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Abstract
This study examined the inﬂuence of situational power on automatic racial prejudice. White females anticipated participating in
either an interracial or same-race interaction in one of two roles: superior or subordinate. Their racial attitudes were measured via the
Implicit Association Test (Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998). Results revealed that both the racial composition of the
anticipated dyad and participantsÕ situational roles inﬂuenced automatic racial attitudes. Speciﬁcally, whites assigned to the highpower role of a superior of a black individual revealed more racial bias than whites assigned to the lower-power role of a subordinate. By contrast, situational power had no inﬂuence on the automatic bias of whites anticipating same-race interactions. These
results reveal the manner in which situational power hierarchies serve to reinforce existing social stratiﬁcation. Implications for
diversity eﬀorts and attitude change are discussed.
Ó 2002 Elsevier Science (USA). All rights reserved.

Eﬀects of situational power on automatic racial prejudice
Individuals in positions of power relative to others
often engage in thoughts and behaviors that serve to
maintain their positions of authority. For instance,
powerful individuals tend to disregard individuating
information about their interaction partners, compared
to individuals who do not hold positions of power, relying instead on category-based information such as
stereotypes (Erber & Fiske, 1984; Goodwin, Gubin,
Fiske, & Yzerbyt, 2000). Because situational power is
often confounded with sociocultural group status, the
cognitive biases of individuals who hold positions of
relative situational power also serve to maintain existing
social stratiﬁcation (Fiske, 1993; Jost & Banaji, 1994;
Operario, Goodwin, & Fiske, 1998). That is, during
interactions between members of stigmatized and nonstigmatized groups (i.e., intergroup dyads), members of
dominant groups are more often in positions of power
vis-
a-vis members of stigmatized groups (Sidanius &
Pratto, 1993). Consequently, the cognitive biases of
powerful individuals serve to maintain the dominance of
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powerful sociocultural groups. The purpose of the
present study was to examine whether the inﬂuence of
situational power on cognitive biases, such as stereotyping, extends to attitudinal biases. Speciﬁcally, we
examined the inﬂuence of holding situational roles of
diﬀerential power for an upcoming interracial interaction on white AmericansÕ automatic racial prejudice
against black Americans. Just as power-discrepant
cognitive biases support social stratiﬁcation, individuals
in positions of relative situational power may also reveal
attitudes that are more biased than individuals in lowerpower positions.
IndividualsÕ attitudes and beliefs concerning racial
and gender groups can seemingly be activated without
conscious awareness of the activation (Bargh, Chaiken,
Govender, & Pratto, 1992; Bargh, Chaiken, Raymond,
& Hymes, 1996; Fazio, Sanbonmatsu, Powell, & Kardes, 1986; Purdue & Gurtman, 1990). Fazio, Jackson,
Dunton, and Williams (1995) demonstrated, for instance, the automatic activation of racial attitudes.
Speciﬁcally, white participants responded faster to negative target adjectives when they were preceded by
primes that were photographs of black Americans
compared to when they were preceded by photographs
of white Americans. Presumably, because participants
held negative attitudes towards blacks, it was relatively
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easy for them to process, and therefore to respond to,
adjectives that were also negative (i.e., congruent with
the valence of the racial prime). Diﬀerential automatic
evaluations of diﬀerent racial groups have also been
detected using a method developed by Greenwald and
his colleagues (i.e., the Implicit Association Test: IAT)
(Dasgupta, McGhee, Greenwald, & Banaji, 2000; Dasgupta & Greenwald, 2001; Greenwald et al., 1998; Ottaway, Hayden, & Oakes, 2001). Speciﬁcally, white
participants have been found to associate ‘‘pleasant’’
words and white names more readily than they associate
‘‘pleasant’’ words and black names.1 The diﬀerential
ease with which pleasant is associated with white names
rather than black names reﬂects an automatic preference
for the racial category ‘‘white’’ relative to ‘‘black’’—that
is, a biased racial attitude.
Despite the apparent robustness of automatic attitude biases, some recent research ﬁnds that they may be
quite malleable to contextual inﬂuences. For instance,
imagining an agentic woman reduced automatic gender
stereotyping (Blair, Ma, & Lenton, 2001), and exposure
to a black experimenter reduced whitesÕ automatic racial
bias (Lowery, Hardin, & Sinclair, 2001). Similarly,
Rudman, Ashmore, and Gary (2001) found that white
students taking a diversity seminar led by and black
professor showed a signiﬁcant decrease in racial bias at
the end of the course, whereas students taking a methods course with a white professor did not. Further,
Dasgupta and Greenwald (2001) found that white and
Asian American participants revealed less implicit prejudice regarding blacks during an IAT if they had recently been exposed to admired blacks (e.g., Michael
Jordan) and disliked whites (e.g., Jeﬀrey Dahmer),
compared to recent exposure to disliked blacks (e.g.,
Mike Tyson) and admired whites (e.g., John F. Kennedy). Thus, participantsÕ automatic racial prejudice was
attenuated when assessed in a context in which they
were reminded of ‘‘positive’’ black individuals. Quite
remarkably, this eﬀect lasted for at least 24 h, suggesting
that situational inﬂuences on implicit attitudes may be
relatively enduring. Taken together, this research suggests that exposure to relatively atypical exemplars of
stigmatized groups (e.g., agentic women, atypical
blacks) can reduce automatic prejudice and stereotyping
toward those groups.
In the present study, we explored the extent to which
exposure to stigmatized individuals holding a highpower situational role may also reduce automatic bias.
If atypical exemplars of groups generate diﬀerent attitudes than more prototypical group exemplars, then
recent, accessible experiences with a member of a stig1
The stimuli used were names that had been pre-tested to be
stereotypically associated with white Americans or black Americans.
Photographs of whites and blacks have also been used, resulting in
similar eﬀects.

matized social group holding an atypical situational role
may also inﬂuence participantsÕ attitudes regarding that
group. Direct evidence in support of this hypothesis
stems from the work examining the inﬂuence of situational power on stereotyping. As mentioned previously,
powerful individuals tend to disregard individuating
information about their interaction partners, relying
more on category-based sources of information, compared to individuals who do not hold positions of power
(Operario et al., 1998). For instance, powerful individuals pay more attention to stereotype-consistent, rather
than stereotype-inconsistent, evidence regarding their
interaction partners (Fiske, 1993; Goodwin et al., 2000).
By contrast, individuals in lower-power positions are
known to individuate their partners, presumably because they are dependent on them for important outcomes and, therefore, are motivated to pay particular
attention to them (Fiske, 1993).
If the inﬂuence of situational power on automatic
attitudes mirrors its impact on stereotype activation,
then individuals in positions of power should reveal a
greater degree of automatic prejudice than individuals in
lower-power positions. Speciﬁcally, individuals in subordinate positions with black superiors should attend to
available individuating information regarding their
partners, rather than to category-based knowledge. Attending to individuating information regarding a black
interaction partner (so long as that information is not
negative) should lead participants in subordinate roles
to view their black interaction partners relatively positively, in comparison to the perception of blacks in
general. Furthermore, recent exposure to a positive
black exemplar should lead individuals to ﬁnd it easier
to associate ‘‘black with pleasant’’ and harder to associate ‘‘black with unpleasant,’’ during an assessment of
automatic racial attitudes such as the IAT. Consequently, they are likely to reveal attitudes that are less
biased. By contrast, individuals in higher-power positions with black interaction partners should ignore individuating characteristics about their partners,
attending only to category-based information. Thus,
their racial attitudes should be more biased than those
generated by participants in lower-power roles with
black interaction partners. In sum, the prediction of the
present study is that white participantsÕ racial bias in
anticipation of an interracial dyadic interaction will
depend on their relative situational power.
Present study
The purpose of the present study was to examine the
inﬂuence of situational power-discrepant roles on implicit racial attitudes. Speciﬁcally, we were interested in
whether whitesÕ attitudes regarding blacks would diﬀer
when they held a relatively powerful role for an anticipated interaction with a black individual, compared to
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when they held a relatively low-power role for the interaction. In order to investigate this question, we assessed the automatic racial attitudes held by white
females who anticipated participating in an interracial
or same-race interaction. Further, participants were assigned to one of two roles—task superior or subordinate—for the upcoming interaction, and informed that
their interaction partner held the complementary role.
For instance, participants assigned to the superior role
were led to believe that their partner had been instructed
to be their subordinate. Because individuals in lowerpower roles tend to individuate their interaction partners more than individuals in higher-power roles,
participants in the subordinate role with a black interaction partner should reveal less bias, compared to
participants in the superior role for an interracial interaction. Roles, however, were not expected to impact the
attitudes of participants anticipating an interaction with
another white individual.

Method
Participants and design
Forty-four white female students at a private New
England College completed this experiment for partial
course credit or for a monetary reward of $5. The design
was a 2 (target race: black, white)  2 (interaction role:
superior, subordinate) Factorial.
Procedure and stimuli
Upon her arrival to the laboratory, each participant
was greeted by a white female experimenter, escorted
into a room in which there was a desk and a computer,
and seated in a chair away from the computer. Then, the
participant was told ‘‘this is a study on computer-based
task performance in work environments. We are interested in how work environments are responding to the
increased use of computers in group assignments, projects, and tasks. Thus, in the course of the study you will
be working interactively on a computer task with a fellow student.’’ Participants were led to believe that there
was another student who was simultaneously being
prepared to participate in the study as their task partner.
After, they read and signed a consent form.
Introduction of relative power
Each participant was assigned a situational role for
the task: superior or subordinate. Further, participants
were led to believe that their partners were assigned the
role in complement to their own. That is, participants
assigned the superior role were led to believe that their
partners had been assigned the subordinate role and
vise-versa. ParticipantsÕ relative power was directly
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linked to their roles by manipulating their expectations
regarding evaluation (Goodwin et al., 2000; Raven,
1993). Speciﬁcally, participants in the superior role were
told, ‘‘You are the superior and your partner is your
subordinate. Therefore, you will be evaluating your
subordinateÕs task performance.’’ Conversely, participants in the subordinate role were told, ‘‘You are the
subordinate and your partner is your superior. Included
in the role of a subordinate is being evaluated. Therefore, your superior will be evaluating your task performance.’’
Introduction to partner
After roles were induced, participants were told that
‘‘it is sometimes helpful to have some information about
someone before having to work with them.’’ They were
then given a ‘‘Proﬁle Sheet’’ on which to indicate speciﬁc
biographical characteristics, including their name, race,
sex, class (in school), activities, hobbies, and interests.
After the participant completed the proﬁle sheet, a Polaroid picture was taken of her.
The experimenter then gave the participant a Proﬁle
Sheet that presumably had been completed by her interaction partner, as well as an accompanying Polaroid.
The experimenter instructed the participant to review
her partnerÕs proﬁle, and indicated that she was taking
her proﬁle and photograph to a nearby room for her
partner to review. Based on their target race condition,
participants were shown a Polaroid of either a black or a
white female, college-age student who attended a different university (the photograph was randomly selected
from photographs of two black females and two white
females).2 In addition, the Partner Proﬁle Sheet indicated the partnerÕs name, race, and sex, as well as activities, professional interests, and hobbies, all of which
were fabricated and experimentally controlled. The inclusion of activities, professional interests, and hobbies
allowed for the introduction of individuating information about the interaction partner. Speciﬁcally, the interaction partner was identiﬁed as being involved in a
mentoring program, as enjoying playing the piano, and
as interested in a career in law. Overall, the individuating information was expected to leave participants with
a relatively positive impression of their interaction
partner, as well as to indicate that she was quite typical
of students at the college, and somewhat atypical of the
stereotype of black Americans. Hence, the Proﬁles and
photographs served several purposes: (1) to convince the
participant that she would be interacting with another
student during the study; (2) to ensure that the participant knew the race and gender of her task partner, and
2
All participants expected to interact with a female (i.e., same-sex)
student, in order to avoid the possibility that gender would introduce a
dimension of sociocultural power diﬀerence, and potentially dilute the
race eﬀect.
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knew that her task partner had the same information
about her; (3) to reinforce the participantÕs role—the
appropriate role was prominently marked at the top of
each Proﬁle Sheet; and ﬁnally (4) to provide participants
with individuating information about their interaction
partner. After a couple of minutes, the experimenter
returned and asked the participant if she were ready to
begin working on the computer task.
Implicit Association Test
When the participant indicated that she was ready to
begin the computer task, she was told, ‘‘As you know,
we are studying computer-based task performance.
Thus, you and your superior (or subordinate) will be
working on a computer-based task. In order for us to
obtain a more accurate measure of team performance,
you and your superior (or subordinate) will be given a
chance to work on the task separately to get a baseline,
as well as to give you both practice. Afterwards, you will
work on the task together and interactively.’’ Next, they
were directed to the desk in front of a Compaq Presario
microcomputer with a 17’’ monitor. The experimenter
told the participant, ‘‘The task that you will be working
on is a word categorization task. The instructions will be
presented by the computer.’’ The experimenter then
began the IAT program and left the room.
The IAT is a measure of learning that assesses the
ease with which categories are associated (Greenwald et
al., 1998). The task involved ﬁve key phases for which all
instructions and stimuli were presented by the computer.
Across all phases, stimulus words were presented and
participants were required to categorize the words as
quickly as possible as belonging to one of four categories (i.e., White, Black, Pleasant, or Unpleasant) to
which they were introduced at the start of the study. For
instance, the name ‘‘Amber’’ would be classiﬁed as belonging to the category ‘‘White’’ by pressing an appropriate key (either on the left or the right side of the
keyboard). The computer did not allow incorrect responses. Phases 1 and 2 were category learning phases in
which participants categorized words from the Pleasant/
Unpleasant sets (e.g., joy, poison) and White/Black
name sets (e.g., Amanda, Tameka), respectively. In
Phase 3, the ﬁrst dual-categorization phase, words from
all four of the categories were presented and participants
had to categorize them appropriately. In Phase 4 the
appropriate response keys of one of the category sets
(e.g., Pleasant/Unpleasant) were reversed, and participants were presented with several trials to practice the
new categorization scheme. Finally, in Phase 5, the
second dual-categorization phase, again, words from all
four of the categories were presented and participants
had to categorize them appropriately. Thus, Phases 3
and 5 were the critical dual-categorization response
phases, assessing the degree of association between
categories. Each consisted of 40 trials. In one version of

the task,3 Phase 3 instructed participants to categorize
the stimulus words in a manner such that white and
black names were procedurally linked to the evaluative
categories ‘‘Pleasant’’ and ‘‘Unpleasant;’’ respectively.
In phase 5, the instructions reversed the procedural links
such that the category ‘‘White’’ was now linked to
‘‘Unpleasant’’ and ‘‘Black’’ was linked to ‘‘Pleasant’’.
All response latencies were recorded and saved on the
computer. After the IAT, participants were debriefed,
thanked, and compensated.
IAT bias
The diﬀerence between response latencies during
Phase 3 and response latencies during Phase 5 has been
shown to be an index of the degree to which an individual favors one racial category over the other (i.e.,
white American versus black American) (Greenwald
et al., 1998). For instance, when the instructions require
individuals to respond that a stimulus word (e.g., Amber) belongs to the category ‘‘White’’ or that a stimulus
word (e.g., sunshine) belongs to the category ‘‘Pleasant’’
by pressing the same key on the keyboard (White+/
Black) Phase), they complete the task faster than when
they must press the same key to indicate that a stimulus
word is a member of the category ‘‘White’’ or a member
of the category ‘‘Unpleasant’’ (White)/Black+ Phase). If
responses to stimulus words during the ‘‘White+/
Black)’’ Phase are faster than responses during the
‘‘White)/Black+’’ Phase, then the responder is thought
to have a biased implicit racial attitude in favor of white
Americans relative to black Americans. This diﬀerence
in response times during the two phases is the primary
dependent variable examined in the present work.

Results
The response latencies from the critical dual-categorization phases (3 and 5) were used to assess automatic
racial attitudes. Consistent with the data-trimming
guidelines reported in Greenwald et al. (1998), all latencies under 300-ms and over 3000-ms were re-coded as
300- and 3000-ms, respectively. Additionally, all response latencies were log-transformed to conform to
normality assumptions. Next, the log-response times
associated with trials during the ‘‘White+/Black)’’ category pairing phase were averaged, and the log-response
times associated with trials during the ‘‘White)/Black+’’
category pairing phase were averaged for each participant. Finally, each participantÕs mean response log-latency for the White+/Black) phase was subtracted from
their mean response log-latency for the White)/Black+
phase, in order to index their degree of automatic racial
3
The order of category pairing (White+/Black); White)/Black+)
was counter-balanced across participants.
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Table 1
Mean response times for White)/Black+ Phase (W)/B+) and White+/Black) Phase (W+/B))
Participant role

Superior
Subordinate

White partner

Black partner

W)/B+

W+/B)

D

W)/B+

W+/B)

D

933
890

711
638

222
252

951
880

780
848

171
32

n ¼ 11 per condition.

bias. Positive diﬀerence scores revealed a bias in favor of
white Americans. These diﬀerence scores, subsequently,
were subjected to a 2 target race (white, black)  2 role
(superior, subordinate) Factorial ANOVA. The mean4
diﬀerences representing automatic racial bias, as well as
the mean latencies for each of the category pairing
phases, are reported in Table 1.
Consistent with Lowery et al. (2001), participants
revealed less bias if they anticipated interacting with a
black individual, compared to a white individual
[F ð1; 40Þ ¼ 14:82, p < :0004, r ¼ :52]. However, the
main eﬀect of target race was moderated by an interaction with situational role [F ð1; 40Þ ¼ 4:92, p < :05,
r ¼ :31]. As predicted, participants exposed to a black
subordinate (i.e., participants assigned to the superior
role) revealed greater automatic racial bias (M ¼ 171)
than participants anticipating an interaction with a black
superior ðM ¼ 32Þ ½tð40Þ ¼ 1:98; p < :05; r ¼ :38. By
contrast, participants anticipating a same-race interaction did not diﬀer in their degree of racial bias (respective
Ms ¼ 222; 252 for superior and subordinate roles, respectively) [tð40Þ ¼ 1:01, p < :32]. Furthermore, participants in the subordinate role revealed greater bias if they
anticipated a same-race interaction, rather than an interracial interaction [tð40Þ ¼ 4:21, p < :0001, r ¼ :69];
however, the bias of participants in the superior role did
not diﬀer as a function of the race of their interaction
partner [tð40Þ ¼ 1:23, p < :23]. These results suggest that
the role white participants anticipated that they would
hold for a dyadic interaction with a black individual
inﬂuenced their degree of prejudice. That is, participants
who anticipated holding a position of relatively low
power for an interracial interaction generated attitudes
that were less biased, compared to individuals in a
powerful role, and those anticipating same-race interactions. Hence, both the demographics of the anticipated interaction, and participantsÕ relative roles,
impacted automatic racial attitudes.
Discussion
Prejudicial attitudes and stereotypical associations
undoubtedly are systemic forces that are often activated
4

For ease of interpretation, the means presented in the text and
table have been re-transformed to millisecond units from the logtransformed means.

and applied automatically, without the conscious
awareness of the perpetrator (Bargh et al., 1992, 1996;
Devine, 1989; Dovidio, Kawakami, Johnson, Johnson,
& Howard, 1997; Fazio et al., 1995; Fazio et al., 1986;
Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; see also Wilson, Lindsey, &
Schooler, 2000). Automatic attitudes and prejudice directed toward social groups were originally thought
immutable and resistant to the inﬂuence of contextual
factors. The results of the present study add to a
growing body of research suggesting otherwise—deeply
rooted evaluations of social categories, it seems, can be
inﬂuenced by features of the immediate social context
(see Devine, 2001 for a summary). In particular, the
present work highlights the important inﬂuence that
situational roles can have on automatically activated
attitudes (see also Richeson & Ambady, 2001). In the
present study, participantsÕ roles diﬀerentially impacted
their automatic attitudes. We found that individuals
holding a powerful position for an upcoming intergroup
interaction were more biased than individuals holding a
less powerful position. Situational power is known to
inﬂuence the extent to which individuals engage in category-based information processing, such as stereotyping (Fiske, 1993). The ﬁndings of the present study
extend this work to the domain of automatic attitudes.
The present ﬁndings also contribute to previous research examining the inﬂuence of exposure to black
exemplars on whitesÕ automatic racial bias (Dasgupta &
Greenwald, 2001; Lowery et al., 2001; cf., Rudman et
al., 20015). Whereas Dasgupta and Greenwald (2001)
ﬁnd that individuals must be exposed to admired,
atypical blacks in order to reduce bias, Lowery et al.
(2001) argue that the actual presence of a black individual (whether atypical or not) may be suﬃcient. Although the presence of a black individual undoubtedly is
a strong contextual cue, our results suggest the importance of that individualÕs typicality in the shaping of
automatic racial attitudes. In Lowery et al.Õs study,
participants were not only presented with a black individual, but that black individual was in an atypical,
authoritative role (i.e., the experimenter). A more compelling test of the ‘‘exposure alone’’ hypothesis requires

5
Although they do not directly test the impact of black compared
to white professors on white studentsÕ racial bias, Rudman et al. (2001)
make the argument that exposure to a black professor without
concurrent discussion of diversity will not reduce whitesÕ racial bias.
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exposure to a black individual holding a relatively lowstatus situational role. That is, the racial bias of whites
exposed to a black individual holding a low-status role,
and whites exposed to a white individual holding a lowstatus role, should diﬀer. The attitudes of participants in
the role of a ‘‘task superior’’ in the present study, in a
sense, were exposed to a black individual in a low-status
role (i.e., as their task subordinate). They did not,
however, reveal less bias than participants exposed to a
white subordinate. By contrast, participants anticipating
an interracial interaction who were assigned to the
subordinate role were exposed to a black individual in a
high-status role. Drawing on the work of Dasgupta and
Greenwald (2001), the black superior in the present
study, and the black experimenter in Lowery et al.Õs
work, may have served as atypical exemplars for participants, leading to an attenuation of racial prejudice.
Thus, the present ﬁndings provide a step toward disentangling the eﬀects of exemplar typicality and exposure
in the reduction of automatic prejudice.
Limitations
Several issues limit the generalizability of the present
ﬁndings. First, the participants in the present work were
all female. Had the gender of the target been diﬀerent
from the gender of the participants, a dimension of sociocultural status other than race (i.e., gender) may have
inﬂuence the results. Consequently, we decided to control for gender in the present study. Future work should
examine the automatic racial prejudice generated by
participants of dyadic interactions that vary in both race
and gender. Furthermore, the participants of the present
study were students at an extremely competitive, private
university. The racial attitudes held by these individuals
may diﬀer from other subsets of the general population
of the country. The body of work revealing automatic
attitude biases, however, has consistently found evidence for automatic racial prejudice, despite diﬀerences
in the participant populations (Dasgupta et al., 2000;
Fazio et al., 1995; Greenwald et al., 1998; Lowery et al.,
2001; McConnell & Leibold, 2001; Ottaway et al., 2001;
Rudman et al., 2001). Last, although the results of the
present work provide strong evidence for the inﬂuence
of situational factors on automatic attitude activation in
anticipation of an interracial interaction, it remains
unclear whether the actual presence of a black individual
in a superior role would have inﬂuenced automatic attitudes in a similar manner and to the same degree as
found in the present study. For instance, would the
participants in the present work who revealed attitudes
that were less biased in anticipation of an interracial
interaction, also have revealed less bias after an interaction with a black superior, compared to participants
in other roles? Future work should investigate the degree to which situational cues alter automatic attitudes

both in anticipation of, as well as during and after,
actual interracial dyadic interactions.
Implications and conclusion
Despite these limitations, the present study has broad
implications for how we think about attitudes, and more
importantly, attitude change. The present results suggest
that attitudes are quite malleable, given the appropriate
situation. In particular, this work suggests that reversing
individualsÕ situational power during a dyadic interaction from what is typical in society may be one such
situation. In the present research, the attitudes held by
members of a dominant racial group were inﬂuenced by
the reversal of power in the immediate situation from
that maintained by societyÕs status quo. Thus, this work
suggests that changes in the attitudes of members of
dominant social groups may be linked to their relative
power during intergroup interactions—an often-ignored
tenet of AllportÕs Contact Hypothesis (1954). Considered
in this light, the ﬁndings inspire optimism regarding the
reduction of prejudice and discrimination. Based on
previous studies, prejudice reduction hinged on incidental exposure to famous, atypical exemplars of negatively stereotyped groups (Bodenhausen, Schwarz, Bless,
& W€anke, 1995; Dasgupta & Greenwald, 2001; cf.
Lowery et al., 2001), or more long-term, interpersonal
contact with stigmatized individuals (Pettigrew, 1998;
Rudman et al., 2001). Although such interventions are
both hopeful and eﬀective, both are somewhat limited
insofar as most people are unlikely to incidentally be
exposed to famous, atypical individuals or to voluntarily
form friendships with members of stigmatized groups.
Lack of exposure to atypical members of stigmatized
groups, and resistance to interpersonal contact with
them, may even be directly proportional to an individualsÕ degree of bias. But, the same individuals may incidentally and involuntarily be exposed to a member of a
stigmatized group in an atypical or counter-stereotypical
role, at work for instance. If oneÕs black manager can
have a similar impact on attitudes as Michael Jordan,
then widespread prejudice reduction may be attainable.
Considered before the backdrop of current situational power hierarchies in workplaces, however, the
present ﬁndings are fairly pessimistic. That is, given the
extent to which situational power is correlated with sociocultural group status (Sidanius & Pratto, 1993), the
present ﬁndings suggest that the most likely situational
power arrangement for members of stigmatized and
nonstigmatized groups during intergroup interactions
serves to reinforce racial prejudice. Similar to the manner in which the cognitive biases of powerful people
perpetuate group status diﬀerences during intergroup
interactions, the present ﬁndings suggest that the attitudes automatically generated by powerful people
overwhelmingly support social stratiﬁcation as well.
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Clearly, this work has important implications for diversity and Aﬃrmative Action initiatives. A thoughtful
examination of how, when, and to what end situational
factors inﬂuence automatic attitudes may be vital for the
attenuation of prejudice and intergroup conﬂict.
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