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Abstract

We investigate preferences for engaging in or opposing discrimination, focusing on moral
preferences beyond self-interest. Some individuals may oppose statistical discrimination
on grounds of protected-group equality, while others may prefer it to reward groups with
higher average merit. Likewise, individuals may oppose taste discrimination or assert their
tastes for groups. We conduct incentivized online experiments to elicit discrimination pref-
erences in three domains: ethnicity, gender, and LGBTQ+ status. Analyzing over 60,000
anonymous decisions about how to pay workers, we report highly heterogeneous prefer-
ences and a paradox of meritocracy—while merit may be a reason to reject discrimination,
it also justifies discrimination. (JEL: D63, D90, J23, J31, J71, J78, K31, M52)

Keywords: Discrimination, Ethnicity, Gender, LGBTQ+, Moral principles, Experiments
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I. Introduction

We study preferences for engaging in or opposing discrimination—what we refer to as discrim-
ination preferences. We focus on moral discrimination preferences beyond self-interest. First,
we consider discrimination motivated by tastes for protected groups (Becker, 1957; Goldberg,
1982). We study tastes as desires to favor specific groups over others because of a larger care
for these groups’ wellbeing, even when groups are otherwise identical (in similar ways to, e.g.,
Alesina et al., 2001; Luttmer, 2001; Fershtman and Gneezy, 2001; List, 2004; Hjort, 2014;
Cettolin and Suetens, 2019; Alesina et al., 2023).1 As counterparts, we introduce and investi-
gate preferences against taste discrimination—a moral desire for equality between otherwise-
identical protected groups. We base them on extensive evidence that many oppose (group-
neutral) inequality, especially between individuals of equal merit (e.g., Fehr and Schmidt, 1999;
Bolton and Ockenfels, 2000; Konow, 2000; Cappelen et al., 2007; Almas et al., 2020). Prefer-
ences against discrimination provide a rationale to oppose discrimination that is separate from
self-interest, e.g., standing up to workplace sexism, marching for LGBTQ+ equality, preventing
algorithms from using ethnicity, or endorsing broad anti-discrimination policies.

Second, we consider statistical discrimination under incomplete information (Phelps, 1972;
Arrow, 1973; Bohren et al., 2019), i.e., discrimination based on group characteristics when
information is better known at the group than the individual level. The typical motive for sta-
tistical discrimination is profit maximization. In labor settings, for instance, individuals favor
workers from a group when doing so is on average more profitable, and workers’ productiv-
ity (i.e., how much work they carry out) is often taken as a measure of that profitability. We
introduce another motive: merit-based preferences for statistical discrimination—a moral de-
sire to reward a group with higher average merit (even though not all its members have high
merit). This preference draws on widespread evidence that many prefer rewarding an individ-
ual’s merit, and productivity is often taken to be a measure of that merit (e.g., Konow, 2000;
Cappelen et al., 2007; Almas et al., 2020, 2025). When productivity and profitability are posi-
tively related, we can easily confound merit and profit motives. The merit motive also provides
a reason for statistical discrimination without monetary incentives, e.g., teachers discriminat-
ing against students and jurors against defendants, and for citizens to balk at anti-discrimination
policies. As counterparts, we introduce preferences against statistical discrimination—a moral
desire for the equality of protected groups under incomplete information.

We study discrimination preferences—moral ones alongside tastes—across three discrim-
ination domains central to debates and policies: ethnicity, gender, and LGBTQ+ status. This
allows us to examine our conceptualization of moral discrimination preferences as sharing a
common root across domains, but also being domain specific. To do so, we collected over

'We focus on this version of tastes, even though the literature primarily treats them as dislike for interactions
(for earlier versions similar to ours, see Becker (1957)’s take on tastes and governmental policies and Orr (1976)).
Considering interactions may reveal more tastes (e.g., survey data from our participants suggest this could be
the case, with 22%, 4%, 6%, 4%, 8%, and 10% preferring a workplace with a larger share of women, men,
Black individuals, White individuals, LGBTQ+ individuals, and non-LGBTQ+ individuals, respectively), but
incentivizing interactions on large scales is beyond our scope. We acknowledge that, although we place individuals
on an equal footing in the experiments, tastes may also capture historical or current group inequality.



60,000 anonymous decisions about how to pay workers in incentivized online experiments
with 3,537 individuals representative of UK adults in terms of age, ethnicity, and sex. We fo-
cus on UK adults in general because many are decision makers regarding discrimination, such
as citizens supporting policies, jurors rendering court verdicts, clients selecting sellers, teach-
ers grading students, managers evaluating workers, and workers affecting their co-workers.”
To cleanly identify preferences, we designed a controlled environment with protected groups
in which an individual makes a series of real decisions about which workers receive a bonus
for having previously worked on the same individual assignment. Workers’ productivity (i.e.,
merit) and the profitability of selecting them for the individual are known at the group rather
than the worker level. Our design isolates preferences from beliefs by exogenously setting
productivity and profitability, and a key advantage is that we can set the two independently to
decompose merit vs. profit motives for discrimination.

In two main experiments, for each decision, an individual must select six workers from a
pool of typically 12 workers. The pool is unique to that decision and contains an equal share
of two protected groups from only one domain at a time: (1) men and women for gender,
or (2) Black and White workers for ethnicity, or (3) LGBTQ+ and non-LGBTQ+ workers for
LGBTQ+ status. Rather than selecting specific workers, the individual selects either the number
of workers from the two groups or a random draw of six workers. That is, one may select two
men and four women, who would then be randomly selected from the men and women in the
pool, or select a random draw of six workers from the pool. The individual discriminates when
selecting more than three workers from a group, rather than choosing three from each group or a
random draw. In our setting, productivity is the fraction of the previous assignment that workers
have completed. We show the productivity distributions for the two groups in the pool, and the
distributions overlap, so a worker from a more productive-on-average group may not be highly
productive. In turn, profitability is the amount an individual is paid for selecting workers from
each group; we can make it related or unrelated to productivity. After their decisions in one
domain, some individuals make decisions in another, so we observe decisions across domains.

We identify tastes for groups and preferences against taste discrimination using decisions
in which groups have equal average productivity (equal merit): they completed, on average, the
same share of the assignment. In some decisions, discrimination is without monetary stakes for
the individual allocating bonuses (the profitability of the two groups is identical), such that an
individual favors a group if they prefer it and chooses equality of protected groups if they are
against taste discrimination. In other decisions, we vary the profitability of taste discrimina-
tion, so that we observe an individual engaging in taste discrimination or refusing to do so when
those choices are financially costly. We identify merit-based preferences for statistical discrim-
ination and preferences against statistical discrimination through decisions where groups have
unequal average productivity (unequal merit). In some decisions, statistical discrimination is
without monetary stakes for the individual allocating bonuses, so that we measure statisti-
cal discrimination when the only reason to engage in it is to reward average productivity. In
other decisions, the individual receives more for selecting from the more productive-on-average

2This wide focus aligns, for instance, with Becker (1957)’s concerns with multitudes, e.g., clients, co-workers,
managers, and voters. We also compare individuals with and without management experience.



group, so that we measure statistical discrimination when both merit and profits can drive it,
and opposition to such discrimination when refusing to engage in it is financially costly.

The two main results are as follows. First, when we vary groups’ average productivity
while keeping the two groups equally profitable, we find that preferences are highly hetero-
geneous and the moral discrimination preferences we introduce are widespread. We identify
minorities of individuals with tastes varying in size across the three domains—from 2% with
a taste for men to 6% with a taste for non-LGBTQ+ workers—and large majorities with pref-
erences against taste discrimination—from 89% for LGBTQ+ status to 95% for ethnicity. In
contrast, we find substantial shares with merit-based preferences for statistical discrimination—
from a low of 39% for LGBTQ+ to a high of 58% for gender—as well as against statistical
discrimination—f{rom 37% for gender to 50% for LGBTQ+ status.

Second, varying group profitability, we report that discrimination is sensitive to profitabil-
ity, but only 21% of individuals are pure profit maximizers on average, and moral preferences
remain highly relevant. When taste discrimination becomes profitable, a sizable minority is
swayed to engage in it—from 18% for ethnicity to 21% for gender—but 75% forgo earnings
by refusing to engage in it. When instead it becomes profitable to engage in statistical dis-
crimination, most are enticed to engage in it—ranging from 56% for LGBTQ+ status to 71%
for gender. Nevertheless, 32% forgo earnings by refusing to engage in statistical discrimina-
tion. The bulk of statistical discrimination with monetary incentives here stems from merit
concerns rather than profit maximization. This is because about half of individuals statistically
discriminate on merit grounds even without monetary incentives to do so.

Armed with our core data, four variations of the main experiments, and workplace sur-
vey questions, we then refine our understanding of discrimination preferences. First, we con-
firm that moral discrimination preferences share a common root across the three domains but
also differ by domain. Second, we evaluate who is more likely to hold certain preferences
by examining rich socio-economic heterogeneity—including differences between those with
and without management experience. Third, we examine potential consequences beyond the
experiments. For instance, we show that tastes and preferences against taste discrimination
are divided along political lines and map onto support for a range of policies—from anti-
discrimination policies to immigration reductions, same-sex marriage, legal gender changes,
and even affordable childcare. In a survey, we also show that reported wage valuations for
working at firms with different hiring discrimination policies are broadly consistent with the
experiments. That is, ceteris paribus, the average value to workers of a no-taste-discrimination
policy is 5% of the wage, with 42% reporting a value of >2%. The value of a no-statistical-
discrimination policy is lower at 3% of the wage, with 35% reporting a value of >2%, but also
one in six reporting a value of >2% for a policy in favor of statistical discrimination. Fourth,
we conduct extensions, i.e., showing that discrimination preferences are related to and distinct
from pure (group-neutral) redistributive preferences, that many are even willing to pay to imple-
ment statistical discrimination, that the main results are robust to experimenter demand/social
desirability effects, and that introducing transparency in the wage-setting process, by having
workers observe discrimination and provide feedback, has no impact on discrimination.

We provide three primary contributions through this article. First, we introduce moral pref-



erences into the rich literature in economics on the motivations behind discrimination (e.g.,
Myrdal, 1944; Becker, 1957; Phelps, 1972; Arrow, 1973; Spence, 1973; Akerlof, 1976; Aigner
and Cain, 1977; Lang, 1986; Akerlof and Kranton, 2000; Bertrand et al., 2005; Bartos et al.,
2016; Bordalo et al., 2016; Bohren et al., 2019).3 By doing so, we also enter a debate about
the fairness of discrimination that has little empirical underpinning (e.g., Becker, 1993; Arrow,
1998; List, 2004; Bertrand and Duflo, 2017; Kuhn et al., 2025).* We find that, on average,
93% (47%) of individuals are against taste (statistical) discrimination on moral grounds, which
can be a strong basis for policies against taste discrimination, but highlights the difficulty of
gathering support for policies against statistical discrimination. Moreover, that most statistical
discrimination here stems from merit concerns suggests that tackling it is more challenging
than previously thought, e.g., providing information or rendering it unprofitable through fines
may not eliminate it because of its moral appeal.

Second, our article extends the moral judgments literature in economics (e.g., Konow, 2000;
Fong, 2001; Cappelen et al., 2007, 2013; Bartling et al., 2015; Almas et al., 2020; Cappelen
et al., 2020; Enke, 2020; Stantcheva, 2021; Andre, 2023; Cappelen et al., 2023; Almas et al.,
2025). We show that preferences about taste and statistical discrimination emerge from moral
concerns about equality and merit, building on the literature’s investigation of these concerns
for group-neutral individuals. Previous studies provide surprisingly little empirical examina-
tion of the consequences of these concerns for discrimination. An exception is Cappelen et al.
(2025), which contemporaneously shows that the acceptance of men falling behind women in
education is consistent with merit-based statistical discrimination. Earlier on, Fong and Luttmer
(2011) also shows structurally that worthiness perceptions can underpin ethnic discrimination
in giving to charity recipients.> Ours is the only study systematically incorporating both equal-
ity and merit motives, and we also highlight that moral concerns are not colorblind; rather, they
interact with domains. Overall, our investigation highlights a paradox of meritocratic morality

3Prominent experiments we do not mention elsewhere include Ayres and Siegelman (1995); Neumark et al.
(1996); Weichselbaumer (2003); Ahmed and Hammarstedt (2008); Fong and Luttmer (2009); Castillo and Petrie
(2010); Hanson and Hawley (2011); Oreopoulos (2011); Pope and Sydnor (2011); Castillo et al. (2013); Doleac
and Stein (2013); Ewens et al. (2014); Reuben et al. (2014); Feld et al. (2016); Agan and Starr (2018); Hedegaard
and Tyran (2018); Kessler et al. (2019); Neumark et al. (2019); Rao (2019); Acquisti and Fong (2020); Berge et al.
(2020); Cui et al. (2020); Coffman et al. (2021); Lowe (2021); Sarsons et al. (2021); Corno et al. (2022); Settele
(2022); Aksoy et al. (2023); Bellemare et al. (2023); Christensen and Timmins (2023); Haaland and Roth (2023);
Haushofer et al. (2023); Campos-Mercade and Mengel (2024); Exley et al. (2024); Karpowitz et al. (2024); Lepage
(2024); Aksoy et al. (2025); Evsyukova® et al. (2025); Ghosh et al. (2026).

“The exception to the lack of empirical work is Kuhn et al. (2025), which reports similar fairness ratings of
ethnic discrimination for taste and statistical reasons. Two differences are that it uses a survey with hypothetical
scenarios and studies taste as the avoidance of social interactions with a group without animosity toward the
group. It also goes beyond this question by (1) showing that varying reasons behind tastes and belief accuracy
affect fairness ratings, and (2) categorizing individuals according to these variations, neither of which we explore.
In law and philosophy, see Alexander (1992); Arneson (2006); Hellman (2008); Lippert-Rasmussen (2013).

>In an incentivized experiment, Cappelen et al. (2025) shows that under uncertainty about the effort put into
a task, individuals on average (1) compensate a woman who performs worse than a man more than a man who
performs worse than a woman, and (2) believe men performing worse exerted lower effort than women performing
worse. Removing uncertainty reduces favoritism, consistent with individuals acting on their beliefs that women
have a higher average merit than men, rather than on their taste only. Also using an experiment, Fong and Luttmer
(2011) shows that manipulating the perceived ethnicity of donation recipients alters their perceived worthiness,
and structurally estimates that discrimination decreases donation through perceived lower worthiness.



for discrimination—while merit may justify rejecting taste discrimination of groups with equal
merit, it also justifies statistical discrimination under incomplete information.

Third, the presence of moral preferences raises new considerations for evaluating discrimi-
nation and its sources. Among others, preferences against discrimination mean that measuring
beliefs about groups (e.g., Bordalo et al., 2016; Esponda et al., 2023; Barron et al., 2025), such
as their profitability or merit, is not enough to conclude that individuals will use those beliefs to
discriminate. Preferences for merit-based statistical discrimination also make it challenging to
infer beliefs from observing statistical discrimination or its absence, e.g., one may observe no
discrimination if individuals’ beliefs about merit and profitability move in opposite directions
and offset each other. Moreover, preferences against discrimination also raise new challenges
for comprehensively evaluating prejudice, e.g., finding that individuals are, on average, less
generous toward a group (e.g., Fershtman and Gneezy, 2001; Cettolin and Suetens, 2019; Mu-
jecic and Frijters, 2021; Kudashvili and Lergetporer, 2022) may mask the fact that none or most
individuals are willing to prevent discrimination—two very different situations.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. We briefly propose our conceptualization of
discrimination preferences in Section II, present the main experiments in Section III, provide
the data analyses in Section IV, discuss ramifications in Section V, and conclude in Section V1.

II. Conceptualizing Discrimination Preferences

We conceptualize discrimination decisions in a manner that resembles the framework intro-
duced by Cappelen et al. (2007, 2013), in which an individual trades off (1) their own earn-
ings, and (2) moral redistribution preferences about how income should be distributed among
group-neutral individuals. Instead, we consider decisions about protected groups, i.e., based
on a domain such as ethnicity, gender, and LGBTQ+ status. In addition, instead of redistribu-
tion preferences, we consider three types of discrimination preferences: tastes for groups, and
two moral ones—preferences against discrimination, and merit-based preferences for statistical
discrimination. They are moral in that they are grounded in moral principles unrelated to indi-
viduals’ own interests. Moreover, although our moral discrimination preferences are rooted in
pure redistribution preferences, we allow them to differ across discrimination domains. That is,
preferences about gender discrimination do not necessarily translate into the same preferences
about ethnic or LGBTQ+ discrimination.

We provide an example that closely follows our experiments, set in the context of an indi-
vidual in management or human resources making a decision under incomplete information.
However, it is applicable to other settings with incomplete information. This includes, for in-
stance, teachers grading students, judges and jurors evaluating a case, clients choosing sellers,
and workers choosing how to coordinate or collaborate with co-workers. In different cases,
what serves as a merit basis may vary, e.g., effort, productivity, honesty, criminality, and, in the
case of teachers, judges, and jurors, the profitability of decisions may simply be set to zero.

An individual must select which workers from one of two protected groups from a domain,
e.g., men and women, receive a bonus for their completed work (equivalently, the decision
can be to select workers to hire or promote). The individual knows the average productivity



(the work completed, which we take as merit) of the two groups, and the average profitability
of selecting from each group (which may reflect that bonuses affect retention, and ultimately
earnings). Neither productivity nor profitability is available at the worker level. Furthermore,
not all workers in one group have greater merit and are more profitable to select than those in
the other group.® For simplicity, the two groups have the same number of workers.

We define discrimination as failing to select an equal number of workers from each group or
arandom draw. In other words, it is the unequal selection of workers who are either (1) identical
in productivity or (2) whose productivity can only be estimated by considering average group
productivity. The individual values their own earnings but may also incur a psychological cost
for deviating from their discrimination preference. The preferences and the size of the psy-
chological cost are heterogeneous. If the psychological cost is zero, the individual maximizes
their earnings when implementing their preference is costly, and implements that preference in
decisions without monetary stakes for the individual. Otherwise, an individual’s decision is a
tradeoff between (1) their expected earnings and (2) their discrimination preference.7

If taste is the only discrimination preference, individuals with a taste for a group favor that
group when groups are equally profitable, but trade off doing so and their earnings when the
group is less profitable. In contrast, individuals without a taste are indifferent between equally
profitable groups, and they maximize their earnings by only selecting workers from the most
profitable group when groups differ in profitability. This is how we often think of statistical
discrimination, and the merit of groups plays no role.

Now we consider the following two moral discrimination preferences.

Preferences against discrimination. We propose that individuals may have preferences
against discrimination in that they have a moral desire to treat protected groups equally. Such
preferences build on widespread evidence that many prefer equality between (group-neutral)
individuals, especially between individuals with equal merit (e.g., Fehr and Schmidt, 1999;
Bolton and Ockenfels, 2000; Konow, 2000; Cappelen et al., 2007; Almas et al., 2020, 2025).
We consider two options to implement such equality. Individuals may want to select an equal
number of workers from each group, which corresponds to ex-post group equality (it ensures
equal outcomes). They may instead want to select a random draw of workers, which corre-
sponds to ex-ante group equality (it ensures equal chances).

Those who value protected-group equality seek to achieve equality for specific groups. For
example, they are concerned with ethnic equality when they must choose half of a fixed num-
ber of workers to receive a bonus, even though their choice does not affect overall inequality
(regardless of ethnic inequality, half of the workers receive the bonus and half do not). Al-
though individuals may have underlying pure redistributive preferences for avoiding inequality

%We assume earnings from selecting either group are equally risky, which we ensure in the experiments.

"The decision is conscious, as in most of the literature. We leave it to future research to consider potentially
unconscious decisions (e.g., Bertrand et al., 2005; Carlana, 2019; Barron et al., 2025) in our framework.

8The two equality options match classical conceptions of equality—ex post (Harsanyi, 1955) and ex ante
(Diamond, 1967)—both finding support in settings with neutral groups (e.g., Krawczyk and Le Lec, 2010; Brock
et al., 2013; Cappelen et al., 2013; Cettolin and Riedl, 2016). Ex-ante equality aligns with UK and US anti-
discrimination law, and ex-post equality aligns with what Scandinavian countries sometimes seek to implement
(e.g., equalizing the proportions of men and women among similarly-qualified workers).



between neutral groups, preferences against discrimination also differ in that they are specific
to each domain.” Moreover, preferences against taste discrimination—which we take as a
desire for the equality of protected groups that have equal merit—may be stronger than prefer-
ences against statistical discrimination—which we take as a desire for the equality of protected
groups when information is incomplete and one group has a higher merit only on average.!?
In our framework, provided that the psychological cost of deviating from their preferences is
non-zero, individuals against discrimination trade off group equality and their earnings.

Merit-based preference for statistical discrimination. We propose that, under incom-
plete information where productivity is better known at the group than the worker level, in-
dividuals may prefer to reward a more productive-on-average protected group on meritocratic
grounds. We base this preference on previous work showing that, at least under complete infor-
mation, many individuals prefer to favor a more productive (group-neutral) individual over a
less productive one as productivity is taken as a measure of merit (e.g., Konow, 2000; Cappelen
et al., 2007; Almas et al., 2020, 2025). Here, individuals apply their meritocratic concerns at
the group level, so they are likely to reward more productive individuals, as well as some less
productive ones (analogously, they maximize the probability that more productive workers are
rewarded). Merit-based preferences for statistical discrimination stem from equivalent merit
preferences about neutral groups, but they are also distinct since they depend on the discrimi-
nation domains. For example, a merit-based preference for statistical discrimination based on
gender does not necessarily imply the same preference for statistical discrimination based on
LGBTQ+ status, since the moral acceptability of rewarding average merit under incomplete
information may vary across domains and even across groups within a domain. Merit-based
preferences for statistical discrimination extend to different domains, groups, and decisions
the concept of statistical fairness contemporaneously proposed by Cappelen et al. (2025) for
explaining the acceptance of men falling behind women in education.!!

In our framework, when one group is more productive on average, but groups are equally
profitable, individuals with merit-based preferences for statistical discrimination engage in it
by selecting workers from the more productive group. In the more usual case where a group is
more profitable and productive on average, those individuals engage in statistical discrimina-
tion by selecting workers from that group on both profit and merit grounds. In the more unusual
case where a group is more productive on average but less profitable, provided that the psycho-
logical cost is non-zero, those individuals trade off their preferences and profits, and may still
discriminate by selecting more workers from the more productive group on merit grounds.

Overall, these two moral preferences provide grounds for two important behaviors that
tastes and earnings maximization do not predict: (1) opposition to discrimination beyond self-

9Gagnon et al. (2025) comes closest to a preference against discrimination by showing that workers decrease
their labor supply more when they themselves face gender-discriminatory inequality than neutral inequality.

10A possibility is that individuals conceptualize taste discrimination as less of a violation of equality principles
than statistical discrimination, for instance, since the first occurs between individuals of equal merit, and the
second does not on average. In this sense, meritocrats may value the equality of groups with equal merit more.
For simplicity, we abstain from discussing possible conceptual differences in detail.

Moreover, they are closely related to Cappelen et al. (2023), which shows the existence of preferences for
trading off probabilities of false positives and false negatives when rewarding an individual, and to Fong and
Luttmer (2011)’s earlier investigation of how merit and ethnicity may interact.



interest, and (2) statistical discrimination without monetary stakes for those discriminating.

III. Main Experiments

To empirically investigate discrimination preferences, we designed two main experiments,
Studies 1 and 2, both incentivized and structured similarly. We conducted them on an on-
line platform with a total sample of 2,893 individuals representative of UK adults based on
age, ethnicity, and sex quotas (more individuals took part in extensions, which we present
later, bringing the total to 3,537 individuals).!?> The design builds on the staple methodology
of Cappelen et al. (2007, 2013) and Almas et al. (2020, 2025) to measure pure redistribution
preferences—in which an individual assigns bonuses between two group-neutral workers—
that we extend to a discrimination setting with protected groups, multiple workers, and in-
complete information.'® For simplicity, we often refer to two types of groups: A for groups
of generally-advantaged members (men, White workers, non-LGBTQ+ workers) and D for
groups of generally-disadvantaged members (women, Black workers, LGBTQ+ workers).

Before the experiments, we recruited approximately 3,000 platform workers to work on the
same individual assignment of copying lines of characters. The assignment stopped whenever
a worker made a mistake. We recruited A and D workers based on demographic characteristics
across three discrimination domains (men and women for gender, Black and White workers for
ethnicity, and LGBTQ+ and non-LGBTQ+ workers for LGBTQ+ status), and thus generated
large productivity distributions by group (we take productivity to be the assignment share com-
pleted). Workers were paid a fixed fee of 0.50 GBP and informed that their performance would
later be reviewed to determine whether they would receive a 2 GBP bonus.

Decisions. In the experiments, each individual made a series of fully anonymous decisions
about which six workers would receive the 2 GBP bonus from a pool of 12 or 16 workers.!4
Each pool contained equal shares from two groups from a single discrimination domain at a
time. The individual could not select specific workers from the pool, but instead chose the
number of workers from the two groups. For example, in the gender domain, they chose the
number of men and women. They could choose one of eight options: (1) zero A workers and
six D workers, (2) one A worker and five D workers, (3) two A workers and four D workers,
(4) three A workers and three D workers, (5) four A workers and two D workers, (6) five A
workers and one D worker, (7) six A workers and zero D workers, or (8) a random draw of six
workers. Individuals have two options for implementing group equality (three workers from

12We employed the Prolific platform, which implements quotas by constructing 50 cells based on age, ethnicity,
and sex, and allocating registered UK adults to match the per-cell proportions to UK statistics (see Haaland et al.,
2023 for representative sample providers). Appendix A shows socio-demographic characteristics. We note that
participants are more educated: nearly 60% hold at least a bachelor’s degree, compared with 44.9% of UK adults
aged 25 to 64 in 2024 (OECD, 2024).

13 An advantage of this design is its external validity, as group-neutral moral redistribution preferences elicited
with it are important in explaining government redistribution and attitudes toward redistributive policies (e.g.,
Almas et al., 2020, 2025). Our four main changes are to (1) employ protected groups to study discrimination,
(2) use several workers instead of two to study all preferences we introduce, (3) provide information at the group
rather than the worker level to study statistical discrimination, and (4) vary the profitability of discrimination.

14We rely on a double-anonymity procedure: we recruited and paid using platform-provided anonymized IDs
so we cannot trace identities, and the platform cannot access our data since we used external software.



each group and the random draw), reflecting ex-post and ex-ante equality. We randomized the
presentation order of the eight options in each decision. !

Workers selected from a group for a decision were randomly selected from that group in
the pool for that decision. For example, in the LGBTQ+ domain, selecting four LGBTQ+
workers resulted in four LGBTQ+ workers being randomly drawn from the six or eight in the
pool. Individuals made decisions about one or two of the three domains. If they encountered
two domains, they made all decisions for the first domain before those for the second, and the
domain order was randomized. An individual faced a different pool of workers in each decision,
so that if they discriminated against workers in one decision, they could not compensate those
workers in another. There was a 5% chance that one of an individual’s decisions would be
implemented, and we then paid selected workers the bonus. Workers not selected were neither
given the bonus nor compensated by anyone else.

In each decision, the individual knew the average productivity of groups A and D and the
profitability of selecting workers from each group. In this manner, we set exogenous beliefs
about productivity and profitability to identify preferences.

Productivity (merit). We provided the average productivity by showing the entire produc-
tivity distribution of the two groups in the pool. The distributions overlapped, so there were
always some workers in one group who were less productive than those in the other group.
Therefore, favoring the more productive group entailed rewarding more productive workers
only on average. We exogenously varied productivity across decisions by changing the com-
position of A and D workers in the pool.

Profitability. We provided the profitability of groups by paying individuals for selecting A
and D workers. The payment was clearly shown. We make a valuable simplification compared
to other statistical discrimination settings by paying individuals fixed amounts per A and D
workers selected. This is equivalent to paying individuals the expected profitability of A and
D workers in a pool. That is, when individuals select from the more profitable group, they are
guaranteed to earn more rather than to earn more on average. This simplification leaves the
profit motive for discrimination intact, makes the instructions easier to comprehend, and en-
sures that selecting from each group is financially equally risky, i.e., that financial risk does not
become another reason to discriminate, which would threaten the identification of preferences.
We exogenously varied profitability across decisions by changing how much individuals are
paid for selecting A and D workers in the pool.

Discrimination. As in Section II, discrimination is the failure to select three A workers
and three D workers or a random draw. To ease the reading, we typically take a shortcut in
formulation by writing that individuals have a certain discrimination preference when their
behavior is consistent with it. For instance, we write that individuals have a taste for non-
LGBTQ+ workers or a merit-based preference for statistical discrimination based on gender.

Differences across decisions. Table 1 summarizes the 14 main decisions per discrimina-

ISWe need at least three options to identify engaging in and opposing discrimination. We employ more options
to create a richer picture. For instance, if individuals discriminate on merit grounds, additional options make it
easier to observe whether they discriminate more when financial incentives are added. Randomizing the option
order gives us more confidence that consistent choices stem from preferences rather than randomness. Extending
our setting to unequal groups is possible; discrimination would be deviating from group proportions.
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Table 1: 14 Main Decisions

Number of Average Profitability
Decision workers in pool  productivity (merit) of selecting
(50% A, 50% D) of groups Aand D  groups A and D
TASTE SITUATION
Decisions without EQUAL 12 Equal Equal
monetary stakes EQUAL* 16 Equal Equal
Decisions with  PROFITS% A 12 Equal 5% higher for A
monetary stakes PROFIT33%A 12 Equal 33% higher for A
PROFIT5%D 12 Equal 5% higher for D
PROFIT33%D 12 Equal 33% higher for D
STATISTICAL SITUATION
Decisions without PROD25%A 12 25% higher for A Equal
monetary stakes PROD50%A 12 50% higher for A Equal
PrROD25%D 12 25% higher for D Equal
PROD50%D 12 50% higher for D Equal
Decisions with  PROD25% A-PROFITS % A 12 25% higher for A 5% higher for A
monetary stakes PROD50%A-PROFIT33%A 12 50% higher for A 33% higher for A
PROD25%D-PROFITS %D 12 25% higher for D 5% higher for D
PROD50%D-PROFIT33%D 12 50% higher for D 33% higher for D

Notes: Decisions without (with) monetary stakes do not (do) involve profits for the individual making the decisions, but the decision is
always the same: select six workers to receive a monetary bonus. Generally-advantaged (A) groups are men for gender, White workers
for ethnicity, and non-LGBTQ+ workers for LGBTQ+ status. Generally-disadvantaged (D) groups are women for gender, Black workers
for ethnicity, and LGBTQ+ workers for LGBTQ+ status. Individuals always choose six workers from a pool balanced between A and
D workers from a single domain in a decision, e.g., men vs. women for gender. Study 1 contains all 14 decisions for gender (N=1,212),
and Study 2 contains eight decisions for ethnicity (N=1,111), LGBTQ+ status (N=1,114), and gender (N=567) since it does not include
PROFIT5%A(D), PROD25%A(D), and PROD25%A(D)-PROFIT5%A(D). As an example, PROD50%A-PROFIT33%A (as in panel
(d) of Figure 1) indicates that A workers are 50% more productive on average than D workers and that the individual is paid 33% more
per A worker selected. We randomized whether TASTE SITUATION or STATISTICAL SITUATION decisions came first. In the TASTE
SITUATION, decisions without monetary stakes came first, followed, in random order, by decisions with monetary stakes where one
group is more profitable and decisions with monetary stakes where the other group is more profitable. In the STATISTICAL SITUATION,
we randomized decisions where one group is more productive on average and decisions where the other group is.

tion domain. Study 1 individuals each made all 14 decisions for gender discrimination. Study 2
individuals made eight of these decisions, usually for two discrimination domains, but some-
times in a single domain, randomly drawn from gender, ethnicity, and LGBTQ+ status. Study 2
individuals also made two additional decisions, with productivity and profitability negatively
correlated, as presented in Subsection IV.E. In addition, the minority of Study 2 individuals
who made decisions about a single discrimination domain also made decisions about two neu-
tral groups, as discussed in Subsection IV.E. Therefore, in total, individuals in Study 1 made 14
decisions and those in Study 2 made 20. Figure 1 provides screenshot examples of decisions.

Identification. Our experiments have three key features for identifying preferences. First,
we can identify preferences by clearly revealing workers’ gender, ethnicity, or LGBTQ+ status,
as well as productivity and profitability. Therefore, an individual may favor specific groups (or
implement equality for those groups), and we do not conflate preferences with uncontrolled be-
liefs about productivity and profitability or about whether workers belong to a group. Second,
we can decompose merit vs. profit motivations behind discrimination by varying groups’ aver-
age productivity while holding their profitability constant. Third, repeated decisions enable us
to estimate distributions of preferences, and do so jointly for gender, ethnicity, and LGBTQ+
status—which allows us to examine commonalities and differences across domains.

We evaluate tastes for groups and preferences against taste discrimination in TASTE SITU-
ATION decisions, where groups A and D have equal average productivity. In EQUAL decisions

10
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without monetary stakes for the individual selecting workers (as in panel (a) of Figure 1), the
profitability of discrimination is zero, so we identify tastes of individuals who favor a group
and preferences against taste discrimination for those choosing group equality. We create two
nearly identical decisions without monetary stakes (EQUAL and EQUAL*)—one with 12 work-
ers and one with 16 workers—and randomly re-order the presentation of the eight options for
each decision to examine consistency and whether tastes simply come from random choices.
In decisions with monetary stakes (e.g., PROFIT33%D, as in panel (c) of Figure 1), we vary
the profitability of taste discrimination by paying the individual 5% or 33% more per worker
from a group, so we measure how taste discrimination and opposition to it change with profits.

Similarly, we study merit-based preferences for statistical discrimination and preferences
against statistical discrimination in STATISTICAL SITUATION decisions, where, on average,
one group is 25% or 50% more productive. In decisions without monetary stakes for the in-
dividual selecting workers (e.g., PROD25%A, as in panel (b) of Figure 1), there is no profit
in discrimination, but we identify whether the individual engages in statistical discrimination
to reward the more productive-on-average group. In decisions with monetary stakes (e.g.,
PROD50%A-PROFIT33%A, as in panel (d) of Figure 1), the individual is paid 5% or 33%
more per worker from the more productive-on-average group, so we measure statistical dis-
crimination caused by both profit and merit motives, and how statistical discrimination and the
opposition to it vary with profits. When studying statistical discrimination, we account for the
tastes identified in EQUAL so that we do not confound the two types of discrimination, e.g., an
individual with a taste for group A would favor group A in PROD50%A and in EQUAL.

We conducted Study 1 (1,212 individuals) in October 2023 and Study 2 (1,681 individuals)
in November 2024. Individuals participated in a single study. They signed an informed consent
form disclosing that they were participating in a study and that the workers were real and
previously recruited from the same platform. All individuals had to answer comprehension
questions correctly to participate. Their participation lasted an average of 22 minutes, and their
mean payment was 4 GBP (11 GBP/hour). Appendix N provides Study 1’s instructions.

IV. Empirical Assessment

We begin by investigating discrimination preferences, focusing on how common moral ones
are. Then, we study commonalities and differences across domains, analyze who has which
preferences, explore their potential consequences, provide extensions to better understand them,
and discuss practical significance and pre-registration deviations. Throughout, we implement
the following two conventions:

Pre-registered test notation. We indicate pre-registered tests with their analysis plan num-
bers in footnotes. The plans are available at osf.i0/z8hwj, osf.io/fuwqc, and osf.i0/gnhys.

Statistical significance. For simplicity, we write that we find a difference when a test on
this difference is statistically significant at the 5% level (our findings also often meet p<.001 or
p<.0001). For instance, we write that two shares differ only if the difference satisfies p<.05.
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IV.A. Discrimination Preferences

We start by assessing preferences when the two groups are equally profitable but vary in average
productivity. Then, we measure how discrimination changes when its profitability varies.

IV.A.1 Distributions of Preferences

Figure 2 provides the distribution of choices for the decisions without monetary stakes with
12 workers. Each decision varies in the average group productivity, and there is no profit in
discrimination. The three panels show the distributions for the three domains—gender (panel
a), ethnicity (panel b), and LGBTQ+ status (panel ¢). We employ the gender dataset with five
decisions from Study 1 and the ethnicity and LGBTQ+ status datasets with three decisions from
Study 2.'® The number of D workers out of six workers selected to receive the bonus is on the
vertical axis (the rest of the six workers are A workers from the same domain). The middle
column shows the distribution for the TASTE SITUATION decision EQUAL, where the average
productivity of the two groups is equal. The other columns are STATISTICAL SITUATION
decisions: A workers (men or White workers or non-LGBTQ+ workers) are more productive
on average in the left columns (PROD25%A, PROD50%A), and so are D workers (women or
Black workers or LGBTQ+ workers) in the right columns (PROD25%D, PROD50%D). The
two types of equality (three workers from each group or a random draw of six workers) are
shown as selecting three workers from each group.

Table 2 provides the accompanying tests of how, relative to EQUAL, varying average group
productivity alters the percentages of (1) anti-discrimination choices (three workers from each
group or a random draw, columns la—c), (2) pro-A choices (four or more workers from group
A, columns 2a—c), and (3) pro-D choices (four or more workers from group D, columns 3a—
¢), using linear probability model regressions with socio-demographic controls.!” Using the
regression estimates, Table 3 then displays the percentage of individuals with each preference.

Expected choices. Pure profit-maximizing individuals are indifferent without financial in-
centives; we may expect their choices to be uniformly distributed since we randomly re-order
options for every decision. Individuals with a taste should instead select more workers from
one of the two groups in EQUAL, and we identify the share of those who do so (e.g., they
select four or more men or women in the middle column of panel (a) in Figure 2). Individu-
als with a preference against taste discrimination should choose group equality (three workers
from each group or the random draw) in EQUAL, and we identify the share doing so (e.g., those
individuals select three men and three women in the middle column of panel (a) in Figure 2).

Then, individuals who prefer statistical discrimination on merit grounds should select more
workers from the more productive group in the left and right decisions where the two groups
differ in average productivity (e.g., they select four or more men in the leftmost column and
four or more women in the rightmost column of panel (a) in Figure 2). To identify their share,

16We employ the smaller Study 2 gender dataset when we formally test for aggregate differences across domains
in Subsection IV.B. Differences are not large enough to alter the picture we present here.

7We use this model for its simplicity. Socio-demographic controls are: age, ethnicity, number of studies
completed, gender, income, student status, employment status, UK region, living in one of the largest 10 UK
cities, marital status, being a UK national, education, LGBTQ+ status (Study 2), and being religious (Study 2).
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Table 2: Effects of Varying Average Group Productivity in Decisions Without Monetary Stakes for
Individuals Selecting Workers on the Percentage Making Each Choice Type

Anti-discrimination choice Pro-advantaged (A) choice Pro-disadvantaged (D) choice
Gender  Ethnicity LGBTQ+ Pro- Pro- Pro-non- Pro- Pro- Pro-
status men White LGBTQ+ women  Black LGBTQ+
(la) (1b) (Ic) (2a) (2b) (2¢) (3a) (3b) (Be)
STATISTICAL SITUATION
PROD25%A  -.481%** 473 .008
(.016) (.015) (.005)
PROD50%A  -.576™* - 450%% - 388"**  574%**  A48% 391 .002 .002 -.003
(.015) (.016) (.017) (.015) (.016) (.016) (.006) (.006) (.007)
PROD25%D  -.485%** 011 AT4E
(.015) (.006) (.015)

PRODSO%D  -.587°°% - 450°°% 4007 009 011  021% 577 44100 379ee
(015)  (.016) (017)  (005)  (.006)  (.008)  (015)  (.016)  (.016)

EQUAL -949**** .939**** .891**** -017**** .025**** .064**** .034**** 036**** -045****
(constant)  (.006)  (.007) (009)  (004)  (.005)  (007)  (005)  (.006)  (.006)

Wald (p)
All PROD decisions  <.0001  <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001
Asymmetry A vs. D .629 .859 .320
All variables  <.0001  <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001
R? 201 217 175 371 310 220 .369 .303 .245

Obs 5,940 3,240 3,240 5,940 3,240 3,240 5,940 3,240 3,240

Notes: Individuals choose six workers from a balanced pool of 12 generally-advantaged (A) and generally-disadvantaged (D) workers from a
single discrimination domain at a time: men (A) vs. women (D) for gender, White (A) vs. Black (D) workers for ethnicity, or non-LGBTQ+
(A) vs. LGBTQ+ (D) workers for LGBTQ+ status. We employ linear probability models for one discrimination domain (gender in cols.
la-2a-3a, ethnicity in cols. 1b-2b-3b, and LGBTQ+ status in cols. 1¢-2¢-3c), with individual-level random effects and robust standard errors.
The dependent variable is an indicator for an anti-discrimination choice (three workers from each group or a random draw) in cols. la—c,
an indicator for a pro-A choice (four or more workers out of six from group A: men/White/non-LGBTQ+ workers) in cols. 2a—c, and an
indicator for a pro-D choice (four or more workers out of six from group D: women/Black/LGBTQ+ workers) in cols. 3a—c. We use the
data from three/five decisions without monetary stakes: EQUAL (groups A and D are equally productive on average and equally profitable),
PROD25%A (group A is 25% more productive on average than group D and the two groups are equally profitable), PROD50%A, PROD25%D,
and PROD50%D. As independent variables of interest, we employ indicators for the decisions without monetary stakes, except for the TASTE
SITUATION decision EQUAL, which serves as the baseline decision. The coefficient of EQUAL is the constant from the same regression without
control variables. We include socio-demographic controls (see footnote 17) and an indicator for decisions about a second domain in Study 2.
The Wald test All PROD decisions is on all two/four of the decision coefficients being equal to zero. The Wald test Asymmetry A vs. D is on
the equality of the coefficients for the generally-advantaged group and the disadvantaged group being more productive (i.e., PROD25%A vs.
PROD25%D and PROD50%A vs. PROD50%D). Obs. per decision: 1,212 for gender (Study 1), 1,111 for ethnicity (Study 2), and 1,114 for
LGBTQ+ status (Study 2). *p < .10, **p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

we average the changes in (1) the share favoring A workers in PROD50% A (where group A is at
its most productive) compared to EQUAL, and (2) the share favoring D workers in PROD50%D
compared to EQUAL. Individuals against statistical discrimination should instead choose group
equality whenever one group is more productive on average (e.g., they select three men and
three women in the leftmost and rightmost columns of panel (a) in Figure 2). To identify their
share, we average the share doing so in PROD50%A(D).!8

Choices. Figure 2 and Table 2 allow us to draw several conclusions about the distribution

18We identify preferences about statistical discrimination in a simplified aggregate manner to facilitate presen-
tation without sacrificing the essence of what we do. Specifically, our identification ignores these preferences for
a minority of individuals—those with tastes and contrarians. First, we do not clearly classify preferences about
statistical discrimination for individuals with tastes, which, as we show next, are a minority (7% on average per
domain). We do not classify those who always implement their taste as for or against statistical discrimination.
Those with a taste for A (D) workers and preferring statistical discrimination are still detected as for statisti-
cal discrimination if they choose pro-D (A) in PROD50%D(A) when comparing PROD50%D(A) to EQUAL;
they are not classified when comparing PROD50% A (D) to EQUAL. If instead they choose anti-discrimination in
PRODS50%D(A) to balance their taste and merit, we inaccurately classify them as against statistical discrimination
when comparing PROD50%D(A) and EQUAL. Second, we do not capture preferences about statistical discrim-
ination for contrarians who prefer rewarding a less productive group: they choose pro-A (D) in PROD50%D(A)
and not in EQUAL, but, from individual data, on average per domain, they represent 2.5% of the sample.
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Table 3: Discrimination Preferences from Decisions Without Monetary Stakes

Pref. against Taste for Taste for Pref. against Merit-based pref.
Gender . . .
taste disc. men women stats disc. for stats disc.
Percentage 94 1.7 34 37 58
Ethnicity Pref. against Taste for Taste for Pref. against Merit-based pref.
taste disc. White workers Black workers stats disc. for stats disc.
Percentage 95 2.5 3.6 49 45
Pref. against Taste for non- Taste for Pref. against Merit-based pref.
LGBTQ+ Status taste disc. LGBTQ+ workers LGBTQ+ workers  stats disc. for stats disc.
Percentage 89 6.4 4.5 50 39

Notes: We show the percentage of individuals with each preference in decisions without monetary stakes for individuals selecting
workers using Table 2. Preferences against taste discrimination are identified with the EQUAL coefficients in cols. la—c, and tastes with
the same coefficient in cols. 2a—c and 3a—c. Preferences for merit-based statistical discrimination are identified with the average of the
coefficients of PROD50%A in cols. 2a—c and PROD50%D in cols. 3a—c. Preferences against statistical discrimination are identified by
subtracting the average of the PROD50% A and PROD50%D coefficients from the EQUAL coefficient in cols. la—c. Table C1 provides
the same information using only Study 2. Percentages with preferences for or against statistical discrimination do not sum to one hundred
because we do not classify them for a minority, largely for individuals with tastes (see footnote 18).

of preferences, which we summarize in Table 3. In the first place, unlike what we may expect
under indifference, the shares of anti-discrimination, pro-A, and pro-D choices are clearly not
evenly distributed, and, as can be seen in EQUAL, the noise level appears extremely low.!”
Second, using the coefficients of EQUAL (the constant) in Table 2 columns 2a—c and 3a—c, we
identify minorities with tastes—1.7% prefer men and 3.4% prefer women, 2.5% prefer White
workers and 3.6% prefer Black workers, and 6.4% prefer non-LGBTQ+ workers and 4.5%
prefer LGBTQ+ workers.?? Using the two nearly identical decisions EQUAL and EQUAL*, we
also confirm that these tastes do not simply show up because of random choices.?! Conversely,
from the coefficients for EQUAL in columns la—c, we detect large majorities with preferences
against taste discrimination—94% for gender, 95% for ethnicity, and 89% for LGBTQ+ status.

Third, using the coefficients for PROD50%A in columns 2a—c and PROD50%D in columns
3a—c, we identify substantial shares with merit-based preferences for statistical discrimination—
reaching a majority at 58% for gender, a middle ground of 45% for ethnicity, and a minority
of 39% for LGBTQ+ status.?? Subtracting the average of the coefficients for PROD50% A and
PROD50%D from the EQUAL coefficient in columns la—c, we identify similarly considerable
shares with preferences against statistical discrimination—37% for gender, 49% for ethnicity,
and 50% for LGBTQ+.2? These preferences are symmetric in group A or D being more produc-

1.24

tive at the aggregate level.”* We note that those engaging in statistical discrimination on merit

19Chi-Square Goodness of Fit Tests reject equal proportions of the three choice types in each decision without
monetary stakes at p<<.0001 (pre-reg. Suppl. Interest 2 and Ext. Suppl. Interest 2).

20Cols. 2a-3a for gender, cols. 2b-3b for ethnicity, and cols. 2¢-3c for LGBTQ+ status, all p<.0001.

2'From EQUAL to EQUAL*, 10% of pro-men (women) choices become pro women (men), 18% of pro-White
(Black) choices become pro Black (White), and 14% of pro-non-LGBTQ+ (LGBTQ+) choices become pro
LGBTQ+ (non-LGBTQ+). For each domain, we rule out that pro-A and pro-D choices are random using pro-
portion tests (p<.0004; with random re-ordering of options, random choices generate 37.5% of such reversals in
expectation; pre-reg. Suppl. Interest 2 and Ext. Suppl. Interest 2). Reversals still suggest that, even though tastes
are in the minority, we may overestimate them, and that a very small share of individuals are choosing randomly.

22The Wald test All PROD decisions on the two or four PROD(25)50%A (D) coefficients being equal to zero is
rejected in Table 2 cols. 2a-3c at p<.0001 (pre-reg. Main Interest 1 and Ext. Main Interest 1).

23The Wald test All PROD decisions on the two or four PROD(25)50%A (D) coefficients being equal to zero is
rejected in Table 2 cols. 1a—c at p<.0001 (pre-reg. Main Interest 1 and Ext. Main Interest 1).

24The Wald test Asymmetry A vs. D in Table 2 cols. la—c shows no significant asymmetry in the aggregate
response to group A or D being more productive (joint test on PROD25(50)%A vs. PROD25(50)%D; pre-reg.
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grounds maintain a sense of proportionality, as they typically still hire one or two workers from
the less productive-on-average group. We summarize our first result as follows.

RESULT 1, DISCRIMINATION PREFERENCES: Per domain, a minority has a taste, and a large
majority is against taste discrimination, around half prefer statistical discrimination on merit

grounds, and half are against it. Moral discrimination preferences are therefore widespread.

Ex-ante vs. ex-post equality. When individuals choose protected-group equality in EQUAL,
we report that, on average across domains, 58% choose ex-post equality (three workers from
each group) and 42% choose ex-ante equality (random draw of six workers).>

Individual profiles in a domain. We construct individual profiles according to taste and
statistical discrimination preferences in a domain. On average, 48% are for statistical but
against taste discrimination, 45% are fully against discrimination (against both types), and 7%
are for taste discrimination (and for or against statistical discrimination). A majority prefers at

least one type of discrimination in all domains—rising to two-thirds for gender.

IV.A.2 How Discrimination Changes with its Profitability

Figure 3 provides the distribution of choices for the decisions with monetary stakes with 12
workers—where the profitability of the two protected groups varies—separately for the three
discrimination domains. As a reference, the sub-figures also show in the middle the TASTE
SITUATION decision without monetary stakes EQUAL, where there is no profitability in favor-
ing a group, and groups are equally productive. We show the TASTE SITUATION decisions
with monetary stakes in the left panels (a-c-e), where average productivity is the same for both
groups. We provide the STATISTICAL SITUATION decisions with monetary stakes in the right
panels (b-d-f), where the two groups are unequally productive on average, and selecting the
more productive group is more profitable. Table 4 shows the accompanying statistical tests
of how decisions with monetary stakes change the percentages of the three types of choices
relative to EQUAL, using linear probability model regressions.

Expected choices. This time, pure profit-maximizing individuals should only select work-
ers from the most profitable group (e.g., they select six men in the leftmost columns and six
women in the rightmost columns of panels (a)-(b) in Figure 3). In both TASTE SITUATION
and STATISTICAL SITUATION decisions, those with a taste should balance favoring a group
with their earnings (e.g., those with a taste for men balance it against the higher earnings from
selecting women in the rightmost columns of panels (a)-(b) in Figure 3). Similarly, individuals
against discrimination should balance group equality and their earnings. Finally, in STATISTI-
CAL SITUATION decisions (e.g., panel (b) in Figure 3), those with a merit-based preference for
statistical discrimination should balance (1) choosing more workers from the more productive-
on-average group in the way they prefer on a merit basis alone, and (2) their earnings.?®

Suppl. Interest 3 and Ext. Suppl. Interest 3). At the individual level, these preferences are symmetric for the
majority, but asymmetric for a large minority (see descriptive statistics in Table B1).

2 Using tests of proportion, there is a difference at p<.0001 for gender and ethnicity, but no difference for
LGBTQ+ status (pre-reg. Suppl. Interest 1 and Ext. Suppl. Interest 1).

6This tradeoff exists for individuals who prefer selecting four or five workers from the more productive group
on merit grounds rather than the maximum of six, as this group is also more profitable to select now.
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(a) Taste Discrimination—Men vs. Women (b) Statistical Discrimination—Men vs. Women

# Black workers selected (out of six workers)
# Black workers selected (out of six workers)
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White workers are 33% more profitable on the left and so are Black workers on the right White workers are 33% more profitable and on average 50% more productive on the left and so are
Black workers on the right
(C) Taste Discrimination—White vs. Black Workers (d) Statistical Discrimination—White vs. Black Workers
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# LGBTQ+ workers selected (out of six workers)

# LGBTQ+ workers selected (out of six workers)

Profi3a%A Equal Profit33%D Prod50%A- Profit33%A Equal Prods0%D-Profit3a
Non-LGBTQ+ workers are 33% more profitable on the left and so are LGBTQ+ workers on the right Non-LGBTQ+ workers are 33% more profitable and on average 50% more productive on the left
and so are LGBTQ+ workers on the right

(e) Taste Discrimination—Non-LGBTQ+ vs. LGBTQ+ Workers  (f) Statistical Discrimination—Non-LGBTQ+ vs. LGBTQ+ Workers

Figure 3: Distribution of Choices when Varying the Profitability of Taste and Statistical Discrimination

Notes. Individuals choose six workers from a balanced pool of 12 generally-advantaged (A) or generally-disadvantaged (D) workers from a
single discrimination domain at a time: men (A) vs. women (D) for gender in panels (a)-(b), White (A) vs. Black (D) workers for ethnicity
in panels (c)-(d), or non-LGBTQ+ (A) vs. LGBTQ+ (D) workers for LGBTQ+ status in panels (e)-(f). In each domain, we classify three
types of choices: anti-discrimination (three A and three D workers or a random draw), pro-A (four or more A workers; the rest of the six
are D workers), and pro-D (four or more D workers; the rest of the six are A workers). We show the distributions of individual choices for
decisions with monetary stakes and the EQUAL decision without monetary stakes. Each point is a choice, each column a decision, and the
vertical axis shows the number of D workers out of six chosen in a decision (the rest of the six selected are A workers from the same domain).
For the TASTE SITUATION, the two groups are equally productive and profitable in the middle column (EQUAL), group A is 5 or 33% more
profitable (but not more productive) in the left columns (PROFIT5(33)%A), and so is group D in the right columns (PROFIT5(33)%D). For
the STATISTICAL SITUATIONS, the two groups are equally productive and profitable in the middle column (EQUAL), group A is 5 or 33%
more profitable and 25 or 50% more productive on average in the left columns (PROD25(50)% A-PROFIT5(33)%A), and so is group D in the
right columns (PROD25(50)%D-PROFIT5(33)%D). Individuals who choose a random draw are shown as selecting three D workers. Obs. per
decision: 1,212 for gender (Study 1), 1,111 for ethnicity (Study 2), and 1,114 for LGBTQ+ status (Study 2).
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