU immigrants to Germany).
Assessing Outgroup Negativity Among Majority and Minority Adolescents

Previous studies that assessed outgroup-related attitudes have usually been focusing on host culture members’ views of

certain immigrant groups or ‘‘the other’’ in more general terms (e.g., Decker & Brähler, 2006; Heitmeyer, 2007). Items like

‘‘Foreigners take away our jobs’’ are widely used to assess outgroup hostility, but they cannot be used in the current study

as the samples include immigrants themselves. Hence, we were looking for a way to assess outgroup attitudes among

members of the majority and of minority groups in a comparable manner. In the present study, we use the term outgroup

negativity to describe a general tendency to show negative attitudes toward outgroups. We argue that such an underlying

outgroup negativity can be derived from assessing attitudes toward different significant outgroups. We refer our

assumption to the approach of Zick, Wolf, Kuepper, Davidov, Schmidt, & Heitmeyer (2008). Based on large sample survey

data in different European countries, the authors could show that prejudices toward a variety of different groups are

substantially interrelated. The authors identified a general underlying syndrome which they call group focused enmity

(GFE). From their findings they reasoned that attitudes toward different outgroups ‘‘mirror a general devaluation of

outgroups, that is, GFE’’ (Zick et al., 2008: p. 364). Interrelations of attitudes toward different (ethnic) groups have also

been shown by previous researchers, such as Guimond, Dambrun, Michinov and Duarte (2003), Bratt (2005) as well as

Stangor, Sullivan and Ford (1991). Empirical evidence for the existence of a general outgroup negativity factor is also

provided by Hoover and Fishbein (1999). Based on these findings, we suppose that our approach is convenient when

examining outgroup negativity among majority and minority individuals.
METHOD
Participants

Participants of the research reported here were 3223 students from public schools in Israel and Germany. To compare

younger with older adolescents, individuals were divided into two groups. The younger age group consisted of 1585

children (767 male and 809 female, 9 did not report their gender) aged 9–12 (M¼ 11 years and 2 month, SD¼ 0.72). The

older age group comprised 1638 adolescents (771 male and 855 female, 12 did not report their gender) aged 15–18 (16

years and 1 month, SD¼ 0.74).

As described in the previous section, we collected data of six cultural groups: Native Jewish Israelis, Israeli Arabs, FSU

immigrants to Israel, Native Germans, Turkish immigrants to Germany, and FSU immigrants to Germany. A child or

adolescent was seen as having a migration background if she/he or at least one of the parents was born in the FSU or in

Turkey, respectively. Individuals were assigned to the Arab sample based on the school she/he was interviewed at. This

was a technically reliable assignment, because in Israel a separate school system for Arab students exists. Hence, children

whose parents were both born in Israel but who learned in an Arabic school were considered Arab.

Table 1 shows how the participants from the six samples were distributed in the two age groups.
Procedure

Children and adolescents participated in the study voluntarily without being rewarded. In Israel, parent’s consent was

obtained for all participants, whereas in Germany this was only required for youngsters below the age of 16.

Questionnaires were distributed to the students in their schools and were filled during class time in the presence of a

member of the research team. Students were assured that their answers were being kept anonymous and were asked to

answer spontaneously. Trained research assistants explained the instructions and assisted the adolescents in case of any

question.
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Table 1. Division of participants across ethnic and age groups

Participants younger age group Participants older age group

Total Age range (M) Male Female Total Age range (M) Male Female

Native Germans 770 9–12 (10.98) 378 392 439 15–18 (15.99) 227 212
Turkish immigrants to Germany 315 10–12 (11.09) 153 162 161 15–18 (15.95) 76 85
FSU immigrants to Germany 181 9–12 (11.24) 98 83 171 15–18 (16.02) 75 96
Native Israelis 171 11–12 (11.78) 79 92 343 15–18 (16.30) 164 179
FSU immigrants to Israel 62 11–12 (11.80) 30 32 332 15–18 (16.13) 179 153
Arab Israelis 86a 11–12 (11.67) 33 53 192 15–18 (16.52) 57 135
Totalb 1585 9–12 (11.19) 767b 809b 1638 15–18 (16.14) 771b 855b

aThe original sample size of young Arabs was higher. Analyses of data quality revealed a number of younger Arabs who answered items measuring
negativity toward the ingroup systematically high, and those measuring outgroup negativity systematically low. We suppose that these individuals had
comprehension difficulties, because such an answer pattern is highly unlikely, given the fact that additional measures not reported here (cf. Schiefer, 2009)
show very high scores of ingroup identification among these individuals. In order to correct possible data distortion, we excluded 128 participants based
on the following criterion: All Arab Israeli individuals younger than 14, who had a score higher than 2.5 (indicating agreement to the item) on both of the
ingroup negativity items. Among the other five samples this issue was not a problem. bThe sum of males and females in this table is lower than the total
numbers, due to the fact that a few individuals did not report their gender.
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Measures

Outgroup Negativity

Two items were selected from a larger set of items, which were meant to measure derogatory intergroup attitudes among

all groups in a comparable way, resembling an indicator of a general outgroup negativity. Participants answered the

statement ‘‘When I shake hands with a member of [a particular group], I feel uncomfortable.’’ (adapted from Lederer,

1995) as well as the statement ‘‘It is not good to have too much to do with [a particular group] because they are

unpleasant to interact with.’’ (adapted from Liebhart & Liebhart, 1971). In each of the six samples, respondents had to

answer these items with regard to three groups that were considered relevant outgroups. Each participant of a sample

had to evaluate the respective two other groups that were part of our study in Germany respectively Israel (e.g., a German

child evaluated Turkish and FSU immigrants). Additionally, participants had to rate the two items for ‘‘Blacks’’; in

Israeli this was narrowed to Ethiopian immigrants. This additional outgroup was chosen because it represents a social

category that is not solely based on national or cultural heritage but to a much greater extend (even greater than the

category ‘‘Arab’’ or ‘‘Turk’’) on skin color as a visible characteristic, thus representing what the literature sometimes

calls visible minorities (cf. Lavergne, Dufour, Trocmé, & Larrivée, 2008; Tafarodi, Kang, & Milne, 2002). This was done

to broaden the variety of relevant outgroups. Finally, participants also had to evaluate the items with regard to the

own cultural ingroup. This was implemented to test whether the items are validly measuring attitudes toward

outgroups, and not, e.g., a general aversion against shaking hands (as formulated in item 1) or interaction with other

people (item 2).

Since we wanted to have an indicator of a general outgroup negativity, we checked whether all items in all subgroups

would form a uni-factorial structure. Results of an exploratory principal component factor analysis showed that all six

variables (two derogation items� three outgroups) load on a single factor explaining 60.29% of the variance of the items

with an eigenvalue of l¼ 3.61. This presence of an overlapping factor of outgroup negativity fits to previous work (e.g.,

Bratt, 2005).

In addition, we created the three attitudes scales (one for each particular outgroup) using the mean of the two items and

correlated them with each other. Table 2 documents the intercorrelations of the attitude scales, for all cultural groups and

age groups. As can be seen, nearly all correlations show substantially high scores (range of r¼ .87 to r¼ .42). A

comparison of the scores with data presented by Zick et al. (2008) shows that the intercorrelations of attitudes toward

different outgroups replicates such previous research.

Only in five cases, the correlations are rather low (between .09 and .38). Four of these five lower correlations can be

found in the Native Israeli group and the group of FSU immigrants to Israel. In all cases, they represent correlations of
Copyright # 2010 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 40, 635–651 (2010)
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Table 2. Intercorrelations of outgroup negativity measures, for both age groups

Ethnic group Age group Att1�Att2a Att1�Att3b Att2�Att3c

Native Germans 9–12 .75�� .64�� .68��

15–18 .82�� .75�� .72��

Turkish immigrants to Germany 9–12 .52�� .61�� .65��

15–18 .71�� .69�� .64��

FSU immigrants to Germany 9–12 .27�� .44�� .53��

15–18 .42�� .64�� .59��

Native Israelis 9–12 .54�� .57�� .54��

15–18 .29�� .76�� .38��

FSU immigrants to Israel 9–12 .09 .47�� .51��

15–18 .18�� .43�� .66��

Arab Israelis 9–12 .75�� .84�� .78��

15–18 .66�� .61�� .87��

aCorrelation of attitude toward outgroup 1 and outgroup 2. bCorrelation of attitude toward outgroup 1 and outgroup 3. cCorrelation of attitude toward
outgroup 2 and outgroup 3. ��p< .01.

Cultural values and outgroup negativity 641
attitudes toward other Jewish groups with the attitude toward Arab Israelis. Obviously, among these samples attitudes

toward Arab Israelis have a somewhat different meaning than attitudes toward other Jewish groups, which is not surprising

given the ongoing conflict in the Middle East.

The above presented results allowed us to use the overall mean of the six outgroup attitude items to form an indicator of

the individual’s general outgroup negativity. Study participants rated their agreement on a six-point Likert scale

(6¼ strongly agree to 1¼ strongly disagree). Consistencies for the outgroup negativity measure ranged between a¼ .74

and .91 in the younger age group, respectively a¼ .81 and .91 in the older age group (Table 3).
Cultural Values

We calculated scales of culture-level values on the basis of ratings given by study participants in the Portrait Values

Questionnaire (PVQ, Schwartz & Bardi, 2001; Schwartz & Rubel, 2005). The questionnaire has been primarily used as an

individual-level measure, based on Schwartz’ (1992) original theory of—ten—individual-level value types (1994; for a

comparison of individual and cultural values see Schwartz, 2010). The PVQ has been shown to be suitable for use with

children and adolescents (Bubeck & Bilsky, 2004; Knafo & Schwartz, 2003;Schwartz & Bardi, 2001). It has also been
Table 3. Reliabilities of all key variables, documented for all cultural and age groups

Variables

Cronbach’s a by age group (9–12/15–18)

Germany Israel

Native Germans Turkish Immigrants FSU Immigrants Native Israelis FSU Immigrants Israeli Arabs

Affective autonomy .69/.73 .62/.67 .58/.71 .41/.77 .64/.73 .35/.53
Intellectual autonomy .57/.47 .49/.48 .40/.41 .38/.52 .50/.57 .43/.35
Embeddedness .72/.67 .71/.63 .65/.68 .67.69 .71/.69 .69/.63
Egalitarianism .65/.56 .62/.35 .58/.61 .56/.47 .78/.52 .31/.38
Hierarchy .41/.30 .43/.32 .45/.42 .13/.35 .16/.32 .44/.39
Harmonya — — — — — —
Mastery .78/.72 .72/.65 .74/.70 .64.65 .63/.69 .56/.61
Outgroup derogation .86/.91 .85/.87 .77/.83 .84/.81 .74/.82 .91/.91

FSU¼Former Soviet Union. aNo reliability can be computed for the harmony value, because it consists only of one item.
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shown that the instrument can validly be used in a variety of populations and cultures (Schwartz & Bardi, 2001). The

questionnaire consists of 25 short descriptions of a particular person’s goals, aspirations, or wishes (e.g., ‘‘She/he1 thinks it

is important that every person in the world should be treated equally. She/he believes everyone should have equal

opportunities in life.’’). Each of the portraits represents certain value types. For each item, participants are asked to indicate

how similar the portrayed person is to them. The response scale ranged from 6 (very much like me) to 1 (not like me at all).

Although the scale has been primarily used to measure individual-level value preferences, it can also be used to assess

the seven culture-level value preferences, based on the theory of Schwartz (2008, 2010). Using the data presented by

Schwartz (2008, 2010), one can match the PVQ-items to the appertaining culture-level values. For example, the above

mentioned exemplar item stands for the cultural value of egalitarianism. We averaged all items that jointly represent one

cultural value type, based on the concept presented in Schwartz (2008), in order to obtain indicators of culture-level values.

Table 3 shows the reliabilities of the cultural values for each cultural group. As can be seen, a number of Cronbach’s a

coefficients fall in the range below .60. This can be ascribed to the small number of items that were available for these

scales (most scales consist of three to for items). Following the logic of the Spearman-Brown formula (e.g., Spearman,

1910) one can estimate based on these coefficients that a higher number of items with the same quality would have lead to a

sufficient reliability (cf. Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). However, the succeeding analyses need to be interpreted having

these reliabilities in mind. In addition, further analyses showed that the combined items of intellectual and affective

autonomy lead to a higher reliability (a¼ .52 to .74 in the younger cohort and a¼ .62 to .72 in the older cohort).

Therefore, a joint scale of autonomy was used for the subsequent analyses.

Since conceptually two cultural values each form the end poles of a culture-level value dimension, they are assumed to

be negatively related. This is the case in our data; correlations of cultural values that form the end poles of a value

dimension range between r¼�.34 and r8 ¼�.50. To account for that mutual relation, we examine the cultural value

dimensions instead of the actual values. We generated variables that indicate the individual’s location on a given culture

level value dimension by subtracting one culture-level value score from the other. The dimension hierarchy–egalitarianism

was calculated by subtracting the score for egalitarianism from the score for hierarchy. Higher scores on this new variable

indicate a tendency toward hierarchy. The dimension embeddedness–autonomy was calculated similarly by subtracting

the score for autonomy from the score for embeddedness. Higher scores on this new variable indicate a tendency toward

embeddedness. The same was done for the dimension mastery–harmony, with higher scores indicating a higher tendency

toward mastery.
Questionnaire Translation

In Germany, the questionnaires were given to all children in German. In Israel, Arab Israeli participants received

questionnaires in Arabic, whereas all other participants received questionnaires in Hebrew. Individuals, who actively

requested this, were given a Russian version of the questionnaire. Since the original items chosen for the questionnaire

were either in English or in German, items were translated into all of the different languages using strict back-translation

procedures, with bilingual translators.
RESULTS
Descriptives

Table 4 presents the means and standard deviations of the key measures for the six groups in Germany and in Israel. Israeli

Arabs show the highest tendency toward hierarchy, the Native Germans the lowest. Turkish Immigrants in Germany show

the strongest tendency toward embeddedness, Native Germans show the lowest. Native Israelis show the highest tendency

toward mastery, whereas Native Germans show the lowest. The highest outgroup negativity was found among the Israeli

Arabs, the lowest scores among the FSU immigrants to Germany. To estimate, whether the scores of outgroup negativity
1The PVQ exists in two versions, one each for females and males, using the corresponding pronouns when describing the persons.
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Table 4. Means and standard deviations of all key variables

Variables

M (SD)

Germany Israel

Native Germans Turkish Immigrants FSU Immigrants Native Israelis FSU Immigrants Israeli Arabs

Hierarchy–egalitarianisma �1.61 �1.43 �1.32 �1.29 �1.36 �1.02
(1.19) (1.29) (1.27) (1.11) (1.13) (1.07)

Embeddedness–autonomya �0.51 0.04 �0.33 �0.13 �0.49 �0.09
(0.86) (0.80) (0.88) (0.91) (0.96) (0.82)

Mastery–harmonya �0.61 �0.29 �0.04 0.81 0.54 �0.39
(1.67) (1.57) (1.59) (1.65) (1.42) (1.30)

Outgroup negativity 2.38 (1.37) 2.78 (1.56) 2.37 (1.23) 2.96 (1.36) 2.75 (1.34) 3.37 (1.60)
Derogation ‘‘ingroup’’b 1.75 2.19 1.83 2.02 1.69 2.77

Note. FSU¼ Former Soviet Union. aScores represent the difference of one value from the other (e.g., hierarchy–egalitarianism; see Methods section).
bIngroup attitudes are documented for comparison. All ingroup attitude scores are significantly lower than outgroup attitude scores.
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do not simply reflect an aversion against shaking hands (item 1) or interaction with people (item 2), attitudes toward the

own group are documented. As can be seen, attitudes toward the ingroup are all less negative than attitudes toward the

outgroups.
Testing the Hypotheses

To test the hypotheses, we performed multilevel analyses using HLM (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). On Level 1 we

examined the relationship between the individual’s acceptance of a particular cultural value dimension and the individual’s

outgroup negativity. Secondly we examined the degree to which the actual location of the person’s cultural group on a

cultural value dimension (Level 2) and his or her outgroup negativity is related. It was postulated that there are significant

effects on both levels, and that these effects would be stronger among older compared to younger adolescents.

As a first step, we tested whether a sufficient proportion of the overall variance of outgroup negativity can be attributed

to group specific differences. This can be done by calculating the intra class coefficient (ICC) in an empty model that has no

predictors included. Using the group level variance (t00) and the individual level variance (s2) one can calculate the share

of the group level variance (t00) of the overall variance (t00 þ s2): p¼ T00 /(t00 þs2). In our case, 1.01% ( p< .01) of the

overall variance can be explained by group specific differences in the younger age group, whereas 15.48% ( p< .01) can be

explained in the older age group. The stronger proportion of explained variance in the older age group shows that

multilevel analyses in the different age groups are worthwhile, and suggests that group level variables may indeed play a

larger role in determining the attitudes of older adolescents.

As a second step, we added a particular cultural value dimension on both the individual level (individual preferences,

Level 1) and the aggregated group level (group mean, Level 2) and analyzed effects on the individual’s degree of outgroup

negativity (for information about the mathematical principle behind HLM see Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). The analyses

were performed separately for both age groups, in order to examine possible age-related differences in the predicted

relations between cultural values and outgroup negativity. Furthermore, the analyses were also performed separately for

each cultural value dimensions, a procedure that is suggested by Schwartz (2003) to technically avoid problems associated

with multicolinearity and substantively provide for the circumplex structure of value interdependence that would be lost

when including all value dimensions simultaneously. Table 5 documents the relevant coefficients for all three cultural

value dimensions, separately for both age groups.

As can be seen in Table 5, on both levels there is a significant effect of the cultural value dimension hierarchy–

egalitarianism. All coefficients are positive, which means that the closer the individual location on this cultural value

dimension is to the hierarchy pole (Level 1), and the higher the group mean is closer to the hierarchy pole (Level 2), the

higher is the tendency to show negative attitudes toward outgroups. Importantly, on both levels this effect is stronger for

the older compared to the younger age group.
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Table 5. Individual-level and group-level effects of cultural values on outgroup negativity

Younger age group Older age group

Coefficient T df Coefficient T df

Hierarchy/Egalitarianism
Intercept 2.875676�� 30.052 4 2.577829�� 19.690 4
Individual level effect 0.213775�� 6.904 1405 0.222473�� 7.550 1473
Group level effect 0.616610 1.206 4 2.339434� 3.409 4
R2 Level 1a 3.21% 3.67%
R2 Level 2b — 69.77%
Embeddedness/Autonomy
Intercept 2.824028�� 64.802 4 2.574636�� 10.771 4
Individual level effect 0.047850 0.990 1405 0.066787 (p< .08) 1.768 1473
Group level effect 0.894363�� 4.805 4 1.010787 0.841 4
R2 Level 1a — 0.14%
R2 Level 2b 97.82% —
Mastery/Harmony
Intercept 2.868547�� 30.104 4 2.573429�� 10.282 4
Individual level effect 0.119794�� 4.824 1405 0.075955�� 3.318 1473
Group level effect 0.221537 1.143 4 0.278526 0.549 4
R2 Level 1a 1.54% 0.68%
R2 Level 2b — —

aReduced error variance level 1 (r) compared to empty model, for significant effects. bReduced error variance level 2 (u0) compared to empty model, for
significant effects. �p< .05; ��p< .01.
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With regard to the embeddedness–autonomy dimension, results are different for the two levels of analyses. On the

individual level, the coefficient is stronger (and marginally significant) for the older age group compared to the younger

age group, indicating for the older adolescents that individuals that are closer to the embeddedness pole of the dimension

show more outgroup negativity. On the group level it is the other way around: The coefficient for the younger age group is

stronger (and significant) compared to the older age group, indicating for the younger adolescents that a group’s location

that is closer to the embeddedness pole of the dimension is associated with more outgroup negativity among its members.

Regarding the dimension mastery versus harmony, significant effects can be found only on the individual level,

indicating that individuals closer to the mastery pole of this dimension show more outgroup negativity. The coefficients are

stronger among the younger age group.

Altogether, it can be stated that the predictions can be confirmed with regard to the cultural value dimension hierarchy–

egalitarianism. A higher individual tendency to accept the culture’s preference for hierarchy together with a lower

tendency to accept the culture’s preference for egalitarianism is associated with higher outgroup negativity (Level 1). In

addition, a more hierarchical and less egalitarian cultural value climate of the cultural group a person lives in is associated

with more outgroup negativity of the person (Level 2). The individual acceptance (Level 1) of the culture’s

embeddedness–autonomy values seems to be more important for outgroup negativity in the older age group, whereas the

group’s value climate regarding embeddedness and autonomy is more important for outgroup negativity in the younger

age group. Furthermore, the group’s level of the mastery–harmony dimension is not predictive for the degree of outgroup

negativity of its members, whereas the individual acceptance of this cultural value dimension is.2

A major hypothesis of this paper concerns age-related differences in the effect of cultural values prevalent in a cultural

group (Level 2) and the level of outgroup negativity among the individuals of that group. In order to get additional

estimation of the significance of these age differences, we performed a number of univariate analyses of variance

(ANOVAs) using contrast analyses for a significance test. We first tested whether the six cultural samples as well as the two

age groups differed with regard to their scores on outgroup negativity. Cultural group membership was used as a factor
2A concern one might have when interpreting the presented results is that the impact of cultural values on outgroup negativity is (on both levels)
confounded with the fact that in the different samples different outgroups were evaluated. We tested that assumption using negativity toward Blacks (who
were evaluated by all individuals of this study) as a dependent measure. All HLM results remained the same.
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Table 6. Linear Trends of outgroup negativity as a function of cultural values (contrasts obtained from the ANOVAs)

Value Age groups Linear Contrast p

95% Confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound

Hierarchy–egalitarianism 9–12 .27 � .01 .52
15–18 1.02 �� .85 1.18

Embeddedness–autonomy 9–12 .40 �� .17 .63
15–18 .52 �� .35 .69

Mastery–harmony 9–12 .16 .21 �.09 .42
15–18 .24 �� .08 .39

�p< .05; ��p< .01.
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with six levels, each representing one sample. The second factor was age, a two-level factor (9- to 12-year-olds and 15- to

18-year-olds). The main effect of cultural group was significant, F(5, 2920)¼ 26.34, p< .01, h2¼ .04. Also, a main effect

of age could be confirmed, F(1, 2920)¼ 20.74, p< .01, h 2¼ .007, younger adolescents expressed more outgroup

negativity than older adolescents. To test how cultural values prevalent in the cultural groups predict outgroup negativity

among its members, we rank ordered the cultural groups according to their group’s location on the three dimensions of

cultural values. To give an example, the group’s locations on the hierarchy–egalitarianism dimension3 were �1.02 for

Arab Israelis, �1.29 for Native Israelis, �1.32 for FSU immigrants in Germany, �1.36 for FSU immigrants to Israel,

�1.43 for Turkish immigrants in Germany, and �1.61 for Native Germans. Base on these scores, Arab Israelis are then

treated in the analysis as the group with the strongest tendency toward hierarchy, Native Israelis are treated as having the

second strongest tendency, and so on. This way, different rank orderings were obviously obtained for the cultural value

dimensions that Schwartz proposes4. If, so our rationale, we now find a linear trend in outgroup negativity according to the

value-guided rank ordering of cultural groups, we can infer that cultural value dimension of the kind at stake in a given

analysis is a relevant determinant of levels of outgroup negativity. For the three rank orders we repeated one-way

ANOVAS with the two age groups. Contrast estimates were used to examine a possible linear trend and to compare the two

age groups with each other, in order to find out whether the linear trends are stronger among the older compared to the

younger cohort. Differences in the linear trends were seen as statistically significant when the contrast estimate of one age

group did not fall into the 95% confidence interval of the contrast estimate of the other age group. Higher order trends were

left uninterpreted.

Table 6 documents the contrast parameters relevant for our hypotheses. A contrast score below zero indicates less

outgroup negativity among groups higher on a cultural value dimension, a score above zero indicates more derogation

among groups higher on a cultural value dimension. As can be seen in Table 6, cultural groups that are closer to the

hierarchy pole, the embeddedness pole and the mastery pole of the particular value dimension show a linear trend to more

negative outgroup attitudes.

Table 6 also documents that the contrast parameters are different in both age groups. It can be seen that the criterion for

a significant age difference is only fulfilled for the dimension hierarchy–egalitarianism. Regarding the other two

dimensions there is an overlap of the 95% confidence intervals in both age groups. This confirms the results of the

HLM analyses. Significant age differences can be assumed for the cultural value dimension of hierarchy versus

egalitarianism.
3Note that the location on the dimension is indicated by the difference between the two end poles of the dimension. The less negative respectively more
positive the score is, the closer is the group to the hierarchy (respectively embeddedness or mastery) pole.
4In the ANOVA, only the ordinal information was used, which means that the distances between the factor levels were treated as equal. Obviously this
does not numerically reflect the measured differences between the groups (e.g., the difference between Arab and Native Israelis regarding the scores on
the hierarchy—egalitarianism dimension is weaker than the difference between FSU immigrants to Germany and Israel). However, we decided to not
analytically account for these numerically unequal distances because—with norm samples providing representative information on the ‘‘true’’ cultural
value levels of the corresponding groups not being available—group-level scores were estimated from our samples. In this situation, weighted contrast
analyses would in our opinion have implied an over-interpretation of the sample’s estimated location on the cultural value dimensions.
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DISCUSSION
The present study examined the relationship between the culture-level value dimensions postulated by Schwartz (1999,

2008, 2010) and negative perceptions of outgroups. We established a cross-cultural design, using data of adolescents

coming from two different countries, Germany and Israel. Furthermore, in each country participants from the majority

society as well as individuals with ethnic minority background took part in the study. The research was implemented to

gain further insights regarding developmentally induced variations in the relationship between cultural values and

outgroup negativity among adolescents. Hypothesis 1 postulated that (a) the individual acceptance of particular cultural

values would be systematically related to their degree of negativity toward outgroups, and (b) that over and above this

individual acceptance differences between cultural groups regarding their location on a particular culture-level value

dimension would be related to the degree of outgroup negativity among the group’s members. These assumptions were

based on the consideration that the content of a number of cultural values regards to the importance of social group

membership as well as the evaluation of others, including outgroups. In addition, hypothesis 2 predicted that the

relationship between cultural values and outgroup negativity enhances during the course of adolescence. This assumption

was based on theoretical considerations regarding identity development during adolescence. Identity development

involves the exploration of the own person and the finding of an answer to the question ‘‘Who am I?’’ (Erikson, 1959). As

has been described, this also includes the incorporation of cultural values into the own self (Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004;

Nesdale, 2004; Phinney, 1989, 1990; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Verplanken & Holland, 2002). These values increasingly

serve as guiding principles for attitudes and behavior—including attitudes toward outgroups.

Our findings support our argumentations, yet the data show that the three culture-level value dimensions are differently

predictive for outgroup negativity. In our samples we found that the more an individual has a preference for hierarchy

values as opposed to egalitarian values, the more negativity this person states toward outgroups. Over and above this

individual-level relationship, individuals of a sample that in our data was located closer to the hierarchy pole of the

hierarchy–egalitarianism dimension tended to state more outgroup negativity. All these relationships were found to be

stronger for older compared to younger adolescents. Thus, our hypotheses could be confirmed for the hierarchy–

egalitarianism dimension.

Regarding the other two dimensions, results showed a different pattern. The individual acceptance of embeddedness (as

opposed to autonomy) was found to be (marginally) related to outgroup negativity only among the older adolescents. In

turn, the group’s locations on the embeddedness–autonomy dimension related to outgroup negativity among the group’s

members only with respect to the younger adolescents. Regarding the mastery–harmony dimension it was found that only

the individual acceptance of mastery versus harmony values (and not the group’s location on that dimension) proved to be

predictive for outgroup negativity.

Results indicate that especially the cultural-level value dimension hierarchy versus egalitarianism is predictive for

outgroup negativity. This finding is comprehensible. The content of the values hierarchy and egalitarianism as described

by Schwartz (1999, 2008) allows the most confident predictions, given the fact that a hierarchal thought pattern and a

general belief in the equality of individuals and groups has been incorporated by numerous widely acknowledged

approaches that attempt to explain origins of outgroup negativity, such as the concept of the authoritarian personality

(Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950), right wing authoritarianism (Altemeyer, 1998) and social

dominance orientation (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). With the present study we could show that this value dichotomy of

hierarchy versus egalitarianism is related to the negative perception of outgroups on both the level of individual acceptance

and the level of the group’s acceptance of such values. To the best of our knowledge, such multilevel finding has rarely

been documented. Moreover, our data support our proposition of a developmentally induced change in adolescence due to

a further consolidated individual and social identity. Our data suggest that beyond the developmental processes that take

place in childhood, such as the ability to distinguish between social categories and an increasing preference for the own

ingroup (Aboud, 1988, 2003), identity processes become increasingly important in the following years, and the group an

individual lives in can set standards for the individual’s thinking and behavior (Phinney, Ong, & Madden, 2000; Schwartz,

2008, 2010).

However, it is an interesting question, why in our data the group’s locations on the value dimension embeddedness

versus autonomy predict outgroup negativity only among younger adolescents. The embeddedness value emphasizes the

importance of being integrated in social groups. The way of life and the goals of the group should provide a meaning of life

for individuals. In cultures that prefer embeddedness values, autonomy is preferred less. Own feelings, ideas, ambitions,
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and attempts for individual independence are suppressed to some extend. Interestingly, being involved in a group versus

being an autonomous individual is a theme that becomes important in adolescence as well. It is known that during the

course of adolescence, the individual increasingly separates from close family surroundings and develops a more and more

autonomous way of life (Fend, 2003; Grotevant, 1998; Larson, Richards, Moneta, Holmbeck, & Duckett, 1996; Steinberg,

2008). One could argue that a group’s expectations toward an individual to favor embeddedness are less influential to older

adolescents because during the course of adolescence the individual per se increasingly strives for individual autonomy for

itself. The fact that the embeddedness–autonomy dimension predicts outgroup negativity on the individual level

(indicating that an individual’s tendency toward autonomy reduces outgroup negativity) and that this prediction is

somewhat stronger for older adolescents may support this reasoning. However, it is difficult to infer that such an

individuation process can account for the less predictive power of a group’s embeddedness values for the outgroup

attitudes of older adolescents, because such an individuation process refers mainly to the separation from the family

environment, not necessarily from the cultural group (cf. Phinney, 1989, 1990). Further studies are needed to explore the

validity of such a finding. One would need to show that in the course of an individuation process older adolescents accept

the embeddedness values of the cultural ingroup less strongly and prefer a more autonomous way of life compared to

younger adolescents, and therefore are not influenced in their attitudes by such a value climate as strong as younger

adolescents might be.

The culture-level value dimension mastery versus harmony is only predictive for outgroup negativity on the individual

level, not on the group level. A group’s location on this culture-level value dimension is not significantly related to the

outgroup negativity of its members. This finding is not surpising, given the ambiguous predictions one can formulate

regarding the relations between a group’s preference for mastery and its outgroup perception. The quality of the

relationship with a specific outgroup might indeed play a role. Directing and changing the surrounding world, as it is

emphasized by the mastery value may be seen as threatened when an outgroup is judged as competitive (Sherif & Sherif,

1953), thus, a group’s stronger emphasis of mastery values would predict a stronger rejection of competitive outgroups.

The perceptions of groups that are seen as cooperative (Sherif & Sherif, 1953) should not be impacted by the group’s

higher preference for mastery. This could be a task for further examination. As described earlier in this paper, we assessed

attitudes toward different outgroups, but the inclusion of this hypothesis would have exceeded the frame of this paper.

Another interpretation of our finding that the mastery–harmony dimension is only predictive at the individual level is

that this variable—as we measured it—might more reflect an individual-level variable. Boehnke, Hadjar and colleagues

(Boehnke, Hadjar, & Baier, 2007; Hadjar, 2004, 2005), for example, introduced an individual-level construct named

hierarchic self-interest. This latent construct includes individualism, strong ambitions for success, also on the cost of

others, as well as the acceptance of status differences between groups. Hierarchic self-interest has been demonstrated to be

a strong predictor for outgroup negativity (Boehnke et al., 2007; Hadjar, 2004). In our case, a location close to the mastery

pole of the mastery–harmony dimension might rather express such a tendency.

Altogether, we argue that the research on origins of outgroup negativity in adolescence needs to take into account the

cultural context an adolescent individual lives in. Adolescence is a crucial age period where an individual’s identity is

further developed. In the course of identity consolidation cultural values increasingly become guiding standards for a

person’s thinking and behavior. We suggest to conduct further research on this issue, incorporating measures in the

analyses that directly tap identity development. Especially whether individuals with various levels of both commitment

and exploration (based on the postulations by Marcia, 1966) or various stages of ethnic identity (cf. the stage model of

ethnic identity development, Phinney, 1989) differ regarding the link between cultural values and outgroup negativity is an

important task for future research.

Over and above the developmental-psychological arguments of this paper, a general statement can be made that when

looking at variables which might explain outgroup negativity, the present results indicate that culture might have a

moderating function. Most of the research on outgroup negativity has focused its attention on variables on the individual

level, e.g., work on right wing authoritarianism (Altemeyer, 1998), social dominance orientation (Sidanius & Pratto,

1999), or other personality variables such as tolerance of ambiguity and need for closure (e.g., Shah, Kruglanski, &

Thompson, 1998). However, research on group-level variables and their influence on outgroup negativity is an issue that

has been almost totally neglected so far. In line with Schwartz (2008, 2010) we argue that the above mentioned individual-

difference variables and their relation to outgroup negativity are influenced by group-level variables such as the values

preferred in a culture. For example, in a meta-analysis, Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) found that in 5% of the studies contact

was related to more outgroup negativity, which is contrary to theoretical considerations (e.g., Allport, 1954). Pettigrew
Copyright # 2010 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 40, 635–651 (2010)

DOI: 10.1002/ejsp



648 David Schiefer et al.
(2008) emphasizes the need to further study conditions under which contact might lead to more rejection. ‘‘Factors that

curb contact’s ability to reduce prejudice are now the most problematic theoretically, yet the least understood‘‘ (Pettigrew,

2008: p. 190). Cultural values may explain some of that variance. An individual must be ready and open for positive

contact experiences. The values one receives from a culture can hinder or promote the positive effects of contact. For

example, in egalitarian cultures, contact has a higher chance to positively impact outgroup attitudes. In a culture that

promotes hierarchy values, contact to a group lower in status might differentially impact the attitudes toward this group

compared to cultures that ascribe less importance to this value.
Critical Reflection

Some limitations are to be noted regarding the present findings. The first is the cross-sectional nature of the study that

precludes talking about causal relations. Hence, in our study we can (and so we do) only claim relations instead of causes.

We furthermore chose the mean scores of the samples on the culture-level value dimensions as an indicator of the

cultural values prevalent in that cultural group. Whether the sample means represent the values prevalent in the particular

culture can be discussed. However, Schwartz (2008, 2010) postulate that such a procedure is an appropriate way of

assessing cultural values. The author states that the average importance of a certain value reflects the impact of exposure to

the same culture and hence, the averaged individual responses can point to the latent cultural value orientations in a

society. Nevertheless, we remind the reader that the rank order of our cultural samples regarding their locations on the

value dimensions is derived from the sample’s mean. A replication of this study using different cultural samples would

support our findings.

Another critical point is that reliabilities are in some case rather low, indicating that the findings have to be interpreted

with some caution. Furthermore, the reader could argue that stronger effects in the older age group may be due to

comprehension problems among the younger participants that might have lead to less reliable data. However, our analyses

of psychometric properties did not show any serious age differences regarding the reliability of the data. Hence, we argue

that age-related differences in comprehension cannot account for the findings.

Furthermore, outgroup negativity is a complex issue and regards to different dimensions, such as intergroup attitudes,

intergroup emotions, social distance, and intergroup behavior (e.g., Fishbein, 1996; Kleinert, 2004). Developmentally

induced changes may be differently evident in various dimensions of outgroup negativity. In the present study a narrow

aspect of derogation was focused on. In the widest sense, our measure taps social distance or readiness for contact.

Furthermore, we used items that contain mainly emotional aspects such as intergroup anxiety. The inclusion of items that

additionally capture the cognitive, evaluative aspects of outgroup perception might lead to more differentiated insights.

At last, our measure of outgroup negativity was operationalized as a general negativity extracted from derogatory

attitudes toward three particular outgroups. However, although previous research strongly supported an underlying factor

of outgroup negativity (cf. Zick et al., 2008), the way cultural values relate to outgroup negativity might also depend on the

particular outgroup that is evaluated. For example, whether or not cultural values influence the attitude of a Native Israeli

adolescent toward a certain outgroup depends on whether the outgroup is that of Jewish Immigrants from the FSU or that

of Arab Israelis. The relationship between Native Israelis and these two outgroups is highly different. FSU immigrants

may be perceived as belonging to a common ingroup (cf. Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000) based on the shared religious

background (and corresponding values). In contrast, the Arab group is much more perceived as an outgroup by Jewish

Israelis. Hence, the specific role of cultural values for negative attitudes toward particular outgroups could earn more

attention in future research.
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