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This research examined reasons for the frequently obtained finding that members of numerically minority groups exhibit greater
intergroup discrimination than members of majority groups and also sought to determine the conditions under which members of both
majority and minority groups exhibit intergroup discrimination. Experiment 1 examined the role of group identification and found that
discrimination by members of a majority group was equivalent to that of minority group members when identification was
experimentally induced. Experiments 2 and 3 examined further the underlying bases for minority and majority discrimination.
Consistent with predictions derived from optimal distinctiveness theory (Brewer, 1991), identification with the in-group was found to
be a necessary condition underlying intergroup discrimination, but motivations for discrimination varied as a function of satisfaction
with in-group size and distinctivenesse 2001 Academic Press

A consistent finding in the experimental and field re- demonstrated in a number of contexts, the motivations th:
search literature on intergroup discrimination is that mem-underlie this difference in in-group bias have not been fully
bers of numerically smaller (minority) groups discriminate explored. One explanation is that discrimination by minor.
more than members of numerically larger (majority) groupsity group members may reflect the insecurity associate
(Mullen, Brown, & Smith, 1992). While the term “minority with categorization in a relatively disadvantaged or vulner
group” is sometimes used to refer to an inferior or nega-able group (Ellemers, Doosje, van Knippenberg, & Wilke.
tively valued group (e.g., Blanz, Mummendey, & Otten, 1992; Sachdev & Bourhis, 1984, 1991; Simon, 1992; Simo
1995), the terms “minority” and “majority” here refer & Brown, 1987). Perhaps minority group members discrim.
strictly to relative group size. All other things being equal, inate to reduce or compensate for the insecurity associat
relatively smaller groups have been found to exhibit morewith belonging to a smaller group; majority group members
in-group bias than larger groups on a number of measuredsy contrast, discriminate less because they find security
(e.g., Bettencourt, Miller, & Hume, 1999; Brewer, Manzi, & their group size and have less need to increase the level
Shaw, 1993; Brown & Smith, 1989; Gerard & Hoyt, 1974; in-group advantage.

Leonardelli, 1998; Sachdev & Bourhis, 1984; Simon & A second explanation is that discrimination by minority

Brown, 1987). group members reflects the greater in-group salience as:
Although enhanced discrimination by members of minor-cijated with their smaller size (Bettencourt et al., 1999
ity groups relative to members of majority groups has beemvullen et al., 1992). One version of this explanation pro-
poses that members who belong to these more salient n
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this explanation is lacking, however, is a motivational com-in-group identification per se is not necessarily a sufficien
ponent; group salience may play a role in intergroup dis-explanation for intergroup discrimination, discrimination on
crimination by directing group focus, but salience itself behalf of fellow group members is unlikely unless identifi-
does not necessarily provide a motivational explanation focation has been engaged.
the relatively greater discrimination exhibited by minority ~ As a first step in examining the implications of optimal
group members. Itis not clear whether in-group focus in thelistinctiveness theory for understanding the motivation
case of minority groups enhances insecurity and anxietyinderlying differences in in-group bias by members o
which then motivates discriminatiomgainstthe out-group  majority and minority groups, our initial experiment testeo
or whether in-group focus enhances positive in-group identhe idea that differential identification with the in-group is
tification which motivates discrimination in favor of the one determining factor. Specifically, Experiment 1 was de
in-group. signed to test directly the hypothesis that, in the absence
Building on the in-group salience explanation, the theoryidentity induction, individuals assigned to majority catego-
of “optimal distinctiveness” (Brewer, 1991, 1993) provides ries identify less with their group than individuals assignec
a basis for understanding what motivational state might bé0 a minority category. The experiment also tested th
associated with membership in a relatively small, salienprediction that differences between majority and minority
in-group. In contrast to explanations that assume that migroup discrimination would be eliminated if majority group
nority group membership constitutes a less valued or morg1eémbers were induced to identify with their assigned cat
vulnerable social identity than majority group membership,egory. Further experiments were then designed to explo
optimal distinctiveness theory suggests that minority statu§e conditions under which minority and majority members
may be a source of positively valued social identity. Thiswould exhibit bias and the different motivations that might
theory posits that people prefer groups that provide suffiunderlie discrimination as a function of in-group size anc
cient inclusiveneswithin the group and sufficient differen- distinctiveness.
tiation betweerthe in-group and out-group, and groups that
meet both.need.s will engage _s_trong in-.group.id.enti-fication EXPERIMENT 1
and associated in-group favoritism. Optimal distinctiveness

theory proposes that minority identities meet both needs Thjs experiment used a minimal group categorizatior
because of their greater distinctiveness in contrast to larggcheme to classify individuals into minority and majority
majority groups. Thus, when individuals are placed into agroups. Following classification, but before measures ¢
minority group, they are predicted to be more satisfied angh-group identification and discrimination, a procedure wa:
more likely to identify with that group than individuals introduced designed to enhance identification with categor
assigned to a large majority group. assignment for half of the participants. Thus, the experimer
Social identification and group satisfaction are both ex—consisted ba 2 (In-group Size: Majority vs Minority)x 2
pected to create the conditions under which minority and|dentification Induction: High vs Low) between-partici-
majority group members exhibit in-group favoritism. First, pants design.
social identification is expected to be a necessary (although we predicted two additive main effects of our manipu-
not a sufficient) antecedent of in-group bias. It has beemations on in-group identification. Based on optimal distinc-
demonstrated in a number of research contexts that mentiveness theory and evidence from previous researc
bers of minority groups are more identified with their group (Abrams, 1994; Blanz et al., 1995; Brewer & Weber, 1994
than are majority members (Abrams, 1994; Blanz et al.Ellemers & van Rijswijk, 1997; Simon & Brown, 1987;
1995; Brewer & Weber, 1994; Ellemers & van Rijswijk, Simon & Hamilton, 1994, Experiment 1), minority group
1997; Simon & Brown, 1987; Simon & Hamilton, 1994, members were expected to spontaneously identify with the
Experiment 1). According to optimal distinctiveness theory,group more than majority group members. In addition, we
minority group members should not only be more identifiedexpected a main effect of our induction manipulation sucl
but also more satisfied with their in-group than majorities,that participants in the high induction condition would iden-
and it is this positive valuing of the in-group that is assumedify more than those in the low induction condition.
to underlie their ingroup bias. On the other hand, members On the discrimination measure, two alternative predic
of nondistinctive majority groups are predicted to be lessions could be made. If identification is both a necessary ar
satisfied with their membership and more likely to disen-sufficient explanation for discrimination, as some theorist
gage from that social identity. This disengagement makes itlaim (e.g., Gagnon & Bourhis, 1996; Perrault & Bourhis,
unlikely that group members will exhibit discrimination in 1998, 1999), then there should be a one-to-one correspc
the form of in-group favoritism. From this perspective also,dence between level of identification and degree of in-grou
the lesser discrimination on the part of members of majoritybias. In that case, we would expect two main effects of ou
groups reflects a failure to identify with that group and experimental variables such that minority group member
hence little or no motivation for in-group bias. Although discriminate more than majority group members, and indi
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viduals in the high induction condition should discriminate assistant gave the sheets to another researcher, who r
more than those who were not induced to identify. Indomly classified participants into one of the two in-group
addition, responses on the identification scale should medsize conditions. A sheet was prepared for each participa
ate the responses on the discrimination measure; controllindpat contained a description of their classification. All par-

for identification should reduce the variance accounted foticipants who were classified asinority members read the
by the in-group size and identity induction manipulations.following description:

On the other hand, if, as we and others theorize (e.g., Brown
et al., 1992; Hinkle & Brown, 1990), identification is a

necessary, but not a sufficient, explanation for discrimina-
tion, then an interaction would be expected between in-
group size and identity induction on the discrimination

measure. Under low induction, minority group members
should discriminate more than majority group members (as
has been found in previous work). Under high induction
(assuming that the induction raises identification by major-
ity members to a sufficient level), however, the group size
effect on the measure of social discrimination should be
eliminated. In other words, the induction manipulation

The test you just took examined one’s abilities underlying dot esti-
mation. Dot estimation has been related to perceptual acuity and
preconscious style, two important abilities of the mind which are used
to classify people as overestimators and underestimaYanst test
results indicate that you are an underestimator, and that you are part
of a minority portion of the population. Most people are overestima-
tors; in fact, 75-80% of them are. You fall into a group that repre-
sents 20-25% of the populatioWe don’t have time right now, but
we will be glad to spend time discussing your score with you after the
session. For purposes of identifying your category membership for the
rest of the study, we have attached the letter “U” to your identification
number. Please use this full designation on all remaining forms.

Individuals classified as majority group members read th

should make a significant difference in in-group bias forSame paragraph, but with the following sentences in place

those in majority groups bL.‘t Shou".j hgve no Slgnlflcantthe italicized sentences: “Your test results indicate that yo
effect on the expression of bias by minority group membersare an overestimator, and that you are part of the majori
(who_ are sufficiently identified even under low induction portion of the populat,ion. Few people are underestimator:
conditions). in fact only 20-25% of them are. You fall into a group that
represents 75—-80% of the population.”

Immediately following this categorization feedback, par-
ticipants received the identification induction in the form of

Participants were randomly categorized into groups irf ques_tionnaire ostensibly intendedl to assess th.eir “fit” t
accord with the procedures of the minimal group paradignf€ typical category member. Following the induction ques
(Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971). A dot estimation tionnaire, participants com_pleted a self.—report |Qent|f|cat|or
exercise was used as the vehicle for categorization into tw§c@le and then the allocation task, which consisted of fot
social groups; information about in-group size was embedZ€ro-sum allocation matrices. o
ded in the participants’ dot estimation performance feed- !dentification induction. The manipulation was an ad-
back. Following categorization, participants completed a?Ptation of a method developed by Salancik (1974) in th
social identification scale followed by zero-sum allocation@ttitude measurement domain (and also used by Jette

matrices, which served as the measure of discrimination opP€ars, & Manstead, 1997, in the context of an in-grou
in-group bias. categorization experiment). The technique relies on induc

ing biased scanning (Janis & King, 1954) to lead individual
to endorse or reject statements as self-descriptive. Whe
statements are preceded by moderate qualifiers such
Ninety-one students (60% women, 85% European Amer-Sometimes” or “on occasion,” the wording induces respon
icans) at the Ohio State University participated in the studydents to think otonfirminginstances from their own mem-

Participants received course credit for their involvement. 0ry and to be likely to endorse the statement as somethir
true about themselves. When extreme qualifiers such :

“always” or “never” preface the same statement, scanning |
biased towardlisconfirmingnstances and likely to result in
Between 7 and 12 participants completed the experimentjection of the item as not true of the self. In the preser
in any given session. Once everyone was seated, the expestudy, qualifiers were used systematically to manipulat
imenter and an assistant explained that the study investparticipants’ rate of endorsement of statements that wel
gated dot estimation as an indicator of perceptual acuity andaid to be typical of members of their estimation category
preconscious style. A brief description of the estimation task The identification induction came in the form of a “Life-
was provided, and the students then made estimates forstyles Questionnaire,” in which all participants were aske
total of 10 dot trials. to rate whether each of a list of in-group characteristics wa
After the task, the assistant took the participants’ esti-descriptive of themselves. Instructions indicated that th
mates into the next room, ostensibly to categorize them. Thetatements on the questionnaire represented descriptic

METHOD

Participants

Procedure
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that had been found in past research to be characteristic &It they were similar to and belonged to the in-group
most members of the participant’s estimator category. Eachategory and whether they felt connected to the group. Tt
list contained eight descriptive statements, tailored to apsix items included on the scale were the following, whick
pear plausible as characteristics for “overestimatorsiwere pulled from various identification scales found in the

(e.g., “ .. I find myself overestimating the amount of time | literature (dentity subscale of the collective self-esteem
need to complete a task”) or for “underestimators”scale, Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992; tigentification with a
(e.g.,“ . .1 underestimate how much money | am able topsychological grougscale, Mael & Tetrick, 1992): “I feel

spend, so that | won’t spend too much”), depending on thehat this group is an important reflection of who | am,” “|
participant’s categorization condition. Whereas Jetten et aldon’t act like the typical person of this group” (reverse-
(1997) used the procedure to manipulate individuals’ atti-scored), “I have a number of qualities typical of members o
tudes toward the in-group, an attempt was made here tthis group,” “Belonging to this group is an important part of
keep the behavior characteristics themselves relatively neuny self-image,” “If someone praises this group, it would
tral in order to avoid evaluative implications about the feel like a personal compliment,” and “If someone criticizes
group! this group, it would feel like a personal insult.” Participants

High and low induction versions of the same question-responded to these items using a 6-point response scale (1
naire differed in the qualifiers that were added to eactStrongly Disagredo 6 = Strongly Agreg After recoding
statement. Each statement was preceded either by a modéie reverse-scored item, responses were summed; to
ate frequency quantifier (e.gAt times,| find mysef. ..") scores could range from 6 to 36, where larger respons
or by a more extreme frequency quantifier (e.gAlmost indicated greater identification. Internal consistency for th
always,| .. .") in order to affect the likelihood of endorse- six-item scale was acceptable & .63).
ment of that item. In the high induction condition (designed Allocation matrices. The allocation task was introduced
to induce respondents to endorse most of the statements as a questionnaire examining the “underlying principles’
true of themselves), six of the eight behaviors were prefaceduiding alternative distributions of money. Participants
by a moderate quantifier, with only two worded more ex-were asked to indicate their preference for allocations be
tremely. In the low induction condition, four of the behav- tween two individuals in the present study, one identified a
iors were prefaced by moderate quantifiers and four byan underestimator and one as an overestimator. It w:
extreme quantifiers (in order to produce a neutral, 50-50emphasized that many different principles of allocation ar
distribution of item endorsement). possible and equally justifiable. Four zero-sum allocatio

To respond to each item, individuals indicated whethematrices (adapted from Tajfel et al., 1971; Matrix Type B in
each in-group descriptor was self-descriptive by circling theExperiment 1) were used to assess whether allocators pi
word “True” or “False” next to each statement. This mannerferred fair (equal) distributions or distributions that favorec
of responding left a visible record of the number of “true” one group member over the other. Zero-sum matrices a
endorsements the respondent had made by the time he giobal measures of discrimination where the total allocatio
she completed the one-page questionnaire. With the highmount is fixed; for these matrices, as allocation for on
induction version of the questionnaire, the biased scanningroup increases, allocation for the other group necessari
should produce a high proportion of “true” responses, leadedecreases. The index of discrimination for these matrice
ing to a self-perception of typicality as a category memberwas computed by subtracting out-group allocations fron
In the low induction version, true and false responses shoulth-group allocations across the four matrices, creating
be closer to 50-50 and essentially neutral. We expected thigifference score where positive numbers indicate in-grou
low induction condition to produce results equivalent tofavoritism, negative numbers indicate out-group favoritism
those of a no induction condition; here minority group and values near zero indicate a tendency toward fairness
members were expected to identify more than majority
group members.

RESULTS

Dependent Measures

N e Preliminary Analyses
Social identification scale. ltems on the measure of

social identification asked the extent to which respondents Outliers. Box plots on the identification scale with the
full sample (N = 91) indicated that two individuals had
! pilot testing confirmed our expectations. Fifteen participants rated theextremely high scores (32). In addition, box plots on the
characteristics, with their frequency qualifiers removed, on how positivedifference score revealed one individual with an extremel;
each behavior was believed to be t1Very Negative3 = Neutral,5 = pjghy score (56) and another with an extremely low scor
Very Positivg. Analysis indicated that the mean rating of underestimator —46). Th f individuals were dropped from further
characteristicsNl = 3.24,SD = .27) did notdiffer from the mean rating ( ) ese Qur !n Ividuais w pp . u
of overestimator characteristicM(= 3.29,SD = .24),t(14) = —.63, analysfes, resulting iNl = 87 across the four experimental
p = .54. conditions.
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TABLE 1 dorsed in-group characteristics to the same extent as minc
Means and Standard Deviations for Lifestyles Responses andity members,F(1, 83) = .05, p = .83, 712 = .00, as
Identification: Experiment 1 intended by the manipulation.
High induction Low induction

Group ldentification

Minority Majority Minority Majority ) ) ) ]
in-group  in-group  in-group  in-group To determine whether the effectiveness of the inductiol
condition in manipulating self-descriptions actually affectec

Lifestyles responses 5.14 (1.42) 5.23(1.27) 5.13(1.55) 4.05 (1.39). e ) . : e
Identification 2014 (3.88) 18.32 (4.90) 18.17 (3.98) 16.20 (3.34) identification with the in-group, scores on the identificatior

n 22 22 23 20 scale were submitted to a two-way ANOVA. The analysis
indicated a significant main effect of the induction manip-
Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses. ulation on identificationF(l, 83) — 5_42,p = .02, 712 —

.06. Individuals in the high induction condition reported
) . ) . higher identification 1 = 19.23)than did individuals in
Group manipulation check. A manipulation check was  the |ow induction condition = 17.26). There was also
added at the end of the study to determine whether particy significant main effect of in-group sizé(1, 83) = 4.68,
ipants remembered being categorized as minority group, — .03, n> = .05. Members of the minority group
(“underestimator”) or majority group (‘“overestimator’) yeported higher identification = 19.13)than did ma-
members. .AII participants correctly reported their 9roup;ority group membersNl = 17.31). There was no signif-
membership. . _ ~icant interaction effect; high induction increased identifica
Lifestyles responses.On the Lifestyles Questionnaire, tjon for both majorities and minorities, but members of the
participants responded “True” or “False” as to whether a "Stminority group identified more highly than members of the

of in-group characteristics was descriptive of themselvesmajori»[y category under both induction conditions (see
True responses were coded as a one, and false responsesrgg|e 1).

a zero; these responses were then summed together, creating
a variable that could range from 0 to 8, with higher scores,
indicating that more in-group characteristics were endorsed
as self-descriptive. Difference scores (i.e., in-group out-group) across the
If the induction worked as predicted, then participants infour allocation matrices were used as the measure of discrir
the high induction condition should report greater Lifestylesination. The scores were submitted to a two-way ANOVA,
endorsement than participants in the low induction condiwhich revealed a significant main effect for the identificatior
tion. In addition, because responding to these measurasduction, F(1, 83) = 7.20,p < .01, n° = .08. Individuals
followed the in-group size manipulation, responses to thisnduced to identify with their group exhibited greater in-group
guestionnaire also served as a measure of the effect dfias M = 13.09) than did individuals who were not induced to
in-group size on self-perception under the low inductionidentify (M = 2.74). Qualifying this main effect was a signif-
condition. Lifestyles responses were submitted to an analeant interactionfF(1, 83) = 3.93,p = .05, n° = .04. The
ysis of variance (ANOVA), with in-group size and the means are presented in Fig. 1.
identity induction as between-participants factors. Analysis Simple effects tests indicate that, when selecting fo
revealed a significant induction main effe&(1, 83) = majority members, the induction significantly influenced
3.80,p = .05,n° = .04. Asexpected, participants in the in-group bias,F(1, 83) = 10.51,p < .01, n* = .11;
high induction condition endorsed more in-group characterhowever, when selecting for minority members, the induc
istics as self-descriptiveM = 5.18)than did individuals in  tion did not significantly influence in-group bias;(1,
the low induction conditionNl = 4.63). Inaddition, there  83) = .25,p = .62, n° = .00. Majority group members
was a marginally significant interaction between in-groupexhibited more in-group favoritism in the high induction
size and the identity inductiof;,(1, 83) = 3.72,p = .06,  condition than with low induction. Furthermore, the differ-
n®> = .03. Themeans are presented in TableMinority ence between minority and majority group members wa
members consistently endorsed a high number of in-groumarginally significant under low inductiorf (1, 83) =
characteristics as self-descriptive, but majority members di®.99,p = .09, n* = .04, but thedifference was eliminated
so only when induced to by the biased wording of theunder high inductionF(1, 83) = 1.15,p = .29, n* =
guestionnaire. Simple effects tests indicated that under low01. Themajority members who were induced to identify
induction, minority group members endorsed significantlywith their group exhibited were not significantly different
more items than majority group membeis(1, 83) = from minority members from either induction condition;
6.24,p = .01, n* = .07, although both groups endorsed only the low induction majority member condition deviated
at least half the items as intended for this condition. In thefrom the other three conditions. Single sampkests indi-
high induction condition, however, majority members en-cated that only the responses of the low induction majorit

llocation Matrices
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FIG. 1. Allocation difference scores as a function of in-group size and identity induction: Experiment 1.
members did not differ from zert(19) = —.67,p = .51, identification is at least a necessary condition for discrimi
d = —.31; all other cells were different from zerts > nation; individuals must see themselves as connected
1.96, ps < .07, ds > .84. Only individuals in the low their group before they are motivated to exhibit in-groug
induction majority group exhibited no in-group bias. bias. The pattern of differences in identification and dis

In this study, then, minority group members discrimi- crimination also support the idea that differences in identi
nated in favor of the in-group regardless of the identificationfication underlie differences in discrimination between
induction, but majority group members exhibited in-groupmembers of minority and majority groups. When level of
bias only when identification with the in-group had beenidentification is increased (though induction), comparabls
induced. This analysis certainly points to the role of iden-degrees of in-group bias are exhibited by both majority an
tification in majority discrimination; in fact, identification minority group members.
was positively correlated with discrimination exhibited by  While not the primary goal of this study, the results speal
majority membersy(42) = .46, p < .01, across condi- to an ongoing debate of the causes of discrimination in th
tions. Conversely, identification was uncorrelated with dis-minimal group paradigm (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Gaertner
crimination exhibited by minority members;,(46) = & Insko, 2000; Gagnon & Bourhis, 1996). Recently, Gaert-
—.19, p = .22. This is probably because identification ner and Insko (2000) claim that discrimination exhibited in
scores for minority group members had a more restrictedhe minimal group paradigm can be explained entirely b
range, being relatively high in both induction conditions. outcome dependence. However, this explanation cannot &
Apparently once a requisite level of identification is count for the effects of the above study. The identity induc
reached, further variation in level of identification does nottion involved manipulating the perception that the partici-
account for additional variation in in-group bias. pant was similar to the in-group, not the extent to whick
allocations awarded to in-group members would be allo
cated to the participant. Consequently, the above stuc
illustrates that engaging social identification can engag
discrimination under minimal group conditions.

DISCUSSION

The findings from Experiment 2 bore out the predictions
from optimal distinctiveness theory that in-group identifi-
cation and discrimination are spontaneously aroused b
categorization into a minority group but need to be induced While differences in identification underlie differences in
for majority groups. These findings support the idea thadiscrimination, it is apparent that identification alone doe:

{/dentification: Necessary, But Sufficient?
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not fully account for degree of discrimination. The induc- requisite level of identification is engaged, however, the
tion increased minority identification, but discrimination did degree of discrimination and its underlying motivation are
not increase in a corresponding fashion. This supports oulletermined by levels of satisfaction with the in-group. Buf
contention that identification with the in-group is a neces-the relationship between satisfaction and discrimination dif
sary but not sufficient condition for the expression of in-fers for majority and minority groups. Minority group mem-
group bias. In order to account more fully for the level of bers will be more likely to discriminate as group satisfactior
bias exhibited under different conditions, one must consideincreases; majority members, however, should show a ne
the motivational basis of bias for minority and majority ative relationship between satisfaction and discriminatio
group members. since discrimination is presumed to be motivateddisgat-
The results of the first study support the idea that minorityisfaction with in-group distinctiveness.
group membership is closer to an optimally distinct identity In order to test these predictions about the motives ur
than majority group membership in that it is associated withderlying discrimination for optimal (minority) and nonop-
greater identification with the in-group. Central to the opti-timal (majority) groups, a second experiment was con
mal distinctiveness explanation for differences in minorityducted in which separate measures of identification an
and majority group behavior is the motivational state that ign-group satisfaction were included.
presumed to underlie in-group bias and discrimination. Be-

cause minority identity meets both inclusion and differen- EXPERIMENT 2
tiation needs, categorization into a minority group should
lead to high levels of identificatioand satisfactiomwith the The primary purpose of the experiment was to examin

group identity. Under these conditions, discrimination inthe role of in-group satisfaction as a predictor of in-grouy
favor of the in-group is one manifestation or affirmation of pias. First, it was expected that minority members shoul
in-group identification. report being more satisfied with their group than majority
Membership in a majority group, on the other hand, is notmembers, suggesting that minority identities are optimall
satisfying because it leaves the differentiation need unmetjistinct, but majority identities are nonoptimal. What's
One response to this is disengagement, avoiding identificanore, in-group size and in-group satisfaction were believe
tion with the category as self-relevant. When self-relevanceo interact when controlling for differences in identification.
is high, however, identification can be engaged, even foBecause minority identities are more satisfying than major
large social categories. Under these circumstances, grougy identities, individuals in this group should be more likely
members should be motivated to increase the perceive discriminate as satisfaction with the in-group increases
distinctiveness of their category identity to improve satis-Majority groups, however, because they are less satisfyir
faction of the differentiation motive. One method of enhanc-than minority identities, should lead individuals to discrim-
ing in-group distinctiveness is discrimination against out-inate more as satisfaction decreases. To test these hypo
groups (Branscombe & Wann, 1994; Turner, 1975). Thuseses, participants were classified as minority or majorit
for members of majority groups, the degree of discrimina-group members, and all were induced to identify with thei
tion and in-group bias may be a reflection of their level ofgroup? A measure of group satisfaction was added to th
dissatisfaction with the in-group as an optimal identity; the experiment, following categorization but before the alloca
underlying motive is improving optimality rather than af- tion matrices.
firming identity. This in-group satisfaction measure provided not only «
This analysis suggests that identification with a group andest of the predictions made by optimal distinctiveness the
satisfaction with that group are not synonymous as sourcesry, but also provided a test of an alternative hypothesis
of social identity (Ellemers, Kortekaas, & Ouwerkerk, namely the role of collective self-esteem in intergroup dis
1999; Perrault & Bourhis, 1998). Identification and satis-crimination. Recently, researchers (Long & Spears, 199’
faction may work in combination to determine whether Rubin & Hewstone, 1998) have argued that low collective
group members exhibit in-group bias and why. When bothself-esteem motivates discrimination, which serves to er
identification and satisfaction are high (optimal identities),hance or restore collective self-worth. Assuming that mi
discrimination functions to affirm in-group identity. When nority identity is an insecure identity (Sachdev & Bourhis,
identification and satisfaction are both low, there is no
motive to discriminate. But when identification is high and 2 a5 4 reviewer correctly pointed out, this study does not provide a ful
satisfaction is low, discrimination functions to increase dif- test of the predicted three-way interaction between in-group size, satisfa
ferentiation between in-group and out-group. tion, and identification. Experiment 1 already demonstrated that majoritie
For both minority and majority groups, then, discrimina- do not discriminate under low identificatiqn conditions, a_nd the_prir_nary
tion is believed to be dependent on satisfaction and ilenticurPose of this second study was to examine the underlying motivation
o . . . . minority and majority discrimination when it does occur. Thus, for pur-
fication. Members in both groups must identify with the poses of testing the role of satisfaction with the in-group, it was mos
in-group to discriminate in favor of that group. Once a appropriate to induce all group members to identify with their group.
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1984, 1991), it is possible that minority discrimination TABLE 2
increases as collective self-esteem (as measured by the Condition Means and Standard Deviations: Experiment 2
in-group satisfaction measure) decreases. Thus, two cont-

peting predictions were tested in the second study: Optimal Minority in-group Majority in-group
distinctiveness theory predicts that minority discriminationLifestyles responses 5.83 (1.67) 5.95 (1.15)
increases as in-group satisfaction increases, but the colletientification 38.68 (7.53) 36.11 (7.50)
tive self-esteem hypothesis (Rubin & Hewstone, 1998) presatisfaction 17.76 (2.96) 16.38 (2.66)
dicts that minority discrimination increases as in-group sat?!erence score 144‘&5 (24.09) l;'773 (24.77)
isfaction decreases. These predictions were put to the test in
the second experiment. Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses.
METHOD Measures that appear closely associated with in-grot
. satisfaction include therivate esteensubscale of the col-
Participants lective self-esteem scale (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992) an

Europealtr'e quality of social identityscale (Gagnon & Bourhis,

American) at the Ohio State University participated in the1996). In a separate study, an exploratory factor analys
study. Participants all received course credit for their in-cONfirmed our assumption that our satisfaction measure

volvement. One person completed the materials incorrectigduivalent to this aspect of collective self-esteem. The ir
and was dropped, resulting M = 78. group satisfaction items loaded only onto the same factor :

the items that compose the private esteem subscale, ev

when they were entered into the factor analysis that in
Procedure cluded items of the other three subscales (i.e., identit
public esteem, and member esteem) of the collective sel
esteem scale (Leonardelli & Tormala, 20060).

Seventy-nine students (65% women, 82%

Participants were classified into either minority or major-
ity category, and all were induced to identify with their
group using the high induction manipulation from Experi-

ment 1. The three primary dependent measures were, in RESULTS
order, a social identification scale, a group satisfaction mea-
sure, and four zero-sum matrices. Responses to the Life- Lifestyles Responses

styles Questionnaire were also submitted to analysis to
verify that individuals were induced to identify to an equal to ANOVA: as intended, in-group size did not produce z

extent. L : 5

. e . . significant differencel-(1, 76)= .13,p = .72,n7° = .00.

Thg |dent|f|cat|o.n measure was rgwsed by ?dd'ng“fonginority and majority members were induced to responc
new items to the six used in the previous experiment: “Thi

Swith a high number of “true” responses to the same exter

?hrotulps charactterfliﬂps m|rror" n|1¥ clh?racttenstmsl, .I Iﬁ.el under the high induction manipulation used in this experi
at | am a part of this group, eel ties to people in this . (see Table 2).

group,” and “l do not belong to this group” (reverse-scored).
After recoding reversed scored items, the 10 responses were
summed producing a possible score which could range from
10 to 60, with higher numbers indicating greater identifica-
tion. Internal consistency was improved by the inclusion of The primary purpose of this second experiment was t
these additional items in the scale ¢ .79). assess the interrelationships among in-group size, identi
For the in-group satisfaction scale, participants rated theigation, and satisfaction as predictors of social discriminz
level of agreement with the following items with reference tion. Prior to the correlational analyses, however, we exan
to their in-group: “I am pleased to be a member of thisined the effects of in-group size on the process and in-grot
group,” “This group is not satisfying to me” (reverse- pias measures to determine if effects obtained in the hig
scored), “I am unhappy with this group” (reverse-scored),induction condition in Experiment 1 were essentially repli-

and “I am satisfied with this group.” Participants respondeccated. Identification and difference scores, as well as sati
to these items using 6-point response options: ($trongly

Disagree, 6= Strongly Agree). After reversed-scored items

were recoded responses were summed: total scores coulds One would expect measures of social identification and in-group sa
' : Isfaction to be positively correlated; presumably, the more individual

range from 4 to 24, with higher numbers indicating greateridentify with a group, the more they should like it. As expected, in the

in-group satisfaction. Internal consistency was adequatgresent study the two scales were significantly correlatétB) = .62,
(a = .74). p < .001.

Responses on the lifestyles questionnaire were submitt

In-Group Size on Identification, In-group Satisfaction,
and Discrimination
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FIG. 2. Allocation difference scores as a function of in-group size and group satisfaction: Experiment 2.

faction scores, were submitted to ANOVA, with in-group rules for interaction analysis in multiple regression (Cohel
size as the between-participants comparison. Conditio& Cohen, 1983), in-group bias was regressed onto the ma
means for each of these measures are provided in Table &ffect variables of in-group size, social identification, anc
In general, the effects of in-group size on identificationgroup satisfaction predictors in the first step of a hierarchi
were similar to the effects obtained in Experiment 1 for thecal regression. In the second step of the hierarchical regre
individuals induced to identify with their group. Minorities sion, two-way interaction terms were entered into the ana
reported higher identification than majorities, although thisysis as predictors of in-group bias. These interaction termn
difference was not significang(1, 76) = 2.28,p = .14,  were the product of each pair of variables: in-group size an
n® = .03. More important, minorities reported greater identification, in-group size and satisfaction, and identifica
satisfaction with their group than majorities, and this dif- tion and satisfaction. These two-way interactions were in
ference was significanE(1, 76) = 4.64,p = .03, n° = cluded as higher order covariates, as recommended by Ht
.06. Finally, the difference score on the allocation measureTedlie, and Lehn (1992).
showed no significant effect of group si¥1, 76)= .19, Analysis revealed a significant two-way interaction be-
p = .66, n° = .00. Asfound in Experiment 1, minority tween in-group size and group satisfactitf@ 1) = —2.17,
and majority members who were induced to identify withp = .03, sr> = .06. Todepict this interaction, predicted
their group reported equivalent levels of in-group bias. Formeans were plotted at low and high levels of satisfactio
both groups, this bias was significantly different from zero,(i.e., at satisfaction values 1 standard deviation below ar
ts > 2.87,ps < .01,ds > .96. above the mean, respectively; Aiken & West, 1991). The
means are presented in Fig. 2. Simple slope analysis (Aike
In-Group Size and In-Group Satisfaction as Predictors & West, 1991) indicated that minority members were more
of Discrimination likely to discriminate as in-group satisfaction increasec
B = .37,p = .08, sr* = .04). By contrast, majority
Central to our hypotheses about the processes underlyingempers were more likely to discriminate as in-group sa
minority and majority group discrimination is the differen- jsfaction decreased(= —.33,p = .16,sr’> = .03)° The
tial role of in-group satisfaction as a motivator for inter-
group bias. To test the differential predictions, a hierarchical

muItipIe-regression analysis was conducted in which in- ® Given that this study was conducted with identification induction helc
. . . o nstant, the relatively restri range of variability on the identificatior
group bias was predicted from in-group size, identification c0"Stant the relatively restricted range of variability on the identificatio
measure did not permit analysis of the three-way interaction betwee

in-group satisfaction, and the two-way interactions. in-group size, identification, and satisfaction (in fact, analysis of the three
So that it could be included in the regression analysis, theay was not significant). Nonetheless, the analysis did reveal a significa

conditions of in-group size were dummy coded: the minor-interaction between identification and satisfactit{f1) = —2.18,p =

ity condition was assigned a value of zero, and the majority93v sr* = .06, indicating that the influence of satisfaction on in-group

-, . . m r identification m nt. T for this in
condition was assigned a value of Eollowing standard ~2'aS Wwas moderated by identification to some extent. Tests for this inte
action within the two conditions revealed that the interaction was statisti

cally reliable for majority member$(33) = —2.03,p = .05,sr* = .10,

* Dummy coding was opted over effects coding because it provides mor&ut not reliable for minority member$(37) = —1.02,p = .37, sr* =
readily interpretable effects when the regression analysis includes only on®3. It appears that the dissatisfaction expressed by majority membe
categorical variable (Aiken & West, 1991). influences discrimination, contingent upon their level of identification with
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significant interaction indicates that the satisfaction slope Discrimination Motives
for minority group members is significantly different from

T The different directions of relationship between rela-
the slope for majority members.

tive satisfaction with the in-group and level of discrimi-
nation for majority and minority groups is consistent with
the idea that the same degree of discrimination reflect
different underlying motives as a function of group size.

Results of the regression analysis in Experiment 2 indi-Agam’ however, this experiment does not provide direc

; . R . . viden hat motiv ffirm or differenti r |
cated that, controlling for identification, in-group satlsfac-e dence that motives to a or differentiate are actu

. . S o ..~ ally operating. In the two experiments reported thus far
tion predicts discrimination for both minority and majority y op g.1n xp P

o . : zero-sum allocation matrices were used as a global me
group members, but the direction of the relationship be-

. . . S . sure of in-group bias that basically pits in-group favor-
tween in-group satisfaction and discrimination differs de- group yp group

. . . . T "~ jtism against a nondiscrimination (fairness) motive. Zero
pending on the size of the in-group. Minority discrimination . . .
sum matrices of this type provide a general measure ¢

increases as in-group satisfaction increases; majority diS‘tiias but are not constructed to distinguish between tw

crimination increases as in-group satisfaction decreases (Qr L o . .
o o ) ) -Kinds of discrimination motives: maximum in-group
dissatisfaction increases). These data are inconsistent with . . . L
rofit and maximum differentiation.

the collective self-esteem version of the self-esteem hypoth- . . , .
. : Maximum in-group profit (Tajfel et al., 1971) refers to
esis (Long & Spears, 1997; Rubin & Hewstone, 1998) as an S .
. S N the motivation to treat in-group members as favorably a
explanation for minority group discrimination, but are con- il dl f h M
istent with our theoretical analysisSince large, relatively possible, regardiess of outcomes to the out-group. Max
Slsd fined dtob t', | identiti mum differentiation refers to the motivation to treat in-
zn et'.n? tgroup.f,tr?re p_resumet ¢ 0 be ”‘?”F;p 'mat err: ! '?S roup membersnore favorably than out-group members,
Issatistaction with assighment to a majority group sShoulGy, . is, to make choices that give in-group members highe

be associated with discrimination. Intergroup d|scr|m|nat|onOutcomes compared to those of the out-group. Both motive

provides an opportunity to increase the differentiation be'are discrimination motives in that they exhibit favoritism for

tween in-group and out-group and increase perceived digg, in-group, but they differ in their focus: Maximum dif-
tinctiveness. Small, optimally distinct groups, however, are ’

e . - . : ._ferentiation focuses on the difference between in-group ar
presumed to be satisfied with their identity, and Sat'SfaCt'orbut-group members, whereas maximum in-group profit fo

with assignment should be associated with discriminatior%uses only on the in-group. When allocations are zero-sur

because intergroup discrimination provides an OpportunitBfn-group bias scores can reflect either motive because tl
to affirm a positive identity.

choices are arrayed such that increasing the amount t
in-group also decreases the outcome to the out-group (hen
increasing difference). Thus, the same in-group/out-grou

their group. Simple slope analysis indicates support for this predictiondifference score can be based on different underlying me
When identification was low, majority member satisfaction did not predicttiveS

in-group bias g = —.01,p = .96, sr* = .00). When identification was . . .
high, however, majority member satisfaction negatively predicted discrim- The different pattern of correlation between in-group
ination (8 = —.53, p = .05, st = .12). Thus, when the majority ~ satisfaction and allocation bias obtained for minorities ani
members are disengaged from their identity, dissatisfaction is unrelated tPhajorities in Experiment 2 suggests that discrimination ma

discrimination. However, if identification with the group engaged, then ave been serving different purposes for the two aroup:
members of majority groups appear motivated to increase the distinctiveneg g purp g P;

of their in-group to the extent that they atissatisfied with the group as is. Based on optimal distinctiveness theory, we hypothesiz
°®To be clear, we believe this study tested theecific-state-social  that the discriminatory choices made by majority member
version of the self-esteem hypothesis proposed by Rubin and Hewstongere motivated primarily by maximum differentiation, in

(1998). The scale was framed to refer to the specific estimator group int?he service of increasing the distinctiveness of their in
which participants were classified, thus meeting #ipecificand social g

criteria of the collective self-esteem hypothesis. In addition, because padroup. Since minority group membership is already close
ticipants were placed into minimal groups, there is no possible “trait” to optimal distinctiveness, we assume that discrimination b
selfl—esteem to be associalltled yvith tTfis specific group. Consequently, thigyinorities is primarily an expression of in-group identifica-
scale must measusdatecollective self-esteem. . . . _—

” One might ask why it was that we believed that majority members Who,tlon’ _motlvat_ed by Co_nce,m, fOI‘_ aﬁflrmmg t_helr In-group
were satisfied and identified with their group would not affirm their id€Ntity. In this case, discrimination is more likely to reflect
identity. We base this on the initial mean difference that exists betweera desire to maximize in-group profit. To test these assumj
majority and minority groups on group satisfaction. As indicated in Tabletions about underlying motives, a third experiment was

2, minorities are more satisfied with their group than are majority members, 4., cted using allocation matrices that can differentiat
This difference in mean satisfaction indicates that majority members whqg

report relatively high in-group satisfaction actually are reporting lower P€tween motives for maximizing in-group profit or maxi-
satisfaction than minorities who report relatively high satisfaction. mizing differentiation in favor of the in-group.

DISCUSSION
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EXPERIMENT 3 sisted & a 2 (Ingroup Size: Minority vs Majority)X 2
(Category Label: Underestimator vs Overestimator) be
The primary goal of the third experiment was to examinetween-participants design.
the discrimination motives of minority and majority mem-  As in the preceding experimentsy participants first com
bers. A secondary goal was an attempt to replicate effects Opleted a dot estimation task used to classify them int
group identification and group satisfaction found in Exper-minimal groups and, following this task, received feedbacl
iments 1 and 2. about their category membership and the size of their ir
We predicted that when allocations maximizing in-groupgroup. Participants then completed the high induction vel
profit and maximizing differentiation were pitted against sion of the Lifestyles Questionnaire, used to induce indi
each other in an allocation matrix, members of majorityyiduals to identify with their respective groups. Individuals
social categories would consistently choose in the directiohen completed identification and satisfaction scales used
of maximizing differentiation, regardless of level of in- Experiment 2 §uenicaion = -85; Csaisacion = -79). Finally,
group profit. Members of minority social categories, on thethey completed four Tajfel allocation matrices, selected t
other hand, were predicted to be more influenced by maxgetermine the kinds of discrimination motive exhibited by
imizing in-group profit, although this motivation would be participants in the different group size conditichs.
constrained somewhat by the structure of the allocation After Comp|eting the matriceS, participants Comp'eted F
matrix” In pure form, the motive to maximize in-group manipulation check on the category to which they had bee
profit means that group members are willing to give thegssigned (i.e., overestimator or underestimator) and the re

highest allocation possible to their group, even if that meangtive size of that group, and they were then debriefed.
giving more to the out-group. At this extreme, however,

maximum in-group profit could also be perceived as out- _ _ _
group favoritism. Thus, we expected that minority members Tajfel Allocation Matrices

would thh'br']t maxu‘lndum_ 'n'r?thp profit, but or;\ly -to the Instead of the zero-sum matrices used in previous studie
extent that they could give higher amounts to the In-groUnyiterent types of Tajfel allocation matrices were used tc

without giving even larger amounts to the out-group. In,qgeqq the strength of different discrimination motives (Ta
effect, minority members were predicted to exhibit ewdencerel et al., 1971). The Tajfel allocation matrices contain a se

of both maximum in-group profit and maximum differenti- ¢, oqelected allocations that vary in terms of degree ¢

ation. in-group or out-group favoritism, fairness, or cooperation
For our present purposes, two kinds of Tajfel matrices wer

METHOD chosen. Matrices type A and B (Brewer, 1979; as reporte
in Tajfel et al., 1971, Experiment 2) were used, which
Participants provide the opportunity to distinguish between maximun

0 0 in-group profit and maximum differentiation and to distin-
One hundred two students (58% women, 63% EurOpeaBuish these two motives from a third motive, maximum

Am;rlcgh) a,t ;he_ dOh'Io State CLiJnlvean%/ pgrtlmpateld n thejoint profit. (Maximum joint profit refers to the motivation
study. Five individuals were dropped for Incorrectly com-y, woqt poth the in-group and out-group as favorably a

pletlrjg the matenals_, Ieavmg gN = 97. Participants possible, nondiscriminantly. This motive indicates inter-

received course credit for their involvement. group cooperation, where the individual is attempting tc
maximize outcomes for both groups combined.)

Procedure TheMatrix A version (see Fig. 3) pits the maximum joint

profit motive against in-group bias (this matrix cannot dis-

Individuals were randomly classified into a minority or .. = . . . o .
. o ; o tinguish between maximum differentiation and maximun
majority group within each session. An additional control.

factor was also added to the design of the present stud)I{.r."grOUp pr'of|t). Part|C|par!ts must choose bet_ween allope
: . tions that give more to the in-group and allocations that giv
In-group size was crossed with category label (underesti-

mator vs overestimator) in order to be sure that effects oft larger overall amount (in-group allocatioh out-group
relative in-group size could be replicated independent of
confounds with category label. Thus, Experiment 3 con- ° Tajfel matrices were used in the present experiment rather than mu
tiple alternative matrices (Bornstein et al., 1983) because we believed th
the different discrimination motives are not mutually exclusive. Our inter-
® The layout of the Tajfel allocation matrix choices makes comparativeest was in the difference idegreeto which members of majority and
information about in-group and out-group outcomes almost impossible taninority groups exhibited maximizing differentiation and maximizing
ignore. Choices on these matrices have been found to exhibit a significamt-group profit. Based on how pull scores are calculated for the Tajfe
“pull” toward maximizing differentiation even when the incentive for matrices, it is possible to exhibit both motives to a moderate degree (i.€
maximizing in-group profit has been explicity manipulated (Brewer & on both pull scores) or one motive to an extreme degree. The pull scor
Silver, 1978; Turner, Brown, & Tajfel, 1979). only oppose each other at the extremes.
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Matrix Type A

These are the potential rewards for:

Ingroup Member 19 18 16 15 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7
Outgroup Member 1 3 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25

Matrix Type B

These are the potential rewards for:

Ingroup Member 7 8 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
Outgroup Member 1 3 79 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25

FIG. 3. Allocation matrix Types A and B (taken from Tajfel et al., 1971, Experiment 2). The ovals represent hypothetical responses and illustrat
individuals respond to these matrices (by circling one column of numbers).

allocation). Pull scores are calculated to determine to what RESULTS
extent each motive is present. Explanations for how to
calculate these pull scores, and a discussion of their mean-

ing, are provided in the literature (Bourhis, Sachdev, & All but one individual correctly reported their estimator
Gagnon, 1994; Turner, 1983). This kind of matrix producescategory (i.e., underestimator, overestimator), and all b
two pull scores: one that indicates maximum joint profittwo individuals correctly reported the size of their group.
(MJP) and the other that indicates in-group bias (MIP/MD).These three individuals were dropped, leaviig- 94. To
The Matrix B version (see Fig. 3) pits maximum differ- verify that all group members were induced to identify to ar
entiation against the other two motives, maximum jointequal degree, lifestyles responses were submitted
profit and maximum in-group profit. Participants must ANOVA, with in-group size and category label as between
choose between allocations that provide a relatively greateparticipant factors. As expected, in-group size did not pro
amount to the in-group (i.e., maximum differentiation) andduce a significant difference on Lifestyles respon$gd,
allocations that give both a greater combined amount (in89) = 1.63, p = .20, n* = .02. Participants in all
group + out-group) and the largest possible in-group allo-conditions responded to the induction to an equal degre
cation. This kind of matrix produces two pull scores: one(see Table 3).
that indicates maximum differentiation (MD) and another
indicates maximum in-group profit and/or maximum joint In-Group Identification and In-Group Satisfaction
profit (MIP/MJP). This second pull score is confounded in
that it cannot distinguish between these two motives.
Minority and majority members were expected to exhibit
different discrimination motives on matrix B: Majority
members were expected to exhibit significant MD pull, but
not the MIP/MJP pull score; minority members, however, TABLE 3
were expected to exhibit both MD and MIP/MJP. Re- condition Means and Standard Deviations on Lifestyles Re
sponses on matrix A, however, were expected to be similaiponses, In-Group Identification, and In-Group Satisfaction: Ex
Members of both groups were predicted to exhibit ingroupperiment 3
bias, but not maximum joint profit. Pull scores from both

Manipulation Checks

It was expected that minority members would be more
satisfied than majority members with their group member
ship. This measure was submitted to an ANOVA. As in

matrices must be considered together to determine what Minority in-group Majority in-group
exactly is the basis for minority discrimination. If, as pre- Lifestyles responses 5.74 (1.63) 5.39 (1.78)
dicted, minorities exhibited the MIP/MJP pull (on Matrix Identification 35.48 (8.36) 32.48 (6.98)
B), but not the MJP pull (on Matrix A), then the former pull Satisfaction 175%4 (3.46) 154-17 (3.01)

. . . S n
score can be interpreted as intention to maximize in-group
profit. Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses.
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FIG. 4. Means of the maximum differentiation and MIP/MJP pull scores, by in-group size: Experiment 3.

Experiment 2, minorities reported higher in-group satisfac-nority members would exhibit maximum differentiatiand
tion than majorities, and this difference was significant, MIP/MJP. On matrix A, minority and majority members
F(1, 89)=5.09,p = .03,1* = .05. (Means are reported were both expected to exhibit in-group bias (with no pull
in Table 3.) Furthermore, it was expected that minoritytoward maximum joint profit).
members would be somewhat more identified than majority Of primary interest were the matrix B pull scores. Basec
members, even after the identity induction. Analysis uncovon the procedure used to calculate them, pull scores (M
ered a significant main effect of in-group sizg1, 90)=  and MIP/MJP) could range from-12 to 12. On the MD
4.38, p = .05, n° = .05. Minority group members pyl|, positive numbers indicate relative in-group favoritism,
reported higher identificationM = 17.04) with the in- and negative numbers indicate relative out-group favoritisr
group than did majority members|(= 15.44) replicating  (Tymer, 1983). On the MIP/MJP pull, positive numbers
the diff_erences found in E_xpe_riments 1 and 2. Overall, the_”'mdicate greater “maximum ingroup profit/maximum joint
analysis revealed that minority members were more satis5rqfit » and negative numbers indicate “minimizing ingroup
fied and identified with their group than were majority oo iv/minimizing joint profit” (Turner, 1983). These two
members, confirming results from the previous studfies. pull scores were submitted to repeated-measures ANOV/
with in-group size and category label as between-partici
Discrimination Motives pants factors and the pull scores as a two-level within
The primary goal of this study was to elucidate differ- participants factor. Analysis revealed a main (zaffect on thi
ences between minority and majority group members if€Peated measurel(1, 90) = 7.30,p < .01, = .08.
terms of the discrimination motive underlying allocation Ndividuals were much more likely to exhibit maximum
biases. Minority and majority members were expected tdlifferentiation M = 1.89) than the MIP/MJP pull M =
exhibit different motives on matrix B such that majority -09). Inaddition, however, there was an interaction betwee

members would exhibit maximum differentiation and mi- in-group size and the repeated-measures faé(dr, 90) =
4.44,p = .04, m* = .05. Means are presented in Fig. 4.
o o o _ . Minority and majority members exhibited no difference
Analysis of identification and satisfaction scores also revealed 5|gn|fOn the maximum differentiation puII SCOIE(l 90) - 19
icant main effects of category label on in-group satisfactfefi,, 90) = 5 R ST
4.16,p = .04, n* = .04. Individuals placed into the overestimator P = .67,7m" = .00.Both means were significantly different
category reported greater satisfaction with their groMp= 17.04)than  from zero,ts > 2.62, ps < .05, ds > .75. As the means
those in the underestimator categomy (= 15.85) and amarginally indicate, both minority and majority members were more
Sc')%”'f'faft'y higher level of in-group identificatioR(1, 90) = 2.93,p = i a|y 1o exhibit maximum differentiation than parity. On
.09, 7° = .03. However, estimator category label did not interact signif . " L ]
icantly with in-group size, so all effects reported for the in-group size th€ MIP/MJP pull, however, minorities significantly dif-
variable are independent of label. fered from majoritiesF(1, 90) = 7.15,p < .01, n* =
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.07, asexpected. Minority members were more likely to In these pure forms, the maximum differentiation and max
exhibit this pull than majority members. In addition, single- imum in-group profit motives are in opposition. The pres-
samplet tests indicated that minority member pull was ence of both motives for minority members suggests the
significantly different from zerot(49) = 2.20,p = .03, they would like to contribute the most they can to their
d = .62, while majority member pull was not significant, group, but only if the out-group does not receive more. Thi
t(43) = —1.68,p = .10,d = —.51.Thus, the interaction presence of only maximum differentiation for majority
between pull score and in-group size indicated that minoritymembers suggests that they are willing to sacrifice absolu
and majority allocation choices reflect somewhat differentgain in order to increase the difference between their grou
underlying motives. Both groups exhibit a significant de-and another group.
gree of maximum differentiation, but for minorities this was  The findings of this experiment converge with what pre-
qualified by at pull toward MIP/MJP. vious research has uncovered with regard to minority an
To determine whether the latter pull indicated maximummajority responses on the Tajfel allocation matrices (Sact
joint profit or maximum in-group profit motives, the pull dev & Bourhis, 1984, 1991). The greater “pull” toward
scores from matrix A were submitted to analysis. Pull scoreselative difference on the part of majority members is
for these matrices also could range frem2 to 12. On the clearly inconsistent with the proposition that minorities are
in-group bias (MD/MIP) pull, positive numbers indicate more motivated than majorities to compensate for in-grou
in-group favoritism and negative numbers indicate out-insecurity. Instead, these findings suggest that when majc
group favoritism (Turner, 1983). On the MJP pull, positive ities are motivated to discriminate, discrimination is in the
numbers indicate maximizing joint profit and negative num-service of improving positive differentiation or distinctive-
bers indicate minimizing joint profit (Turner, 1983). On this ness of the in-group. The fact that majority and minority
pull score, it was expected that neither group would exhibitgroup members also differ in their level of satisfaction with
a tendency toward positive MJP. the in-group provides further support for the optimal dis-
Results of a two-way ANOVA, with in-group size and tinctiveness interpretation.
category label as between-participants factors, revealed a
significant in-group size main effed¥(1, 90)= 7.75,p <
.01, n* = .08, on the MJRpull scores. Majority members
exhibited a tendency tminimizejoint profit (M = —1.52,
SD = 4.19) compared to minority memberd( = .56,
SD = 2.69). Only the mean for the majority member
sample was significantly different from zer®(43) =
—2.41,p = .02,d = —.74. Analysis of the in-group bias
pull score revealed no significant main effect of in-group
size. Instead, both minority membersl (= 1.68, SD =
3.97) andmajority members 1 = 1.66, SD = 4.25)

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Altogether, the evidence from the three studies suppor
derivations from optimal distinctiveness theory as an exple
nation of why minorities generally discriminate more thar
majorities. In addition, this research clarified the roles o
group satisfaction and identification as predictors of minor
ity and majority discrimination. Instead of feeling threat-
ened, individuals react positively to classification in a mi-
exhibited in-group bias significantly different from zero, nority .(as compared  to a ma!quty) categorization
ts > 2.50,ps < .05,ds > .79. As expected, both groups (Experiments 2 and 3). Group'ldentlflcatlon was 5“9““! t
favored their group over the out-group when the matricesbe a relevant anteggdent to minority and majority discrim
did not distinguish MIP from MD. !natlon, but. not sufﬂmgnt as an explanation for the degregc

in-group bias (Experiment 1). More central to the bias

exhibited by minority and majority members, was grour
DISCUSSION satisfaction, which positively predicted minority in-group

bias and negatively predicted majority in-group bias (Ex

Overall, consideration of the four pull scores indicatesperiment 2). Furthermore, this differential satisfaction cor:
that majority members exhibited maximum differentiation responded to differences in discrimination motives for mi
and minority members exhibited a combination of maxi-nority and majority members (Experiment 3).
mum differentiation and maximum in-group profit. What
these motives indicate can be interpreted within the frame-
work of optimal distinctiveness theory. Pure maximum dif-
ferentiation means that an individual is primarily concerned Optimal distinctiveness theory offers an explanation fo
with treating an in-group member more favorably than anminority in-group identification that does not rely solely on
out-group membegven if that means the in-group member self-enhancement motives. Because of their relative distin
gets a smaller absolute allocatioRure maximum in-group tiveness, minority groups satisfy needs for both inclusion an
profit means that an individual is primarily concerned with differentiation—identity needs that are presumed by the theol
giving an in-group member the largest allocation possibleto be independent of the need for self-enhancement. Whi
even if that means the out-group member will receive moresome researchers argue that enhancement represents the ¢

Challenging the Primacy of Enhancement Motives
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inant self-motive (Sedikides, 1993; Sedikides & Strube, 1997)(Hogg & Abrams, 1993). Yet, despite the theory’s lack of
we argue that individuals seek distinctive group identities asepresentation, a recent review (Rubin & Hewstone, 199¢
much as positive group identities. All other things being equaldemonstrated that the self-esteem hypothesis is firmly e
individuals will prefer group memberships that are both positrenched in the social psychological literature on intergrou
tive and distinctive, but when the two motives are in compe~elations. The present studies add to the growing docume
tition, it is not at all clear that the enhancement motive dom-+ation (e.g., Aberson, Healy, & Romero, 2000; Crocker &
inates. Indeed, there is considerable evidence that groupuhtanen, 1990; Hogg & Turner, 1987; Seta & Seta, 1992
identification is stronger among members of distinctive stig-1996; Sidanius et al., 1994; Smith & Tyler, 1997) that
matized social groups than among members of larger, highefiscrimination is not entirely motivated by low or threat-
status groups (Crocker, Luhtanen, Blaine, & Broadnax, 1994¢ned self-esteem and, if anything, is a reflectiopaditive
Simon, Glassner-Bayerl, & Stratenwerth, 1991; Simon, Hasteollective self-esteem.
edt, & Aufderheide, 1997). The evidence also addresses what is often consider
In one test of the relative impact of enhancement andanother social identity explanation for differences in minor-
distinctiveness motives, Brewer et al. (1993) placed particity and majority group discrimination (Sachdev & Bourhis,
ipants into groups that differed in size and status and, in984, 1991; Simon, 1992; Simon & Brown, 1987)This
addition, manipulated activation of the need for differenti- perspective argues that minority group membership cons
ation. In-group identification was assessed by evaluativeutes an “insecure identity” relative to the secure identity
ratings of the in-group on dimensions unrelated to the statugrovided by majority group membership and it is this inse:
differential. The results of the experiment produced a threecurity that prompts minorities to discriminate in order to
way interaction between in-group size, status, and the difrestore a more positive collective identity. Minority group
ferentiation manipulation on in-group valuation. Under con-members reported being more satisfied with their group the
ditions when no need for differentiation was aroused, in-majority group members. In addition, satisfaction was foun
group enhancement was predicted by both size and statug be positively related to discrimination on the part of
with participants classified in a low-status minority categorymembers of a minority group, but negatively related fo
showing the greatest evidence of enhancement-motivatqqd,ajority group members, suggesting that this alternativ
in-group positivity. When participants’ need for differenti- social identity account also cannot explain why minority
ation was aroused, however, in-group valuation was entirelyjroup members discriminate.
predicted by group size: Minority members exhibited in- ~ Gjven the theoretical differences, social identity theory
group favoritism while majority members did not, regard- and optimal distinctiveness theory complement each othe
less of the status of the group. The results of the presendspecially with regard to the basis for majority group mem
experiments complement the findings of Brewer et al. byper discrimination. A central theoretical principle of social
indicating that minority group sizper seengages in-group  identity theory is that “when social identity is unsatisfac-
identification independent of any need for self-enhancetqry individuals will strive either to leave their existing
ment. This identification precedes, rather than follows, dif-group and join some more positively distinct group and/o

ferences in discrimination. to make their existing group mopmsitively distinct (p. 16;
emphasis added; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Similarly, optimal
ALTERNATIVE MOTIVATIONAL MODELS distinctiveness theory argues that, given the nondistin

status of the majority group, members of majority group:s

This article argues that optimal distinctiveness theorywill first try to disengage from their group, but given that
best explains when and why minority and majority groupthey are highly engaged with their group, they will seek
members discriminate. This research also speaks more gen-
gral_ly to the “self-estleem hypothe5|s” O,f 'nt?rgrOUp discrim- . Some of these researchers have argued that Tajfel himself (198
ination, a hypothesis with an uncertain history. The self-jaims that numerical minorities are more disadvantaged (or less secu
esteem hypothesis refers to the general idea that intergroufan numerical majorities. To be clear, Tajfel (1981) defined minority
discrimination is motivated by desire to enhance or restorgroups according to their disadvantaged status, not group size, and e\
individual self-esteem. AIthough it has been claimed to beargued that some numerical majorities (Blacks in South Africa) are cor

. . L. . . sidered “minorities.” Specifically, Tajfel adopted Wagley and Harris’
derived directly from social identity theory (a claim made (;g55) herspective on minorities: “The principle guiding the definition

by Abrams &_HOQQ- 1988), among social identity theoristSsejected by Wagley and Harris (and many other social scientists) is not
the hypothesis appears to be without an advocate. Turnee found in numbers but in the socjdsitionof the groups to which they

(1999) explicitly rejects the self-esteem restoration hypoth+efer as minorities. This is a sensible approach to the problem” (p. 31(
esis as a principle of social identity Abrams and Hoggoriginal emphasis included). To clarify, while there are circumstance:

1988) th | iticized the loqi d irical “under which numerical minority membership will be less valued that
( ) emselves criticize € logic and empirica eV"numerical majority membership (see end of General Discussion), such ¢

dence for the S.elf'eSteem hypthesis and .propos_ed an altefypothesis does not appear to be based on Henri Tajfel’'s (1981) perspe
native motivational model of in-group bias in its place tive of minority groups.
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positive distinctiveness. Thus, although the presumed urninformation about relative group size without (explicitly)
derlying motivation (positive evaluation versus differentia- conveying any evaluative implications of this size differ-
tion) is somewhat different, the two theories generate conence. In the real world, however, minority size is frequently
verging predictions under some conditions. (though not always) associated with disadvantages in statt
resources, culture, and power within the overall societe

context. In that case, the motives for positive social identit

THE CASE FOR MULTIPLE MOTIVES and for distinctiveness can be seen as pulling in opposi

directions as determinants of in-group identification an

The original goal of the three studies reported here was tQayistaction. Nonetheless, members of minority groups ofte
examine why members of minority groups often display g, pyipit high levels of in-group identification and positive

more in-group bias and discrimination than members of., e ctive self-esteem (e.g., Crocker et al., 1994). In thi

majority groups. The results supported the idea that affirc,qe “intergroup discrimination may serve in-group protec

mation of a positive social identity provides a better account;

; L bias than th q h dlve functions (Branscombe, Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999) ac
or minority group bias than the need to restore threateneg,q| o5 or in addition to identity affirmation. The point to be

self-esteem. Further, the absence of discrimination amon
members of majority groups seems to reflect low levels 0&1
in-group identification rather than the presence of a securg

pozll'ilr\:e s%ual |rc11ent|ty. hasized that findi imolicat biases may serve functions of in-group enhancement, pr
ough we have émphasized that ourfindings impfica etection, identity affirmation, or differentiation as well as

”?0“"63 cher than sglf-gnhanpemgqt underlying In'grou%elf-interest, depending on the context of intergroup rele
bias and intergroup discrimination, it is also clear from ourtionships that exists at the time

results that some level of self-involvement with the in-group
category is a necessary precondition for eliciting in-group
bias. When levels of group identification are low (as with
large majority groups in a minimal group context), no
motiva.tions. .for. di;crimipgtion are activated. queyer, Aberson, C. L., Healy, M., & Romero, V. (2000). Ingroup bias and
when identificationis sufficiently engaged, both minority  seif-esteem: A meta-analysiBersonality and Social Psychology Re-
andmajority group members exhibit in-group favoritism on  view, 4, 157-173.
a zero-sum allocation measure. There was evidence, howkbrams, D. (1994). Political distinctiveness: An identity optimising ap-
ever, that discrimination is driven by different underlying proach.European Journal of Social Psycholog¥, 357—365.
motives for individuals identified with minority versus ma- Abrams, D., & Hogg, M. A. (1988). Comments on the motivational status
jority groups. Contrary to the premises of the self-esteem of self-esteem i_n social identity and intergroup discriminatEur.opean
restoration hypothesis, it is discrimination by majorities (not °um@! of Social Psychologi8, 317-334. -
minorities) that appears to be motivated by a need to resto "i(r?tr;’rp"r'eﬂsﬁé f;n\gae:tti’o:s'Ni'w(blli?/lg,l\:if'pclizrgg;ezs'on' Testing and
or ac'hlev_e posmve. dlstlngtlvgness for Fhe_ In_g,rOUp' Bettencourt, B. A., Miller, N., & Hume, D. L. (1999). Effects of numerical
This difference in motivational basis implies that the representation within cooperative settings: Examining the role of sa
locus of in-group bias (Brewer, 1979) may be different for lience in in-group favoritismBritish Journal of Social Psycholog®s,
the two kinds of group members. For members of minority 265-287.
groups, discrimination may reflect a desire to benefit theBlanz, M., Mummendey, A., & Otten, S. (1995). Positive-negative asym:
in-group, without regard to outcomes for the out-group. For metry in socia_ll discri_minatior?: The impact of sti_mulg; valence and size
majority group members, however, the goal may not be to asnd_sltz;tus ﬁlf{erenzaf on4|;tergroup evaluatioBsitish Journal of
benefit the in-groumper sebut to increase the difference octar Feye ology3s, 09__ 0 _

L . Bornstein, G., Crum, L., Wittenbraker, J., Harring, K., Insko, C. A., &
between positive outcomes for the In-group Compared tothe Thibaut, J. (1983). On the measurement of social orientations in th
out-group. Conceivably, these two different types of in-  minimal group paradigmEuropean Journal of Social Psychologh,
group bias may have very different implications for inter- 321-350.

group behavior and the prospects for reducing social disBourhis, R. Y., Sachdev, I., & Gagnon, A. (1994). Intergroup research witl

crimination. the Tajfel matrices: Methodological notes. In M. P. Zanna & J. M. Olson
(Eds.), The social psychology of prejudice: The Ontario Symposiur
(Vol. 7, pp. 171-208). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

MINORITIES IN THE “REAL WORLD" Branscombe, N R.,‘Schmitt, M. T, & !—|arvey, R: D. (1999)._ Pe_rceiving
pervasive discrimination among African-Americans: Implications for

N . . . group identification and well-beinglournal of Personality and Social
As indicated at the outset of this article, we are interested Psychology77, 135-149.

here in the effects of mfgrOUp Size per se, mdgpendent OIgranscombe, N. R., & Wann, D. L. (1994). Collective self-esteem conse
Othgr types of status d|fferencgs. that may exist b_Etween quences of outgroup derogation when a valued social identity is on tria
social groups. In the laboratory it is possible to manipulate European Journal of Social Psychologd4, 641—657.

ade is that there is no simple one-to-one relationshi
etween in-group identification and intergroup discrimina
on. Once group identification has been engaged, in-grot
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