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Supplementary Analyses
Power Analyses 
The R package ‘simr’ was used to estimate the power of detecting the main interaction of interest (stranger racial group x parent-reported temperament). Power analyses indicated that our mixed model approach with the given data and observed effect sizes, for the peer stranger task, we had 56.10% power (95% confidence interval ranging from 52.96% to 59.20%) to detect this interaction effect. For the adult stranger task, we had 94.10% power (95% confidence interval ranging from 92.46% to 95.48%). For three-way interactions, such as stranger racial group x parent-reported temperament x child race (which was only possible to test in the peer stranger task because in the adult stranger task, the adult stranger was always White and this confounded the child race with adult race in categorizing as ingroup vs outgroup), we had only 10.00% power (95% confidence interval ranging from 8.21% to 12.03%); thus, we had very little power to capture more complex interactions beyond two-way interactions, assuming similar effect sizes to the ones observed. See OSF for full model details and analyses code for the power analyses and other analyses described below: https://osf.io/h8w5q/. 
Peer Stranger Social Wariness by Age Group
As noted in the main manuscript, the following supplementary analyses were conducted to account for potentially shared variance from the dyad pairings in the peer stranger task. That is, this series of analysis is accounting for the fact that the participants interacted in a distinct dyad at each age of testing. Children were randomly paired with a different peer each assessment. Thus, these supplementary analyses examine the main predictors of interest, peer race (ingroup vs. outgroup), parent-reported shyness, child’s sex, child’s race (racial majority (monoracial White) vs. minority (not monoracial White)), child’s age, and sample type (selected vs. community) at each age group while accounting for random effects from the dyad pair. These supplementary analyses show that overall, we see similar patterns at each age group: Children who are reported to have greater shyness show greater social wariness to outgroup peers than ingroup peers.
Data was included for analysis only if the race of the participants were provided by parents. See Table 1 in main manuscript for number of children in each age group by ingroup vs. outgroup pairing.
Two year old children. As in the overall model, because social wariness was skewed, social wariness was log transformed. See below for the histograms of the parent-reported shyness and social wariness variable at age 2. See Supplementary Analyses Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Histograms of 2-year-old children’s social fear from TBAQ (a) and social wariness scores (raw (b) and log transformed (c))
Following were the specific models constructed to test the main predictors while accounting for dyad pairing as random effects in 2-year-old children.
# main effect
peer_24_sw_log<-lmer(SocWary_log ~ dyad_race+temperament+gender+White+Target+(1|dyad), 
                     data=two_yr_data)
# interaction effect
peer_24_sw_interaction_log<-lmer(SocWary_log ~ dyad_race*temperament+gender+White+Target+(1|dyad), 
                                 data=two_yr_data)
 
There was a significant main effect of parent-reported child’s shyness (β = 0.024, SE = 0.01, t = 2.503, p = 0.013), indicating that 2-year-old children who were shyer showed greater social wariness to a stranger peer. In addition, there was a significant interaction between dyad race (ingroup vs. outgroup) and shyness (β = 0.049, SE = 0.021, t = 2.348, p = 0.02). As visualized below, children with greater parent-reported shyness showed greater social wariness to outgroup than ingroup peer. Follow up simple slope analysis shows that children with higher parent-reported shyness showed greater social wariness toward an outgroup peer (β = .06; p < .001) than an ingroup peer (β = .01; p = .56). See Supplementary Analyses Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Two-year-old children’s social wariness according to parent reported shyness and peer race (ingroup vs. outgroup)
Additionally, there was no significant interaction between dyad race (ingroup vs. outgroup) and child race (White vs. not) (β = 0.015, SE = 0.045, t = 0.341, p = 0.733).
There was also no significant three way interaction among dyad race (ingroup vs. outgroup), parent-reported shyness, and child race (White vs. not) (β = -0.028, SE = 0.035, t = -0.604, p = 0.546).
Three year old children. As in the overall model, because social wariness was skewed, social wariness was log transformed. See below for the histograms of the parent-reported shyness and social wariness variable at age 3. See Supplementary Analyses Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Histograms of 3-year-old children’s social fear from TBAQ (a) and social wariness scores (raw (b) and log transformed (c))

Following were the specific models constructed to test the main predictors while accounting for dyad pairing as random effects in 3-year-old children.
peer_36_sw_log<-lmer(SocWary_log ~ dyad_race+temperament+gender+White+Target+(1|dyad), 
                     data=three_yr_data)
## boundary (singular) fit: see help('isSingular')
peer_36_sw_interaction_log<-lmer(SocWary_log ~ dyad_race*temperament+gender+White+Target+(1|dyad), 
                                 data=three_yr_data)
## boundary (singular) fit: see help('isSingular')
However, adding dyad pairing as a random effect produced sigularity. Thus, 3-year-old data was modeled without dyad pairing as random effects. However, results with dyad pairing included as random effects resulted in similar findings to the models without dyad pairing.
# model without dyad pairing as random effects
peer_36_sw_log<-lm(SocWary_log ~ dyad_race+temperament+gender+White+Target, 
                   data=three_yr_data)

peer_36_sw_log2<-lm(SocWary_log ~ dyad_race*temperament+gender+White+Target, 
                               data=three_yr_data)
There was a significant main effect of parent-reported child’s shyness (β = 0.034, SE = 0.01, t = 3.489, p = 0.001), indicating that 3-year-old children who were shyer showed greater social wariness to a stranger peer. However, there was no significant interaction between dyad race (ingroup vs. outgroup) and shyness (β = 0.004, SE = 0.023, t = 0.18, p = 0.857). See Supplementary Analyses Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Three-year-old children social wariness according to parent reported shyness and peer race (ingroup vs. outgroup)
There was no significant interaction between dyad race (ingroup vs. outgroup) and child race (White vs. not) (β = 0.021, SE = 0.046, t = 0.455, p = 0.649). There was also no significant three way interaction among dyad race (ingroup vs. outgroup), parent-reported shyness, and child race (White vs. not) (β = -0.074, SE = 0.05, t = -1.467, p = 0.143).
Four year old children. As in the overall model, because social wariness was skewed, social wariness was log transformed. See below for the histograms of the parent-reported shyness and social wariness variable at age 4. See Supplementary Analyses Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Histograms of 4-year-old children’s social fear from TBAQ (a) and social wariness scores (raw (b) and log transformed (c))
Following were the specific models constructed to test the main predictors while accounting for dyad pairing as random effects in 4-year-old children.
# main effect
peer_48_sw_log<-lmer(SocWary_log ~ dyad_race+temperament+gender+White+Target+(1|dyad), 
                     data=four_yr_data)
# interaction effect
peer_48_sw_interaction_log<-lmer(SocWary_log ~ dyad_race*temperament+gender+White+Target+(1|dyad), 
                                 data=four_yr_data)

There was a significant main effect of parent-reported child’s shyness (β = 0.024, SE = 0.006, t = 3.769, p = 0.00019), indicating that 4-year-old children who were shyer showed greater social wariness to a stranger peer. There was also a significant main effect of child race (White vs. not) (β = 0.034, SE = 0.015, t = 2.309, p = 0.021), indicating that children who were reported as monoracial White (M = 0.338, SD = 0.129) showed greater social wariness than children who were reported as not monoracial White (M = 0.312, SD = 0.132). There was also a significant main effect of target (selected sample vs. community sample) (β = -0.053, SE = 0.013, t = -4.181, p < 0.001), indicating that children who were from the community sample (M = 0.355, SD = 0.129) showed greater social wariness than children from the selected sample (M = 0.302, SD = 0.125). There was no significant interaction between dyad race (ingroup vs. outgroup) and shyness (β = 0.019, SE = 0.014, t = 1.427, p = 0.154) but simple slope analysis shows that children with higher parent-reported shyness showed greater social wariness more descriptively when 4-year-old children interacted with an outgroup peer (β = .04) than an ingroup peer (β = .02). See Supplementary Analyses Figure 6.
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Figure 6. Four-year-old children’s social wariness according to parent reported shyness and peer race (ingroup vs. outgroup)
There was no significant interaction between dyad race (ingroup vs. outgroup) and child race (White vs. not) (β = 0.021, SE = 0.03, t = 0.678, p = 0.498). There was also no significant three-way interaction among dyad race (ingroup vs. outgroup), parent-reported shyness, and child race (White vs. not) (β = 0.048, SE = 0.023, t = 1.644, p = 0.101).
Five-year-old children. As in the overall model, because social wariness was skewed, social wariness was log transformed. See below for the histograms of the parent-reported shyness and social wariness variable at age 5. See Supplementary Analyses Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Histograms of 5-year-old children’s social fear from TBAQ (a) and social wariness scores (raw (b) and log transformed (c))

Following were the specific models constructed to test the main predictors while accounting for dyad pairing as random effects in 5-year-old children.
# main effect
peer_60_sw_log<-lmer(SocWary_log ~ dyad_race+temperament+gender+White+Target+(1|dyad), 
                     data=five_yr_data) 
# interaction effect
peer_60_sw_interaction_log<-lmer(SocWary_log ~ dyad_race*temperament+gender+White+Target+(1|dyad), 
                                 data=five_yr_data)
There was a significant main effect of parent-reported child’s shyness (β = 0.013, SE = 0.005, t = 2.904, p = 0.004), indicating that 5-year-old children who were shyer showed greater social wariness to a stranger peer. There was a significant interaction between dyad race (ingroup vs. outgroup) and shyness (β = -0.022, SE = 0.01, t = -2.297, p = 0.022). Additionally, simple slope analysis showed that children with higher parent-reported shyness showed greater social wariness when interacting with an ingroup peer (β = .02; p < .001) than an outgroup peer (β < -.01; p = .83). See Supplementary Analyses Figure 8.
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Figure 8. Five-year-old children’s social wariness according to parent reported shyness and peer race (ingroup vs. outgroup)
There was no significant interaction between dyad race (ingroup vs. outgroup) and child race (White vs. not) (β = 0.005, SE = 0.02, t = 0.27, p = 0.787). There was also no significant three way interaction among dyad race (ingroup vs. outgroup), parent-reported shyness, and child race (White vs. not) (β = -0.015, SE = 0.017, t = -0.709, p = 0.479).
Seven-year-old children. As in the overall model, because social wariness was skewed, social wariness was log transformed. See below for the histograms of the parent-reported shyness and social wariness variable at age 7. See Supplementary Analyses Figure 9.
[image: image9.png]count

7 year old children: histograms
a.

=30
S
10
o
E o i 2
temperament
b.
£ 100
3 w0 I l .
8%
1 2 3 4 S
SocWary
c.
100
50
3
00 02

04 05
SocWary_log




Figure 9. Histograms of 7-year-old children’s social fear from tbaq (a) and social wariness scores (raw (b) and log transformed (c))
Following were the specific models constructed to test the main predictors while accounting for dyad pairing as random effects in 7-year-old children.
# main effect
peer_72_sw_log<-lmer(SocWary_log ~ dyad_race+temperament+gender+White+Target+(1|dyad), 
                     data=seven_yr_data)

# interaction effect
peer_72_sw_interaction_log<-lmer(SocWary_log ~ dyad_race*temperament+gender+White+Target+(1|dyad), 
                                 data=seven_yr_data)

There was a significant main effect of parent-reported child’s shyness (β = 0.038, SE = 0.007, t = 5.294, p < 0.001), indicating that 7-year-old children who were shyer showed greater social wariness to a stranger peer. In addition, there was a significant main effect of child gender (β = -0.049, SE = 0.015, t = -3.277, p = 0.001), indicating that female children (M = 0.286, SD = 0.137) showed greater social wariness to a stranger peer than male children (M = 0.236, SD = 0.133). There was a significant interaction between dyad race (ingroup vs. outgroup) and shyness (β = 0.033, SE = 0.015, t = 2.262, p = 0.024). Simple slope analysis shows that children with greater parent-reported shyness showed social wariness more when interacting with an outgroup peer (β = .06; p < .001) than an ingroup peer (β = .02; p = .01). See Supplementary Analyses Figure 10.
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Figure 10. Seven year old children’s social wariness according to parent reported shyness and peer race (ingroup vs. outgroup)
There was no significant interaction between dyad race (ingroup vs. outgroup) and child race (White vs. not) (β = 0.025, SE = 0.032, t = 0.771, p = 0.442). There was also no significant three-way interaction among dyad race (ingroup vs. outgroup), parent-reported shyness, and child race (White vs. not) (β = 0.043, SE = 0.028, t = 1.252, p = 0.211).
