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Minority and Majority Discrimination: When and Why
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This research examined reasons for the frequently obtained finding that members of numerically minority groups exhibit greate
intergroup discrimination than members of majority groups and also sought to determine the conditions under which members of bot
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 distinctiveness.© 2001 Academic Press
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A consistent finding in the experimental and field
search literature on intergroup discrimination is that m
bers of numerically smaller (minority) groups discrimin
more than members of numerically larger (majority) gro
(Mullen, Brown, & Smith, 1992). While the term “minori
group” is sometimes used to refer to an inferior or ne
tively valued group (e.g., Blanz, Mummendey, & Ott
1995), the terms “minority” and “majority” here ref
strictly to relative group size. All other things being eq
relatively smaller groups have been found to exhibit m
in-group bias than larger groups on a number of mea
(e.g., Bettencourt, Miller, & Hume, 1999; Brewer, Manzi
Shaw, 1993; Brown & Smith, 1989; Gerard & Hoyt, 19
Leonardelli, 1998; Sachdev & Bourhis, 1984; Simon
Brown, 1987).

Although enhanced discrimination by members of mi
ity groups relative to members of majority groups has b
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demonstrated in a number of contexts, the motivations
underlie this difference in in-group bias have not been
explored. One explanation is that discrimination by min
ity group members may reflect the insecurity assoc
with categorization in a relatively disadvantaged or vul
able group (Ellemers, Doosje, van Knippenberg, & Wi
1992; Sachdev & Bourhis, 1984, 1991; Simon, 1992; Si
& Brown, 1987). Perhaps minority group members disc
inate to reduce or compensate for the insecurity assoc
with belonging to a smaller group; majority group memb
by contrast, discriminate less because they find secur
their group size and have less need to increase the le
in-group advantage.

A second explanation is that discrimination by mino
group members reflects the greater in-group salience
ciated with their smaller size (Bettencourt et al., 19
Mullen et al., 1992). One version of this explanation p
poses that members who belong to these more salien
nority groups will discriminate more than members of
jority groups simply because minority members are m
focused on the in-group than are majority group memb
In a test of this hypothesis, Bettencourt et al. found
perceptions of in-group salience did mediate the effec
group size on in-group bias. Not only was ingroup salie
positively associated with in-group bias, but controlling
in-group salience reduced the effect of in-group size
in-group bias to nonsignificance.

l-
e

e
.

Clearly, this evidence illustrates that group salience plays
a role in the effect of group size on discrimination. What
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this explanation is lacking, however, is a motivational c
ponent; group salience may play a role in intergroup
crimination by directing group focus, but salience it
does not necessarily provide a motivational explanatio
the relatively greater discrimination exhibited by mino
group members. It is not clear whether in-group focus in
case of minority groups enhances insecurity and an
which then motivates discriminationagainstthe out-group

r whether in-group focus enhances positive in-group i
ification which motivates discrimination in favor of t
n-group.

Building on the in-group salience explanation, the the
f “optimal distinctiveness” (Brewer, 1991, 1993) provi
basis for understanding what motivational state migh

ssociated with membership in a relatively small, sa
n-group. In contrast to explanations that assume tha
ority group membership constitutes a less valued or
ulnerable social identity than majority group members
ptimal distinctiveness theory suggests that minority s
ay be a source of positively valued social identity. T

heory posits that people prefer groups that provide s
ient inclusivenesswithin the group and sufficient differe
iation betweenthe in-group and out-group, and groups
eet both needs will engage strong in-group identifica
nd associated in-group favoritism. Optimal distinctiven

heory proposes that minority identities meet both n
ecause of their greater distinctiveness in contrast to
ajority groups. Thus, when individuals are placed in
inority group, they are predicted to be more satisfied
ore likely to identify with that group than individua
ssigned to a large majority group.
Social identification and group satisfaction are both

ected to create the conditions under which minority
ajority group members exhibit in-group favoritism. Fi

ocial identification is expected to be a necessary (alth
ot a sufficient) antecedent of in-group bias. It has b
emonstrated in a number of research contexts that m
ers of minority groups are more identified with their gr

han are majority members (Abrams, 1994; Blanz et
995; Brewer & Weber, 1994; Ellemers & van Rijsw
997; Simon & Brown, 1987; Simon & Hamilton, 199
xperiment 1). According to optimal distinctiveness the
inority group members should not only be more ident
ut also more satisfied with their in-group than majorit
nd it is this positive valuing of the in-group that is assu

o underlie their ingroup bias. On the other hand, mem
f nondistinctive majority groups are predicted to be
atisfied with their membership and more likely to dis
age from that social identity. This disengagement mak
nlikely that group members will exhibit discrimination

he form of in-group favoritism. From this perspective a
he lesser discrimination on the part of members of maj

DISCR
roups reflects a failure to identify with that group and
ence little or no motivation for in-group bias. Although
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in-group identification per se is not necessarily a suffic
explanation for intergroup discrimination, discrimination
behalf of fellow group members is unlikely unless iden
cation has been engaged.

As a first step in examining the implications of optim
distinctiveness theory for understanding the motivat
underlying differences in in-group bias by members
majority and minority groups, our initial experiment tes
the idea that differential identification with the in-group
one determining factor. Specifically, Experiment 1 was
signed to test directly the hypothesis that, in the absen
identity induction, individuals assigned to majority cate
ries identify less with their group than individuals assig
to a minority category. The experiment also tested
prediction that differences between majority and mino
group discrimination would be eliminated if majority gro
members were induced to identify with their assigned
egory. Further experiments were then designed to ex
the conditions under which minority and majority memb
would exhibit bias and the different motivations that m
underlie discrimination as a function of in-group size
distinctiveness.

EXPERIMENT 1

This experiment used a minimal group categoriza
scheme to classify individuals into minority and majo
groups. Following classification, but before measure
in-group identification and discrimination, a procedure
introduced designed to enhance identification with cate
assignment for half of the participants. Thus, the experim
consisted of a 2 (In-group Size: Majority vs Minority)3 2
Identification Induction: High vs Low) between-parti
ants design.
We predicted two additive main effects of our mani

ations on in-group identification. Based on optimal dist
iveness theory and evidence from previous rese
Abrams, 1994; Blanz et al., 1995; Brewer & Weber, 19
llemers & van Rijswijk, 1997; Simon & Brown, 198
imon & Hamilton, 1994, Experiment 1), minority gro
embers were expected to spontaneously identify with
roup more than majority group members. In addition
xpected a main effect of our induction manipulation s

hat participants in the high induction condition would id
ify more than those in the low induction condition.

On the discrimination measure, two alternative pre
ions could be made. If identification is both a necessary
ufficient explanation for discrimination, as some theo
laim (e.g., Gagnon & Bourhis, 1996; Perrault & Bour
998, 1999), then there should be a one-to-one corre
ence between level of identification and degree of in-g
ias. In that case, we would expect two main effects o

469TION
xperimental variables such that minority group members
iscriminate more than majority group members, and indi-
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viduals in the high induction condition should discrimin
more than those who were not induced to identify
addition, responses on the identification scale should m
ate the responses on the discrimination measure; contr
for identification should reduce the variance accounte
by the in-group size and identity induction manipulatio
On the other hand, if, as we and others theorize (e.g., B
et al., 1992; Hinkle & Brown, 1990), identification is
necessary, but not a sufficient, explanation for discrim
tion, then an interaction would be expected between
group size and identity induction on the discrimina
measure. Under low induction, minority group memb
should discriminate more than majority group members
has been found in previous work). Under high induc
(assuming that the induction raises identification by ma
ity members to a sufficient level), however, the group
effect on the measure of social discrimination should
eliminated. In other words, the induction manipula
should make a significant difference in in-group bias
those in majority groups but should have no signific
effect on the expression of bias by minority group mem
(who are sufficiently identified even under low induct
conditions).

METHOD

Participants were randomly categorized into group
accord with the procedures of the minimal group parad
(Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971). A dot estimatio
exercise was used as the vehicle for categorization into
social groups; information about in-group size was em
ded in the participants’ dot estimation performance f
back. Following categorization, participants complete
social identification scale followed by zero-sum alloca
matrices, which served as the measure of discriminatio
in-group bias.

Participants

Ninety-one students (60% women, 85% European A
icans) at the Ohio State University participated in the st
Participants received course credit for their involveme

Procedure

Between 7 and 12 participants completed the experi
in any given session. Once everyone was seated, the e
imenter and an assistant explained that the study inv
gated dot estimation as an indicator of perceptual acuity
preconscious style. A brief description of the estimation
was provided, and the students then made estimates
total of 10 dot trials.
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After the task, the assistant took the participants’ esti-
mates into the next room, ostensibly to categorize them. The
-
g

r

t
r-
-
d

a

assistant gave the sheets to another researcher, wh
domly classified participants into one of the two in-gr
size conditions. A sheet was prepared for each partic
that contained a description of their classification. All p
ticipants who were classified asminority members read th
ollowing description:

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

Individuals classified as majority group members read
same paragraph, but with the following sentences in pla
the italicized sentences: “Your test results indicate that
are an overestimator, and that you are part of the ma
portion of the population. Few people are underestima
in fact only 20–25% of them are. You fall into a group t
represents 75–80% of the population.”

Immediately following this categorization feedback, p
ticipants received the identification induction in the form
a questionnaire ostensibly intended to assess their “fi
the typical category member. Following the induction qu
tionnaire, participants completed a self-report identifica
scale and then the allocation task, which consisted of
zero-sum allocation matrices.

Identification induction. The manipulation was an a
aptation of a method developed by Salancik (1974) in
attitude measurement domain (and also used by J
Spears, & Manstead, 1997, in the context of an in-g
categorization experiment). The technique relies on in
ing biased scanning (Janis & King, 1954) to lead individ
to endorse or reject statements as self-descriptive. W
statements are preceded by moderate qualifiers su
“sometimes” or “on occasion,” the wording induces resp
dents to think ofconfirminginstances from their own mem
ory and to be likely to endorse the statement as some
true about themselves. When extreme qualifiers suc
“always” or “never” preface the same statement, scanni
biased towarddisconfirminginstances and likely to result
rejection of the item as not true of the self. In the pre
study, qualifiers were used systematically to manipu
participants’ rate of endorsement of statements that
said to be typical of members of their estimation categ

The identification induction came in the form of a “Li
styles Questionnaire,” in which all participants were as
to rate whether each of a list of in-group characteristics

D BREWER
descriptive of themselves. Instructions indicated that the
statements on the questionnaire represented descriptions
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that had been found in past research to be characteris
most members of the participant’s estimator category.
list contained eight descriptive statements, tailored to
pear plausible as characteristics for “overestimat
(e.g., “. . . I find myself overestimating the amount of tim

eed to complete a task”) or for “underestimato
e.g.,“. . . I underestimate how much money I am able
pend, so that I won’t spend too much”), depending on
articipant’s categorization condition. Whereas Jetten
1997) used the procedure to manipulate individuals’
udes toward the in-group, an attempt was made he
eep the behavior characteristics themselves relatively
ral in order to avoid evaluative implications about
roup.1

High and low induction versions of the same quest
naire differed in the qualifiers that were added to e
statement. Each statement was preceded either by a m
ate frequency quantifier (e.g., “At times,I find myself . . .”)

r by a more extreme frequency quantifier (e.g., “Almos
lways,I . . .”) in order to affect the likelihood of endors
ent of that item. In the high induction condition (desig

o induce respondents to endorse most of the stateme
rue of themselves), six of the eight behaviors were pref
y a moderate quantifier, with only two worded more

remely. In the low induction condition, four of the beh
ors were prefaced by moderate quantifiers and fou
xtreme quantifiers (in order to produce a neutral, 50
istribution of item endorsement).
To respond to each item, individuals indicated whe

ach in-group descriptor was self-descriptive by circling
ord “True” or “False” next to each statement. This man
f responding left a visible record of the number of “tr
ndorsements the respondent had made by the time
he completed the one-page questionnaire. With the
nduction version of the questionnaire, the biased scan
hould produce a high proportion of “true” responses, l
ng to a self-perception of typicality as a category mem
n the low induction version, true and false responses sh
e closer to 50–50 and essentially neutral. We expecte

ow induction condition to produce results equivalen
hose of a no induction condition; here minority gro
embers were expected to identify more than maj
roup members.

ependent Measures

Social identification scale. Items on the measure
ocial identification asked the extent to which respond

1 Pilot testing confirmed our expectations. Fifteen participants rate
characteristics, with their frequency qualifiers removed, on how po
each behavior was believed to be (15 Very Negative,3 5 Neutral,5 5
Very Positive). Analysis indicated that the mean rating of underestim

DISCR
characteristics (M 5 3.24,SD 5 .27) did notdiffer from the mean rating
of overestimator characteristics (M 5 3.29, SD 5 .24), t(14) 5 2.63,
p 5 .54.
f

-

.

o
-

r-
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,

or
h

s

elt they were similar to and belonged to the in-gr
ategory and whether they felt connected to the group
ix items included on the scale were the following, wh
ere pulled from various identification scales found in

iterature (identity subscale of the collective self-este
cale, Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992; theidentification with a
sychological groupscale, Mael & Tetrick, 1992): “I fee

hat this group is an important reflection of who I am,”
on’t act like the typical person of this group” (rever
cored), “I have a number of qualities typical of member
his group,” “Belonging to this group is an important par
y self-image,” “If someone praises this group, it wo

eel like a personal compliment,” and “If someone critici
his group, it would feel like a personal insult.” Participa
esponded to these items using a 6-point response scal5
trongly Disagreeto 6 5 Strongly Agree). After recoding

the reverse-scored item, responses were summed;
scores could range from 6 to 36, where larger respo
indicated greater identification. Internal consistency for
six-item scale was acceptable (a 5 .63).

Allocation matrices. The allocation task was introduc
as a questionnaire examining the “underlying princip
guiding alternative distributions of money. Participa
were asked to indicate their preference for allocations
tween two individuals in the present study, one identifie
an underestimator and one as an overestimator. It
emphasized that many different principles of allocation
possible and equally justifiable. Four zero-sum alloca
matrices (adapted from Tajfel et al., 1971; Matrix Type B
Experiment 1) were used to assess whether allocator
ferred fair (equal) distributions or distributions that favo
one group member over the other. Zero-sum matrice
global measures of discrimination where the total alloca
amount is fixed; for these matrices, as allocation for
group increases, allocation for the other group necess
decreases. The index of discrimination for these mat
was computed by subtracting out-group allocations f
in-group allocations across the four matrices, creatin
difference score where positive numbers indicate in-g
favoritism, negative numbers indicate out-group favorit
and values near zero indicate a tendency toward fairn

RESULTS

Preliminary Analyses

Outliers. Box plots on the identification scale with t
full sample (N 5 91) indicated that two individuals h
extremely high scores (32). In addition, box plots on
difference score revealed one individual with an extrem
high score (56) and another with an extremely low s
(246). These four individuals were dropped from furt

471TION
analyses, resulting inN 5 87 across the four experimental
conditions.
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Group manipulation check.A manipulation check wa
added at the end of the study to determine whether p
ipants remembered being categorized as minority g
(“underestimator”) or majority group (“overestimato
members. All participants correctly reported their gr
membership.

Lifestyles responses.On the Lifestyles Questionnair
participants responded “True” or “False” as to whether a
of in-group characteristics was descriptive of themse
True responses were coded as a one, and false respon
a zero; these responses were then summed together, c
a variable that could range from 0 to 8, with higher sc
indicating that more in-group characteristics were endo
as self-descriptive.

If the induction worked as predicted, then participant
the high induction condition should report greater Lifest
endorsement than participants in the low induction co
tion. In addition, because responding to these mea
followed the in-group size manipulation, responses to
questionnaire also served as a measure of the effe
in-group size on self-perception under the low induc
condition. Lifestyles responses were submitted to an
ysis of variance (ANOVA), with in-group size and t
identity induction as between-participants factors. Ana
revealed a significant induction main effect,F(1, 83) 5

.80,p 5 .05, h 2 5 .04. Asexpected, participants in t
igh induction condition endorsed more in-group chara

stics as self-descriptive (M 5 5.18)than did individuals in
he low induction condition (M 5 4.63). Inaddition, there
was a marginally significant interaction between in-gr
size and the identity induction,F(1, 83)5 3.72,p 5 .06,
h 2 5 .03. Themeans are presented in Table 1.Minority
members consistently endorsed a high number of in-g
characteristics as self-descriptive, but majority member
so only when induced to by the biased wording of
questionnaire. Simple effects tests indicated that unde
induction, minority group members endorsed significa
more items than majority group members,F(1, 83) 5
6.24, p 5 .01, h 2 5 .07, although both groups endors

TABLE 1
Means and Standard Deviations for Lifestyles Responses

Identification: Experiment 1

High induction Low induction

Minority
in-group

Majority
in-group

Minority
in-group

Majority
in-group

Lifestyles responses 5.14 (1.42) 5.23 (1.27) 5.13 (1.55) 4.05 (
Identification 20.14 (3.88) 18.32 (4.90) 18.17 (3.98) 16.20 (3
n 22 22 23 20

Note.Standard deviations are in parentheses.
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t least half the items as intended for this condition. In the
igh induction condition, however, majority members en-
-

.
as

ng

s

f

-

orsed in-group characteristics to the same extent as m
ty members,F(1, 83) 5 .05, p 5 .83, h 2 5 .00, as
ntended by the manipulation.

roup Identification

To determine whether the effectiveness of the induc
ondition in manipulating self-descriptions actually affec
dentification with the in-group, scores on the identifica
cale were submitted to a two-way ANOVA. The anal
ndicated a significant main effect of the induction ma
lation on identification,F(1, 83) 5 5.42,p 5 .02, h 2 5
06. Individuals in the high induction condition report
igher identification (M 5 19.23) than did individuals in

he low induction condition (M 5 17.26).There was als
significant main effect of in-group size,F(1, 83)5 4.68,
5 .03, h 2 5 .05. Members of the minority grou

eported higher identification (M 5 19.13) than did ma
ority group members (M 5 17.31).There was no signi
icant interaction effect; high induction increased identifi
tion for both majorities and minorities, but members of
minority group identified more highly than members of
majority category under both induction conditions (
Table 1).

Allocation Matrices

Difference scores (i.e., in-group2 out-group) across th
four allocation matrices were used as the measure of dis
ination. The scores were submitted to a two-way ANO
which revealed a significant main effect for the identifica
induction,F(1, 83) 5 7.20, p , .01, h2 5 .08. Individuals
induced to identify with their group exhibited greater in-gr
bias (M 5 13.09) than did individuals who were not induce
identify (M 5 2.74). Qualifying this main effect was a sign
icant interaction,F(1, 83) 5 3.93, p 5 .05, h2 5 .04. The
means are presented in Fig. 1.

Simple effects tests indicate that, when selecting
majority members, the induction significantly influen
in-group bias,F(1, 83) 5 10.51, p , .01, h 2 5 .11;

owever, when selecting for minority members, the ind
ion did not significantly influence in-group bias,F(1,
3) 5 .25, p 5 .62, h 2 5 .00. Majority group member

exhibited more in-group favoritism in the high induct
condition than with low induction. Furthermore, the diff
ence between minority and majority group members
marginally significant under low induction,F(1, 83) 5
2.99,p 5 .09,h 2 5 .04, but thedifference was eliminate
under high induction,F(1, 83) 5 1.15, p 5 .29, h 2 5
.01. Themajority members who were induced to iden
with their group exhibited were not significantly differe
from minority members from either induction conditio
only the low induction majority member condition devia
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from the other three conditions. Single samplet tests indi-
cated that only the responses of the low induction majority
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members did not differ from zero,t(19) 5 2.67, p 5 .51,
5 2.31; all other cells were different from zero,ts .

.96, ps , .07, ds . .84. Only individuals in the low
nduction majority group exhibited no in-group bias.

In this study, then, minority group members discri
ated in favor of the in-group regardless of the identifica

nduction, but majority group members exhibited in-gr
ias only when identification with the in-group had b

nduced. This analysis certainly points to the role of id
ification in majority discrimination; in fact, identificatio
as positively correlated with discrimination exhibited
ajority members,r (42) 5 .46, p , .01, across cond

tions. Conversely, identification was uncorrelated with
crimination exhibited by minority members,r (46) 5
2.19, p 5 .22. This is probably because identificat
cores for minority group members had a more restr
ange, being relatively high in both induction conditio
pparently once a requisite level of identification

eached, further variation in level of identification does
ccount for additional variation in in-group bias.

DISCUSSION

The findings from Experiment 2 bore out the predicti
from optimal distinctiveness theory that in-group iden
cation and discrimination are spontaneously arouse

FIG. 1. Allocation difference scores as a func

DISCR
categorization into a minority group but need to be induced
for majority groups. These findings support the idea that
identification is at least a necessary condition for discr
nation; individuals must see themselves as connect
their group before they are motivated to exhibit in-gr
bias. The pattern of differences in identification and
crimination also support the idea that differences in ide
fication underlie differences in discrimination betw
members of minority and majority groups. When leve
identification is increased (though induction), compar
degrees of in-group bias are exhibited by both majority
minority group members.

While not the primary goal of this study, the results sp
to an ongoing debate of the causes of discrimination in
minimal group paradigm (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Gaert
& Insko, 2000; Gagnon & Bourhis, 1996). Recently, Ga
ner and Insko (2000) claim that discrimination exhibite
the minimal group paradigm can be explained entirely
outcome dependence. However, this explanation cann
count for the effects of the above study. The identity ind
tion involved manipulating the perception that the par
pant was similar to the in-group, not the extent to wh
allocations awarded to in-group members would be
cated to the participant. Consequently, the above s
illustrates that engaging social identification can eng
discrimination under minimal group conditions.

Identification: Necessary, But Sufficient?

f in-group size and identity induction: Experiment 1.
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While differences in identification underlie differences in
discrimination, it is apparent that identification alone does
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not fully account for degree of discrimination. The ind
tion increased minority identification, but discrimination
not increase in a corresponding fashion. This support
contention that identification with the in-group is a nec
sary but not sufficient condition for the expression of
group bias. In order to account more fully for the leve
bias exhibited under different conditions, one must cons
the motivational basis of bias for minority and majo
group members.

The results of the first study support the idea that min
group membership is closer to an optimally distinct iden
than majority group membership in that it is associated
greater identification with the in-group. Central to the o
mal distinctiveness explanation for differences in mino
and majority group behavior is the motivational state th
presumed to underlie in-group bias and discrimination.
cause minority identity meets both inclusion and diffe
tiation needs, categorization into a minority group sho
lead to high levels of identificationand satisfactionwith the

roup identity. Under these conditions, discrimination
avor of the in-group is one manifestation or affirmation
n-group identification.

Membership in a majority group, on the other hand, is
atisfying because it leaves the differentiation need un
ne response to this is disengagement, avoiding ident

ion with the category as self-relevant. When self-releva
s high, however, identification can be engaged, even
arge social categories. Under these circumstances,

embers should be motivated to increase the perc
istinctiveness of their category identity to improve sa

action of the differentiation motive. One method of enha
ng in-group distinctiveness is discrimination against
roups (Branscombe & Wann, 1994; Turner, 1975). T

or members of majority groups, the degree of discrim
ion and in-group bias may be a reflection of their leve
issatisfaction with the in-group as an optimal identity;
nderlying motive is improving optimality rather than
rming identity.
This analysis suggests that identification with a group

atisfaction with that group are not synonymous as so
f social identity (Ellemers, Kortekaas, & Ouwerke
999; Perrault & Bourhis, 1998). Identification and sa

action may work in combination to determine whet
roup members exhibit in-group bias and why. When

dentification and satisfaction are high (optimal identiti
iscrimination functions to affirm in-group identity. Wh

dentification and satisfaction are both low, there is
otive to discriminate. But when identification is high a

atisfaction is low, discrimination functions to increase
erentiation between in-group and out-group.

For both minority and majority groups, then, discrimi
ion is believed to be dependent on satisfaction and id

474 LEONARDEL
cation. Members in both groups must identify with the
n-group to discriminate in favor of that group. Once a
r

r

.
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equisite level of identification is engaged, however,
egree of discrimination and its underlying motivation
etermined by levels of satisfaction with the in-group.

he relationship between satisfaction and discrimination
ers for majority and minority groups. Minority group me
ers will be more likely to discriminate as group satisfac

ncreases; majority members, however, should show a
tive relationship between satisfaction and discrimina
ince discrimination is presumed to be motivated bydissat-

sfaction with in-group distinctiveness.
In order to test these predictions about the motives

erlying discrimination for optimal (minority) and nono
imal (majority) groups, a second experiment was c
ucted in which separate measures of identification

n-group satisfaction were included.

EXPERIMENT 2

The primary purpose of the experiment was to exam
the role of in-group satisfaction as a predictor of in-gr
bias. First, it was expected that minority members sh
report being more satisfied with their group than majo
members, suggesting that minority identities are optim
distinct, but majority identities are nonoptimal. Wha
more, in-group size and in-group satisfaction were belie
to interact when controlling for differences in identificati
Because minority identities are more satisfying than m
ity identities, individuals in this group should be more lik
to discriminate as satisfaction with the in-group increa
Majority groups, however, because they are less satis
than minority identities, should lead individuals to discr
inate more as satisfaction decreases. To test these h
eses, participants were classified as minority or maj
group members, and all were induced to identify with t
group.2 A measure of group satisfaction was added to
experiment, following categorization but before the allo
tion matrices.

This in-group satisfaction measure provided not on
test of the predictions made by optimal distinctiveness
ory, but also provided a test of an alternative hypoth
namely the role of collective self-esteem in intergroup
crimination. Recently, researchers (Long & Spears, 1
Rubin & Hewstone, 1998) have argued that low collec
self-esteem motivates discrimination, which serves to
hance or restore collective self-worth. Assuming that
nority identity is an insecure identity (Sachdev & Bour

2 As a reviewer correctly pointed out, this study does not provide a
test of the predicted three-way interaction between in-group size, sa
tion, and identification. Experiment 1 already demonstrated that majo
do not discriminate under low identification conditions, and the prim
purpose of this second study was to examine the underlying motivat

D BREWER
minority and majority discrimination when it does occur. Thus, for pur-
poses of testing the role of satisfaction with the in-group, it was most
appropriate to induce all group members to identify with their group.



ion
y th
com
tima
tion
ollec
pre-
sat-
est

ean
the
in-

ectly

jor-
eir
eri-
re, i
mea
Life

is to
ual

four
This
eel
his
ed).
we
from
ca-

n of

thei
nce
this
e-

ed),
ded

ms
w cou
r ater
i
(

roup
l-

l and
t s,
1 lysis
c re is
e e in-
g or as
t even
w t in-
c ntity,
p self-
e

itted
e a

ond
tent
eri-

s to
ntifi-
ina-
am-
roup
high
pli-
satis-

sat
uals

)

IMINA
1984, 1991), it is possible that minority discriminat
increases as collective self-esteem (as measured b
in-group satisfaction measure) decreases. Thus, two
peting predictions were tested in the second study: Op
distinctiveness theory predicts that minority discrimina
increases as in-group satisfaction increases, but the c
tive self-esteem hypothesis (Rubin & Hewstone, 1998)
dicts that minority discrimination increases as in-group
isfaction decreases. These predictions were put to the t
the second experiment.

METHOD

Participants

Seventy-nine students (65% women, 82% Europ
American) at the Ohio State University participated in
study. Participants all received course credit for their
volvement. One person completed the materials incorr
and was dropped, resulting inN 5 78.

Procedure

Participants were classified into either minority or ma
ity category, and all were induced to identify with th
group using the high induction manipulation from Exp
ment 1. The three primary dependent measures we
order, a social identification scale, a group satisfaction
sure, and four zero-sum matrices. Responses to the
styles Questionnaire were also submitted to analys
verify that individuals were induced to identify to an eq
extent.

The identification measure was revised by adding
new items to the six used in the previous experiment: “
group’s characteristics mirror my characteristics,” “I f
that I am a part of this group,” “I feel ties to people in t
group,” and “I do not belong to this group” (reverse-scor
After recoding reversed scored items, the 10 responses
summed producing a possible score which could range
10 to 60, with higher numbers indicating greater identifi
tion. Internal consistency was improved by the inclusio
these additional items in the scale (a 5 .79).

For the in-group satisfaction scale, participants rated
level of agreement with the following items with refere
to their in-group: “I am pleased to be a member of
group,” “This group is not satisfying to me” (revers
scored), “I am unhappy with this group” (reverse-scor
and “I am satisfied with this group.” Participants respon
to these items using 6-point response options (15 Strongly
Disagree, 65 Strongly Agree). After reversed-scored ite

ere recoded, responses were summed; total scores
ange from 4 to 24, with higher numbers indicating gre

DISCR
n-group satisfaction. Internal consistency was adequate
a 5 .74).
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Measures that appear closely associated with in-g
satisfaction include theprivate esteemsubscale of the co
ective self-esteem scale (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992)
he quality of social identityscale (Gagnon & Bourhi
996). In a separate study, an exploratory factor ana
onfirmed our assumption that our satisfaction measu
quivalent to this aspect of collective self-esteem. Th
roup satisfaction items loaded only onto the same fact

he items that compose the private esteem subscale,
hen they were entered into the factor analysis tha
luded items of the other three subscales (i.e., ide
ublic esteem, and member esteem) of the collective
steem scale (Leonardelli & Tormala, 2000).3

RESULTS

Lifestyles Responses

Responses on the lifestyles questionnaire were subm
to ANOVA; as intended, in-group size did not produc
significant difference,F(1, 76)5 .13,p 5 .72, h 2 5 .00.
Minority and majority members were induced to resp
with a high number of “true” responses to the same ex
under the high induction manipulation used in this exp
ment (see Table 2).

In-Group Size on Identification, In-group Satisfaction,
and Discrimination

The primary purpose of this second experiment wa
assess the interrelationships among in-group size, ide
cation, and satisfaction as predictors of social discrim
tion. Prior to the correlational analyses, however, we ex
ined the effects of in-group size on the process and in-g
bias measures to determine if effects obtained in the
induction condition in Experiment 1 were essentially re
cated. Identification and difference scores, as well as

3 One would expect measures of social identification and in-group-
isfaction to be positively correlated; presumably, the more individ

TABLE 2
Condition Means and Standard Deviations: Experiment 2

Minority in-group Majority in-group

Lifestyles responses 5.83 (1.67) 5.95 (1.15)
Identification 38.68 (7.53) 36.11 (7.50)
Satisfaction 17.76 (2.96) 16.38 (2.66)
Difference score 14.15 (24.09) 11.73 (24.77
n 41 37

Note.Standard deviations are in parentheses.

475TION
identify with a group, the more they should like it. As expected, in the
present study the two scales were significantly correlated,r (78) 5 .62,
p , .001.
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faction scores, were submitted to ANOVA, with in-gro
size as the between-participants comparison. Cond
means for each of these measures are provided in Ta

In general, the effects of in-group size on identifica
were similar to the effects obtained in Experiment 1 for
individuals induced to identify with their group. Minoriti
reported higher identification than majorities, although
difference was not significant,F(1, 76) 5 2.28,p 5 .14,
h 2 5 .03. More important, minorities reported grea
satisfaction with their group than majorities, and this
ference was significant,F(1, 76) 5 4.64, p 5 .03, h 2 5
.06. Finally, the difference score on the allocation mea
showed no significant effect of group size,F(1, 76)5 .19,
p 5 .66, h 2 5 .00. As found in Experiment 1, minorit
and majority members who were induced to identify w
their group reported equivalent levels of in-group bias.
both groups, this bias was significantly different from z
ts . 2.87,ps , .01, ds . .96.

In-Group Size and In-Group Satisfaction as Predictors
of Discrimination

Central to our hypotheses about the processes unde
minority and majority group discrimination is the differe
tial role of in-group satisfaction as a motivator for int
group bias. To test the differential predictions, a hierarch
multiple-regression analysis was conducted in which
group bias was predicted from in-group size, identifica
in-group satisfaction, and the two-way interactions.

So that it could be included in the regression analysis
conditions of in-group size were dummy coded: the mi
ity condition was assigned a value of zero, and the maj
condition was assigned a value of 1.4 Following standar

4

FIG. 2. Allocation difference scores as a func

476 LEONARDEL
Dummy coding was opted over effects coding because it provides more
readily interpretable effects when the regression analysis includes only on
categorical variable (Aiken & West, 1991).

b
.
i

2.

g

rules for interaction analysis in multiple regression (Co
& Cohen, 1983), in-group bias was regressed onto the
effect variables of in-group size, social identification,
group satisfaction predictors in the first step of a hiera
cal regression. In the second step of the hierarchical re
sion, two-way interaction terms were entered into the a
ysis as predictors of in-group bias. These interaction t
were the product of each pair of variables: in-group size
identification, in-group size and satisfaction, and identi
tion and satisfaction. These two-way interactions were
cluded as higher order covariates, as recommended by
Tedlie, and Lehn (1992).

Analysis revealed a significant two-way interaction
tween in-group size and group satisfaction,t(71) 5 22.17,
p 5 .03, sr2 5 .06. To depict this interaction, predicte

eans were plotted at low and high levels of satisfac
i.e., at satisfaction values 1 standard deviation below
bove the mean, respectively; Aiken & West, 1991).
eans are presented in Fig. 2. Simple slope analysis (A
West, 1991) indicated that minority members were m

ikely to discriminate as in-group satisfaction increa
b 5 .37, p 5 .08, sr2 5 .04). By contrast, majorit
embers were more likely to discriminate as in-group

sfaction decreased (b 5 2.33,p 5 .16, sr2 5 .03).5 The

5 Given that this study was conducted with identification induction
constant, the relatively restricted range of variability on the identifica
measure did not permit analysis of the three-way interaction bet
in-group size, identification, and satisfaction (in fact, analysis of the t
way was not significant). Nonetheless, the analysis did reveal a sign
interaction between identification and satisfaction,t(71) 5 22.18, p 5
.03, sr2 5 .06, indicating that the influence of satisfaction on in-gr
bias was moderated by identification to some extent. Tests for this
action within the two conditions revealed that the interaction was sta
cally reliable for majority members,t(33) 5 22.03,p 5 .05, sr2 5 .10,

2

f in-group size and group satisfaction: Experiment 2.

D BREWER
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e
ut not reliable for minority members,t(37) 5 21.02, p 5 .37, sr 5
03. It appears that the dissatisfaction expressed by majority members
nfluences discrimination, contingent upon their level of identification with
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significant interaction indicates that the satisfaction s
for minority group members is significantly different fro
the slope for majority members.

DISCUSSION

Results of the regression analysis in Experiment 2
cated that, controlling for identification, in-group satisf
tion predicts discrimination for both minority and major
group members, but the direction of the relationship
tween in-group satisfaction and discrimination differs
pending on the size of the in-group. Minority discriminat
increases as in-group satisfaction increases; majority
crimination increases as in-group satisfaction decrease
dissatisfaction increases). These data are inconsisten
the collective self-esteem version of the self-esteem hy
esis (Long & Spears, 1997; Rubin & Hewstone, 1998) a
explanation for minority group discrimination, but are c
sistent with our theoretical analysis.6 Since large, relativel
undefined groups are presumed to be nonoptimal iden
dissatisfaction with assignment to a majority group sh
be associated with discrimination. Intergroup discrimina
provides an opportunity to increase the differentiation
tween in-group and out-group and increase perceived
tinctiveness. Small, optimally distinct groups, however,
presumed to be satisfied with their identity, and satisfac
with assignment should be associated with discrimina
because intergroup discrimination provides an opportu
to affirm a positive identity.7

their group. Simple slope analysis indicates support for this predi
When identification was low, majority member satisfaction did not pre
in-group bias (b 5 2.01, p 5 .96, sr2 5 .00). When identification wa
high, however, majority member satisfaction negatively predicted dis
ination (b 5 2.53, p 5 .05, sr2 5 .12). Thus, when the majorit

embers are disengaged from their identity, dissatisfaction is unrela
iscrimination. However, if identification with the groupis engaged, the
embers of majority groups appear motivated to increase the distincti
f their in-group to the extent that they aredissatisfied with the group as is

6 To be clear, we believe this study tested thespecific-state-soci
version of the self-esteem hypothesis proposed by Rubin and Hew
(1998). The scale was framed to refer to the specific estimator grou
which participants were classified, thus meeting thespecificand social
criteria of the collective self-esteem hypothesis. In addition, becaus
ticipants were placed into minimal groups, there is no possible “
self-esteem to be associated with this specific group. Consequentl
scale must measurestatecollective self-esteem.

7 One might ask why it was that we believed that majority members
were satisfied and identified with their group would not affirm t
identity. We base this on the initial mean difference that exists bet
majority and minority groups on group satisfaction. As indicated in T
2, minorities are more satisfied with their group than are majority mem

DISCR
This difference in mean satisfaction indicates that majority members who
report relatively high in-group satisfaction actually are reporting lower
satisfaction than minorities who report relatively high satisfaction.
-
r

h
-

,

-

Discrimination Motives

The different directions of relationship between re
tive satisfaction with the in-group and level of discrim
nation for majority and minority groups is consistent w
the idea that the same degree of discrimination refl
different underlying motives as a function of group s
Again, however, this experiment does not provide di
evidence that motives to affirm or differentiate are a
ally operating. In the two experiments reported thus
zero-sum allocation matrices were used as a global
sure of in-group bias that basically pits in-group fav
itism against a nondiscrimination (fairness) motive. Ze
sum matrices of this type provide a general measu
bias but are not constructed to distinguish between
kinds of discrimination motives: maximum in-gro
profit and maximum differentiation.

Maximum in-group profit (Tajfel et al., 1971) refers
the motivation to treat in-group members as favorabl
possible, regardless of outcomes to the out-group. M
mum differentiation refers to the motivation to treat
group membersmore favorably than out-group membe
that is, to make choices that give in-group members hi
outcomes compared to those of the out-group. Both mo
are discrimination motives in that they exhibit favoritism
the in-group, but they differ in their focus: Maximum d
ferentiation focuses on the difference between in-group
out-group members, whereas maximum in-group profi
cuses only on the in-group. When allocations are zero-
in-group bias scores can reflect either motive becaus
choices are arrayed such that increasing the amoun
in-group also decreases the outcome to the out-group (
increasing difference). Thus, the same in-group/out-g
difference score can be based on different underlying
tives.

The different pattern of correlation between in-gr
satisfaction and allocation bias obtained for minorities
majorities in Experiment 2 suggests that discrimination
have been serving different purposes for the two gro
Based on optimal distinctiveness theory, we hypothe
that the discriminatory choices made by majority mem
were motivated primarily by maximum differentiation,
the service of increasing the distinctiveness of their
group. Since minority group membership is already cl
to optimal distinctiveness, we assume that discriminatio
minorities is primarily an expression of in-group identifi
tion, motivated by concern for affirming their in-gro
identity. In this case, discrimination is more likely to refl
a desire to maximize in-group profit. To test these assu
tions about underlying motives, a third experiment
conducted using allocation matrices that can differen

o

s

e

-

s

.

477TION
between motives for maximizing in-group profit or maxi-
mizing differentiation in favor of the in-group.
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EXPERIMENT 3

The primary goal of the third experiment was to exam
the discrimination motives of minority and majority me
bers. A secondary goal was an attempt to replicate effec
group identification and group satisfaction found in Ex
iments 1 and 2.

We predicted that when allocations maximizing in-gr
profit and maximizing differentiation were pitted aga
each other in an allocation matrix, members of majo
social categories would consistently choose in the dire
of maximizing differentiation, regardless of level of
group profit. Members of minority social categories, on
other hand, were predicted to be more influenced by m
imizing in-group profit, although this motivation would
constrained somewhat by the structure of the alloca
matrix.8 In pure form, the motive to maximize in-gro
profit means that group members are willing to give
highest allocation possible to their group, even if that m
giving more to the out-group. At this extreme, howe
maximum in-group profit could also be perceived as
group favoritism. Thus, we expected that minority mem
would exhibit maximum in-group profit, but only to t
extent that they could give higher amounts to the in-g
without giving even larger amounts to the out-group
effect, minority members were predicted to exhibit evide
of both maximum in-group profit and maximum differen
ation.

METHOD

Participants

One hundred two students (58% women, 63% Euro
American) at the Ohio State University participated in
study. Five individuals were dropped for incorrectly co
pleting the materials, leaving anN 5 97. Participant
eceived course credit for their involvement.

Procedure

Individuals were randomly classified into a minority
majority group within each session. An additional con
factor was also added to the design of the present s
In-group size was crossed with category label (under
mator vs overestimator) in order to be sure that effec
relative in-group size could be replicated independen
confounds with category label. Thus, Experiment 3 c

8 The layout of the Tajfel allocation matrix choices makes compar
information about in-group and out-group outcomes almost impossi
ignore. Choices on these matrices have been found to exhibit a sign

478 LEONARDEL
“pull” toward maximizing differentiation even when the incentive for
maximizing in-group profit has been explicitly manipulated (Brewer &
Silver, 1978; Turner, Brown, & Tajfel, 1979).
n

-

.
-

sisted of a 2 (Ingroup Size: Minority vs Majority)3 2
Category Label: Underestimator vs Overestimator)
ween-participants design.

As in the preceding experiments, participants first c
leted a dot estimation task used to classify them
inimal groups and, following this task, received feedb
bout their category membership and the size of the
roup. Participants then completed the high induction
ion of the Lifestyles Questionnaire, used to induce i
iduals to identify with their respective groups. Individu
hen completed identification and satisfaction scales us
xperiment 2 (a identification 5 .85; asatisfaction 5 .79). Finally,

they completed four Tajfel allocation matrices, selecte
determine the kinds of discrimination motive exhibited
participants in the different group size conditions.9

After completing the matrices, participants complete
manipulation check on the category to which they had
assigned (i.e., overestimator or underestimator) and th
ative size of that group, and they were then debriefed

Tajfel Allocation Matrices

Instead of the zero-sum matrices used in previous stu
different types of Tajfel allocation matrices were used
assess the strength of different discrimination motives
fel et al., 1971). The Tajfel allocation matrices contain a
of preselected allocations that vary in terms of degre
in-group or out-group favoritism, fairness, or cooperat
For our present purposes, two kinds of Tajfel matrices w
chosen. Matrices type A and B (Brewer, 1979; as repo
in Tajfel et al., 1971, Experiment 2) were used, wh
provide the opportunity to distinguish between maxim
in-group profit and maximum differentiation and to dis
guish these two motives from a third motive, maxim
joint profit. (Maximum joint profit refers to the motivatio
to treat both the in-group and out-group as favorabl
possible, nondiscriminantly. This motive indicates in
group cooperation, where the individual is attempting
maximize outcomes for both groups combined.)

TheMatrix A version (see Fig. 3) pits the maximum jo
rofit motive against in-group bias (this matrix cannot

inguish between maximum differentiation and maxim
n-group profit). Participants must choose between all
ions that give more to the in-group and allocations that

larger overall amount (in-group allocation1 out-group

t

9 Tajfel matrices were used in the present experiment rather than-
tiple alternative matrices (Bornstein et al., 1983) because we believe
the different discrimination motives are not mutually exclusive. Our in
est was in the difference indegreeto which members of majority an
minority groups exhibited maximizing differentiation and maximiz
in-group profit. Based on how pull scores are calculated for the T

D BREWER
matrices, it is possible to exhibit both motives to a moderate degree (i.e.,
on both pull scores) or one motive to an extreme degree. The pull scores
only oppose each other at the extremes.
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allocation). Pull scores are calculated to determine to
extent each motive is present. Explanations for how
calculate these pull scores, and a discussion of their m
ing, are provided in the literature (Bourhis, Sachdev
Gagnon, 1994; Turner, 1983). This kind of matrix produ
two pull scores: one that indicates maximum joint pr
(MJP) and the other that indicates in-group bias (MIP/M

The Matrix B version (see Fig. 3) pits maximum diffe
entiation against the other two motives, maximum j
profit and maximum in-group profit. Participants m
choose between allocations that provide a relatively gr
amount to the in-group (i.e., maximum differentiation)
allocations that give both a greater combined amount
group1 out-group) and the largest possible in-group a
cation. This kind of matrix produces two pull scores:
that indicates maximum differentiation (MD) and anot
indicates maximum in-group profit and/or maximum jo
profit (MIP/MJP). This second pull score is confounde
that it cannot distinguish between these two motives.

Minority and majority members were expected to exh
different discrimination motives on matrix B: Major
members were expected to exhibit significant MD pull,
not the MIP/MJP pull score; minority members, howe
were expected to exhibit both MD and MIP/MJP. R
sponses on matrix A, however, were expected to be sim
Members of both groups were predicted to exhibit ingr
bias, but not maximum joint profit. Pull scores from b
matrices must be considered together to determine
exactly is the basis for minority discrimination. If, as p
dicted, minorities exhibited the MIP/MJP pull (on Mat
B), but not the MJP pull (on Matrix A), then the former p

FIG. 3. Allocation matrix Types A and B (taken from Tajfel et al.,
individuals respond to these matrices (by circling one column of nu

DISCR
score can be interpreted as intention to maximize in-group
profit.
t

-

r

:

t

RESULTS

Manipulation Checks

All but one individual correctly reported their estima
category (i.e., underestimator, overestimator), and al
two individuals correctly reported the size of their gro
These three individuals were dropped, leavingN 5 94. To
erify that all group members were induced to identify to
qual degree, lifestyles responses were submitte
NOVA, with in-group size and category label as betwe
articipant factors. As expected, in-group size did not
uce a significant difference on Lifestyles responses,F(1,

89) 5 1.63, p 5 .20, h 2 5 .02. Participants in a
onditions responded to the induction to an equal de
see Table 3).

In-Group Identification and In-Group Satisfaction

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

, Experiment 2). The ovals represent hypothetical responses and illu
s).

TABLE 3
Condition Means and Standard Deviations on Lifestyles

sponses, In-Group Identification, and In-Group Satisfaction:
periment 3

Minority in-group Majority in-group

Lifestyles responses 5.74 (1.63) 5.39 (1.78
Identification 35.48 (8.36) 32.48 (6.98)
Satisfaction 17.04 (3.46) 15.77 (3.01)

479TION
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Note.Standard deviations are in parentheses.
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Experiment 2, minorities reported higher in-group satis
tion than majorities, and this difference was signific
F(1, 89)5 5.09,p 5 .03, h 2 5 .05. (Means are reporte
in Table 3.) Furthermore, it was expected that mino
members would be somewhat more identified than maj
members, even after the identity induction. Analysis un
ered a significant main effect of in-group size,F(1, 90) 5
4.38, p 5 .05, h 2 5 .05. Minority group member
eported higher identification (M 5 17.04) with the in-
roup than did majority members (M 5 15.44),replicating

he differences found in Experiments 1 and 2. Overall, t
nalysis revealed that minority members were more s
ed and identified with their group than were majo
embers, confirming results from the previous studies10

Discrimination Motives

The primary goal of this study was to elucidate dif
ences between minority and majority group member
terms of the discrimination motive underlying allocat
biases. Minority and majority members were expecte
exhibit different motives on matrix B such that majo
members would exhibit maximum differentiation and

10 Analysis of identification and satisfaction scores also revealed s-
cant main effects of category label on in-group satisfaction,F(1, 90) 5
.16, p 5 .04, h 2 5 .04. Individuals placed into the overestima
ategory reported greater satisfaction with their group (M 5 17.04) than
hose in the underestimator category (M 5 15.85) and amarginally
significantly higher level of in-group identification,F(1, 90)5 2.93,p 5

2

FIG. 4. Means of the maximum differentiation

480 LEONARDEL
.09, h 5 .03. However, estimator category label did not interact signif-
icantly with in-group size, so all effects reported for the in-group size
variable are independent of label.
,
-

nority members would exhibit maximum differentiationand
MIP/MJP. On matrix A, minority and majority membe
were both expected to exhibit in-group bias (with no
toward maximum joint profit).

Of primary interest were the matrix B pull scores. Ba
on the procedure used to calculate them, pull scores
and MIP/MJP) could range from212 to 12. On the MD
pull, positive numbers indicate relative in-group favoriti
and negative numbers indicate relative out-group favor
(Turner, 1983). On the MIP/MJP pull, positive numb
indicate greater “maximum ingroup profit/maximum jo
profit,” and negative numbers indicate “minimizing ingro
profit/minimizing joint profit” (Turner, 1983). These tw
pull scores were submitted to repeated-measures ANO
with in-group size and category label as between-pa
pants factors and the pull scores as a two-level wi
participants factor. Analysis revealed a main effect on
repeated measures,F(1, 90) 5 7.30,p , .01, h 2 5 .08.
Individuals were much more likely to exhibit maximu
differentiation (M 5 1.89) than the MIP/MJP pull (M 5
09). Inaddition, however, there was an interaction betw
n-group size and the repeated-measures factor,F(1, 90)5
.44, p 5 .04, h 2 5 .05. Means are presented in Fig.
Minority and majority members exhibited no differen

on the maximum differentiation pull score,F(1, 90)5 .19,
p 5 .67,h 2 5 .00.Both means were significantly differe
from zero, ts . 2.62, ps , .05, ds . .75. As the mean
indicate, both minority and majority members were m
likely to exhibit maximum differentiation than parity. O

MIP/MJP pull scores, by in-group size: Experiment 3.

D BREWER
LI AN
the MIP/MJP pull, however, minorities significantly dif-
fered from majorities,F(1, 90) 5 7.15, p , .01, h 2 5
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.07, asexpected. Minority members were more likely
exhibit this pull than majority members. In addition, sing
sample t tests indicated that minority member pull w
ignificantly different from zero,t(49) 5 2.20, p 5 .03,

d 5 .62, while majority member pull was not significa
t(43) 5 21.68,p 5 .10, d 5 2.51. Thus, the interactio
between pull score and in-group size indicated that min
and majority allocation choices reflect somewhat diffe
underlying motives. Both groups exhibit a significant
gree of maximum differentiation, but for minorities this w
qualified by at pull toward MIP/MJP.

To determine whether the latter pull indicated maxim
joint profit or maximum in-group profit motives, the p
scores from matrix A were submitted to analysis. Pull sc
for these matrices also could range from212 to 12. On th
in-group bias (MD/MIP) pull, positive numbers indica
in-group favoritism and negative numbers indicate
group favoritism (Turner, 1983). On the MJP pull, posi
numbers indicate maximizing joint profit and negative n
bers indicate minimizing joint profit (Turner, 1983). On t
pull score, it was expected that neither group would ex
a tendency toward positive MJP.

Results of a two-way ANOVA, with in-group size a
category label as between-participants factors, revea
significant in-group size main effect,F(1, 90)5 7.75,p ,
.01, h 2 5 .08, on the MJPpull scores. Majority membe

xhibited a tendency tominimizejoint profit (M 5 21.52,
SD 5 4.19) compared to minority members (M 5 .56,
SD 5 2.69). Only the mean for the majority memb
sample was significantly different from zero,t(43) 5
22.41,p 5 .02, d 5 2.74. Analysis of the in-group bia
pull score revealed no significant main effect of in-gr
size. Instead, both minority members (M 5 1.68, SD 5
3.97) andmajority members (M 5 1.66, SD 5 4.25)
exhibited in-group bias significantly different from ze
ts . 2.50, ps , .05, ds . .79. As expected, both grou
favored their group over the out-group when the matr
did not distinguish MIP from MD.

DISCUSSION

Overall, consideration of the four pull scores indica
that majority members exhibited maximum differentia
and minority members exhibited a combination of m
mum differentiation and maximum in-group profit. W
these motives indicate can be interpreted within the fra
work of optimal distinctiveness theory. Pure maximum
ferentiation means that an individual is primarily concer
with treating an in-group member more favorably than
out-group member,even if that means the in-group mem
gets a smaller absolute allocation.Pure maximum in-grou
profit means that an individual is primarily concerned w

DISCR
giving an in-group member the largest allocation possible,
even if that means the out-group member will receive more
a

-

In these pure forms, the maximum differentiation and m
imum in-group profit motives are in opposition. The pr
ence of both motives for minority members suggests
they would like to contribute the most they can to th
group, but only if the out-group does not receive more.
presence of only maximum differentiation for majo
members suggests that they are willing to sacrifice abs
gain in order to increase the difference between their g
and another group.

The findings of this experiment converge with what p
vious research has uncovered with regard to minority
majority responses on the Tajfel allocation matrices (S
dev & Bourhis, 1984, 1991). The greater “pull” towa
relative difference on the part of majority members
clearly inconsistent with the proposition that minorities
more motivated than majorities to compensate for in-g
insecurity. Instead, these findings suggest that when m
ities are motivated to discriminate, discrimination is in t
service of improving positive differentiation or distinctiv
ness of the in-group. The fact that majority and mino
group members also differ in their level of satisfaction w
the in-group provides further support for the optimal
tinctiveness interpretation.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Altogether, the evidence from the three studies sup
derivations from optimal distinctiveness theory as an ex
nation of why minorities generally discriminate more t
majorities. In addition, this research clarified the role
group satisfaction and identification as predictors of mi
ity and majority discrimination. Instead of feeling thre
ened, individuals react positively to classification in a
nority (as compared to a majority) categoriza
(Experiments 2 and 3). Group identification was show
be a relevant antecedent to minority and majority disc
ination, but not sufficient as an explanation for the degre
in-group bias (Experiment 1). More central to the b
exhibited by minority and majority members, was gr
satisfaction, which positively predicted minority in-gro
bias and negatively predicted majority in-group bias (
periment 2). Furthermore, this differential satisfaction
responded to differences in discrimination motives for
nority and majority members (Experiment 3).

Challenging the Primacy of Enhancement Motives

Optimal distinctiveness theory offers an explanation
minority in-group identification that does not rely solely
self-enhancement motives. Because of their relative dis
tiveness, minority groups satisfy needs for both inclusion
differentiation—identity needs that are presumed by the th

481TION
.
to be independent of the need for self-enhancement. While
some researchers argue that enhancement represents the dom-
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inant self-motive (Sedikides, 1993; Sedikides & Strube, 19
we argue that individuals seek distinctive group identitie
much as positive group identities. All other things being eq
individuals will prefer group memberships that are both p
tive and distinctive, but when the two motives are in com
tition, it is not at all clear that the enhancement motive d
inates. Indeed, there is considerable evidence that
identification is stronger among members of distinctive
matized social groups than among members of larger, h
status groups (Crocker, Luhtanen, Blaine, & Broadnax, 1
Simon, Glassner-Bayerl, & Stratenwerth, 1991; Simon, H
edt, & Aufderheide, 1997).

In one test of the relative impact of enhancement
distinctiveness motives, Brewer et al. (1993) placed pa
ipants into groups that differed in size and status an
addition, manipulated activation of the need for differe
ation. In-group identification was assessed by evalu
ratings of the in-group on dimensions unrelated to the s
differential. The results of the experiment produced a th
way interaction between in-group size, status, and the
ferentiation manipulation on in-group valuation. Under c
ditions when no need for differentiation was aroused
group enhancement was predicted by both size and s
with participants classified in a low-status minority categ
showing the greatest evidence of enhancement-moti
in-group positivity. When participants’ need for differen
ation was aroused, however, in-group valuation was en
predicted by group size: Minority members exhibited
group favoritism while majority members did not, rega
less of the status of the group. The results of the pre
experiments complement the findings of Brewer et al
indicating that minority group sizeper seengages in-grou
identification independent of any need for self-enha
ment. This identification precedes, rather than follows,
ferences in discrimination.

ALTERNATIVE MOTIVATIONAL MODELS

This article argues that optimal distinctiveness the
best explains when and why minority and majority gr
members discriminate. This research also speaks more
erally to the “self-esteem hypothesis” of intergroup disc
ination, a hypothesis with an uncertain history. The s
esteem hypothesis refers to the general idea that inter
discrimination is motivated by desire to enhance or res
individual self-esteem. Although it has been claimed to
derived directly from social identity theory (a claim ma
by Abrams & Hogg, 1988), among social identity theor
the hypothesis appears to be without an advocate. T
(1999) explicitly rejects the self-esteem restoration hyp
esis as a principle of social identity. Abrams and H
(1988) themselves criticized the logic and empirical

482 LEONARDEL
dence for the self-esteem hypothesis and proposed an alte
native motivational model of in-group bias in its place
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(Hogg & Abrams, 1993). Yet, despite the theory’s lack
representation, a recent review (Rubin & Hewstone, 1
demonstrated that the self-esteem hypothesis is firml
trenched in the social psychological literature on interg
relations. The present studies add to the growing docu
tation (e.g., Aberson, Healy, & Romero, 2000; Crocke
Luhtanen, 1990; Hogg & Turner, 1987; Seta & Seta, 1
1996; Sidanius et al., 1994; Smith & Tyler, 1997) t
discrimination is not entirely motivated by low or thre
ened self-esteem and, if anything, is a reflection ofpositive
ollective self-esteem.
The evidence also addresses what is often consi

nother social identity explanation for differences in min
ty and majority group discrimination (Sachdev & Bourh
984, 1991; Simon, 1992; Simon & Brown, 1987).11 This
erspective argues that minority group membership co

utes an “insecure identity” relative to the secure iden
rovided by majority group membership and it is this in
urity that prompts minorities to discriminate in order
estore a more positive collective identity. Minority gro
embers reported being more satisfied with their group
ajority group members. In addition, satisfaction was fo

o be positively related to discrimination on the part
embers of a minority group, but negatively related
ajority group members, suggesting that this alterna

ocial identity account also cannot explain why mino
roup members discriminate.
Given the theoretical differences, social identity the

nd optimal distinctiveness theory complement each o
specially with regard to the basis for majority group m
er discrimination. A central theoretical principle of so

dentity theory is that “when social identity is unsatisf
ory, individuals will strive either to leave their existi
roup and join some more positively distinct group an

o make their existing group morepositively distinct” (p. 16;
emphasis added; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Similarly, opti
distinctiveness theory argues that, given the nondis
status of the majority group, members of majority gro
will first try to disengage from their group, but given t
they are highly engaged with their group, they will s

11 Some of these researchers have argued that Tajfel himself (
laims that numerical minorities are more disadvantaged (or less s
han numerical majorities. To be clear, Tajfel (1981) defined min
roups according to their disadvantaged status, not group size, an
rgued that some numerical majorities (Blacks in South Africa) are
idered “minorities.” Specifically, Tajfel adopted Wagley and Ha
1958) perspective on minorities: “The principle guiding the defin
elected by Wagley and Harris (and many other social scientists) is
e found in numbers but in the socialpositionof the groups to which the
efer as minorities. This is a sensible approach to the problem” (p.
riginal emphasis included). To clarify, while there are circumsta
nder which numerical minority membership will be less valued

D BREWER
r-
umerical majority membership (see end of General Discussion), such an
ypothesis does not appear to be based on Henri Tajfel’s (1981) perspec-

ive of minority groups.
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positive distinctiveness. Thus, although the presumed
derlying motivation (positive evaluation versus differen
tion) is somewhat different, the two theories generate
verging predictions under some conditions.

THE CASE FOR MULTIPLE MOTIVES

The original goal of the three studies reported here w
examine why members of minority groups often disp
more in-group bias and discrimination than member
majority groups. The results supported the idea that
mation of a positive social identity provides a better acc
for minority group bias than the need to restore threat
self-esteem. Further, the absence of discrimination am
members of majority groups seems to reflect low leve
in-group identification rather than the presence of a se
positive social identity.

Although we have emphasized that our findings impli
motives other than self-enhancement underlying in-g
bias and intergroup discrimination, it is also clear from
results that some level of self-involvement with the in-gr
category is a necessary precondition for eliciting in-gr
bias. When levels of group identification are low (as w
large majority groups in a minimal group context),
motivations for discrimination are activated. Howev
when identificationis sufficiently engaged, both minori

ndmajority group members exhibit in-group favoritism
zero-sum allocation measure. There was evidence,

ver, that discrimination is driven by different underly
otives for individuals identified with minority versus m

ority groups. Contrary to the premises of the self-est
estoration hypothesis, it is discrimination by majorities
inorities) that appears to be motivated by a need to re
r achieve positive distinctiveness for the in-group.
This difference in motivational basis implies that

ocus of in-group bias (Brewer, 1979) may be different
he two kinds of group members. For members of mino
roups, discrimination may reflect a desire to benefit

n-group, without regard to outcomes for the out-group.
ajority group members, however, the goal may not b
enefit the in-groupper sebut to increase the differen
etween positive outcomes for the in-group compared t
ut-group. Conceivably, these two different types of
roup bias may have very different implications for in
roup behavior and the prospects for reducing social
rimination.

MINORITIES IN THE “REAL WORLD”

As indicated at the outset of this article, we are intere
here in the effects of in-group size per se, independe

DISCR
other types of status differences that may exist between
social groups. In the laboratory it is possible to manipulate
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information about relative group size without (explicit
conveying any evaluative implications of this size dif
ence. In the real world, however, minority size is freque
(though not always) associated with disadvantages in s
resources, culture, and power within the overall soc
context. In that case, the motives for positive social ide
and for distinctiveness can be seen as pulling in opp
directions as determinants of in-group identification
satisfaction. Nonetheless, members of minority groups
exhibit high levels of in-group identification and posit
collective self-esteem (e.g., Crocker et al., 1994). In
case, intergroup discrimination may serve in-group pro
tive functions (Branscombe, Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999
well as or in addition to identity affirmation. The point to
made is that there is no simple one-to-one relation
between in-group identification and intergroup discrim
tion. Once group identification has been engaged, in-g
biases may serve functions of in-group enhancement,
tection, identity affirmation, or differentiation as well
self-interest, depending on the context of intergroup
tionships that exists at the time.
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