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We examine how feelings of power affect gender identification and the endorsement of sexism. Participants
wrote essays about a time when they felt powerful or powerless (Studies 1–3) or about an event unrelated to
power (Studies 2–3). Then, they reported how much they identified with their gender group. When primed
with high power, women reported lower levels of gender identification, as compared to those primed with
low power (Studies 1–2) and to a control condition (Studies 2–3). In Study 3, we also found that women primed
with high power endorsed benevolent (but not hostile) sexism less thanwomen in both the low power and con-
trol conditions. Power had no impact on men's gender identification or sexism.
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Upon becoming the first female CEO of Hewlett-Packard in 1999,
Carly Fiorina flatly declared, “I hope we're at a point that everyone has
figured out that there is no glass ceiling” (Markoff, 1999). Years later,
when an interviewer asked her about that now (in)famous declaration,
Fiorina explained, “Looking back on that … I was truly stunned and
completely unprepared for the amount of attention that was paid to
my gender… because I had so long ago stopped thinking about myself
as a woman in business, and thought about myself as a businessperson
who happened to be a woman” (Hewlett-Packard Development
Company, L.P., 2003).

With women so highly underrepresented in powerful roles
(Catalyst, 2014), it seems surprising that one of the very few women
whomanaged to make it to the top could be so detached from the diffi-
culties facingwomen as a group. However, research suggests that this is
not an anecdotal case. That is, members of disadvantaged groups who
experience individual mobility seem to dissociate themselves with
their ingroup in various ways (e.g., Derks, Ellemers, van Laar & de
Groot, 2011; Kulich, Lorenzi-Cioldi, & Iacoviello, 2015). Here, we test
one potential explanation for this phenomenon, namely that the psy-
chological experience of feeling powerfulmight leadmembers of histor-
ically disadvantaged groups to dis-identify with their group.
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A large literature has demonstrated that the psychological experi-
ence of holding (or lacking) power affects a plethora of outcomes
(e.g., Galinsky, Rucker, &Magee, 2015). In an effort to integrate themyr-
iad effects of power in a single model, Rucker, Galinsky, and DuBois
(2012) highlighted how the effects of high (vs. low) power appear to
correspond to shifts in a self (vs. other) focus. More specifically, power
produces an agentic orientation, where attention is primarily directed
toward the self, whereas powerlessness produces a more communal
orientation, amplifying sensitivity to bonding with, and considering
the concerns of, the group (Blader & Chen, 2012; Dubois, Rucker, &
Galinsky, 2015; Rucker, Dubois, & Galinsky, 2011). Consistent with
this increased communality, low power individuals exhibit more
group-cohesion promoting behaviors than high power individuals—for
instance, they tend to be better at perspective taking (Galinsky,
Magee, Inesi, & Gruenfeld, 2006) and experience greater emotional dis-
tress and compassion in response to the distress of another (vanKleef et
al., 2008). In contrast, feeling powerful leads to lower needs to belong
and, as a result, reduced self-reports of loneliness (Waytz, Chou,
Magee, & Galinsky, 2015). Moreover, high (vs. low) power primes lead
to independent (vs. interdependent) self-construal (Caza, Tiedens, &
Lee, 2011; see also Kraus, Chen, & Keltner, 2011) and increased social
distance (Lammers, Galinsky, Gordijn, & Otten, 2012; Lee & Tiedens,
2001; Magee & Smith, 2013; Smith & Trope, 2006).

Conceiving of power in terms of shifts in agentic versus communal
orientations leads to a consequential prediction about how an experi-
ence with power might affect individuals' connection to their ingroup,
especially for members of disadvantaged groups. Specifically, if the psy-
chological experience of holding power fosters a sense of self-reliance
and independence (Fast, Gruenfeld, Sivanathan, & Galinsky, 2009;
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Rucker et al., 2011), it follows that power might reduce people's efforts
to derive a sense of belongingness (e.g., Waytz et al., 2015). In the case
of members of relatively disadvantaged groups, who rely on their group
identification to maintain a sense of belongingness in spite of exclusion
from the dominant group, this reduced need to belong could mean that
power might lower group identification.

By “identification,” we refer to the degree to which an individuals'
self-definition includes membership in a social category (e.g., “being a
man/woman is an important part of my self-image;” Wood & Eagly,
2015). Group identification tends to be higher among members of so-
cially devalued, subordinate groups (such aswomen and racial or sexual
minorities) as compared to members of socially valued, dominant
groups (Burn, Aboud, & Moyles, 2000; Cadinu & Galdi, 2012; Cameron
& Lalonde, 2001; Hurtig & Pichevin, 1990; Latrofa, Vaes, Cadinu, &
Carnaghi, 2010; Lorenzi-Cioldi, 1991). Such disparity exists because
identifying with a (subordinate) group can foster a sense of belonging-
ness in the face of exclusion by the dominant group (Branscombe,
Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999; Jetten, Branscombe, Schmitt, & Spears,
2001). Thus, for members of subordinate groups, a strong collective
identity is an alternative to the superordinate group. It serves as a buffer
against the otherwise negative effects of experiencing discrimination
and subjugation, and lays the foundation for efforts toward group ad-
vancement (Ramos, Cassidy, Reicher, & Haslam, 2011). Historically
dominant groups (e.g., men, White Americans), by contrast, are per-
ceived as a sort of societal “default,” and thus groupmembership is typ-
ically not a salient (Gurin, 1985) or distinct (Brewer, 1991; Devos &
Banaji, 2005) social category.

Myriad studies have established that group identification is psycho-
logically important and behaviorally consequential for members of low
status groups (Becker, Tausch, Spears, & Christ, 2011; Branscombe et al.,
1999; Crocker & Major, 1989; Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011; Doosje,
Spears, & Ellemers, 2002; Ellemers, 2001; Ellemers, van den Heuvel,
Gilder, Maass, & Bonvini, 2004; Klandermans, 2002; Kulich et al.,
2015; Major, Quinton, & McCoy, 2002; Schmitt & Branscombe, 2001).
For example, high group identification predicts support for collective ac-
tion on behalf of the group (Becker et al., 2011; Klandermans, 2002).
Past investigations have focused on identification as an individual dif-
ference variable that moderates people's responses to social identity
threats (e.g., Spears, Doosje, & Ellemers, 1997). For instance, research
on the “Queen Bee” phenomenon has shown that low (but not high)
identifiedwomenwhohold positions inmale-dominatedfields respond
to identity threats by distancing themselves from their gender group
(Derks, van Laar, Ellemers, & De Groot, 2011; Kaiser & Spalding, 2015).
Recentwork has shown that this phenomenon occurs for other subordi-
nate groups aswell (e.g., Hindustani workers in the Netherlands; Derks,
van Laar, Ellemers, & Raghoe, 2015).

However, surprisingly little experimental work has examined what
factors might influence group identification. The very few exceptions
are broadly (albeit indirectly) consistent with the proposition that
powermight cause a reduction in identification amongmembers of dis-
advantaged (but not advantaged) groups. For instance, studies have
shown that ingroup identification is lower (1) when members of a mi-
nority group are told that their group is liked and treated fairly (vs.
disliked and discriminated against) by others (Jetten et al., 2001,
Study 2); and (2) when members of an experimentally-created low
(but not high) status group are led to believe it is possible (vs. not pos-
sible) to transfer to a higher status group (Ellemers, van Knippenberg,
De Vries, & Wilke, 1988; Ellemers, van Knippenberg, & Wilke, 1990).
These studies focused on how group identification is impacted by inter-
group dynamics (i.e., intergroup bias and mobility). Here, we investi-
gate a different antecedent, namely, how individuals' own sense of
power affects identificationwith disadvantaged groups. As feeling pow-
erful has been shown to increase feelings of independence (vs. interde-
pendence), reducingpeople's need for connection and solidarity (Fast et
al., 2009; Rucker et al., 2011), we expect that priming members of sub-
ordinate groups with power will reduce their identification with their
group. We examine this possibility within the context of gender. Across
three experiments, we test the hypothesis that women (but not men)
who are made to feel powerful will report lower gender identification
compared to thosewho feel powerless (Studies 1–2) and those in a con-
trol condition (Studies 2–3). Across studies, we report all measures, ma-
nipulations, and exclusions.

In Study 3, we also examinewhether power affects people's concep-
tions of gender relations (i.e., hostile and benevolent sexism). As people
primedwith high (vs. low) power have been found to engage in system
justification to a lesser extent (van der Toorn et al., 2015), and benevo-
lent sexism in particular functions to legitimate unequal gender rela-
tions (Glick & Fiske, 1996), we expected that women primed with
high (vs. low) powerwould be less likely to endorse benevolent sexism.

1. Study 1

The goal of this study was to test the prediction that inducing feel-
ings of high (vs. low) power would lead to lower levels of gender iden-
tification among female (but not male) participants.

2. Method

2.1. Participants

One hundred and ninety four individuals living in the United States
completed this study online on Amazon's Mechanical Turk (53.1%
women; mean age = 32.32, SD= 11.44). We aimed to enroll 100 par-
ticipants per power condition (i.e., 200 total), and results were not ex-
amined until all data had been collected. No cases were excluded. The
survey took 15 min to complete, and participants received 55 cents for
their time.Most participants identified asWhite (77.8%) and heterosex-
ual (85.1%).

2.2. Procedure and materials

As part of a larger study (see Supplementarymaterials), participants
were randomly assigned to either a high or low power episodic prime
(Galinsky, Gruenfeld, & Magee, 2003), in which they were asked to
write about a particular incident in their lives when they either had
power over another person (or persons) or when someone had power
over them. There were 43 men and 48 women in the low power condi-
tion, and 48 men and 55 women in the high power condition. As a ma-
nipulation check, participants were asked to indicate, on a 7-point scale,
how much the situation they described made them feel: in-control,
powerful, independent, dominant, in-charge, and weak, presented ran-
domly among filler items (e.g., Guinote, 2007; See, Morrison, Rothman,
& Soll, 2011). After reverse-coding the last item, an average power score
was computed (α=0.94).We then assessed gender identificationwith
four items used in prior research (Becker & Barreto, 2014; Becker &
Wagner, 2009; Eliezer, Major, & Mendes, 2010; Kiefer &
Sekaquaptewa, 2007; Schmader, 2002; e.g., “Being a woman [man] is
an important part of my self-image”). Items were rated on a 1 (strongly
disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) scale (α = 0.90). Participants indicated
their gender immediately prior to the gender identification scale, and
their selected gender was then piped into the statements. Basic demo-
graphic questions (age, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation) and
debriefing followed.

3. Results

3.1. Manipulation check

As expected, those in the high power condition felt significantly
more powerful (M=5.02, SD=1.13) than those in the low power con-
dition (M=2.14, SD=0.93), F(1190)= 368.94, p b 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.660.
Women reported feeling slightly (but not significantly) less powerful
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than men, F(1190) = 2.65, p = 0.10, ηp
2 = 0.014, but this was true

across conditions, as evidenced by the absence of a gender-by-condition
interaction, F(1190) = 0.96, p = 0.33, ηp

2 = 0.005.
3.2. Gender identification

A 2 × 2 factorial Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) predicting gender
identification with participant gender (male vs. female) and experi-
mental condition (high vs. low power) revealed nomain effects of gen-
der, F(1190)=1.84, p=0.17,ηp

2=0.010, or condition, F(1190)=1.63,
p=0.20, ηp

2= 0.009, but the predicted significant interaction emerged,
F(2190)= 5.28, p=0.023, ηp

2 = 0.027 (see Fig. 1). For men, identifica-
tion did not differ between high power (M= 4.32, SD= 1.03) and low
power (M = 4.15, SD = 1.21), F(1190) = 0.49, p = 0.48, ηp

2 = 0.003,
95% confidence interval (CI) [−0.677, 0.322]. But, as expected, among
women, gender identification was significantly lower among those
made to feel high power (M = 4.16, SD = 1.27) versus low power
(M = 4.78, SD= 1.30), F(1190) = 6.81, p = 0.010, ηp

2 = 0.035, 95% CI
[0.152, 1.092].

Looking at it the other way, between-gender comparisons revealed
that, when primed with low power, women reported significantly
higher gender identification than men, p = 0.013, ηp

2 = 0.032, 95%
CI[0.136, 1.136], as is typically the case (Cameron & Lalonde, 2001;
Hurtig & Pichevin, 1990; Lorenzi-Cioldi, 1991). This difference was no
longer reliable in the high power condition, p = 0.49, ηp

2 = 0.002, 95%
CI[−0.634, 0.306].
4. Discussion

As predicted, women in the high (vs. low) power condition reported
lower levels of gender identification, whereas the same was not true of
men. This finding is in line with past work showing that power shifts
people's focus toward the self versus the group (Rucker et al., 2012). Ad-
ditionally, although the main effect of participant gender on identifica-
tion was not significant, the overall pattern of means showed that
women had higher identification than men did, consistent with past
findings (Cameron & Lalonde, 2001; Hurtig & Pichevin, 1990;
Lorenzi-Cioldi, 1991). Comparisons between men and women showed
the expected identification difference in the low power condition,
with women reporting significantly higher identification than men. In
contrast, women andmen in the high power condition had similar iden-
tification levels, consistent with our overall predictions that high power
would lower women's identification with their gender group, but not
men's. However, because we did not include a control condition in
this study, the direction of the effect is unclear. Does high power reduce
women's gender identification, or does low power increase it? This
question was addressed in Study 2.
Fig. 1.Gender identification (measured on a 1-to-6 scale) as a function of power condition
and participant gender (Study 1). Error bars represent the standard error of the mean.
5. Study 2

The aims of this study were to replicate the effect of power on
women's gender identification, this time in the laboratory, and with
the inclusion of a control condition so that we could discern the direc-
tion of this effect. We predicted that women primed with high power
would report lower gender identification compared to those primed
with low power and to those in a control condition. In this study, we
also explored whether power might influence gender identification at
the implicit level. Due to the limited size of the (predominantly female)
participant pool, we restricted participation to women.
6. Method

6.1. Participants

One hundred women participated in this study (mean age =
20.31 years, SD=4.46). Eighty-nine were undergraduates who partici-
pated for course credit, and 11 were volunteers who received $5 for
their participation1. The study was conducted over the course of the ac-
ademic year, and the sample size reflects the maximum number of par-
ticipants we were able to recruit during that time. Focal hypotheses
were not tested until data collection was finalized. No cases were ex-
cluded. The plurality of participants identified as White (53%); most
were heterosexual (91%).
6.2. Procedures and materials

As part of a larger study (see Supplementarymaterials), participants
were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: high power or low
power, using the same essay prompts as in Study 1 (Galinsky et al.,
2003), or a control condition in which participants wrote about an
event unrelated to power (i.e., their morning routine; see Fast et al.,
2009; Gruenfeld, Inesi, Magee & Galinsky, 2008). There were 39
women in the low power condition, 27 in control, and 34 in the high
power condition. After the manipulation, participants completed the
samemeasure of gender identification from Study 1 (α=0.90). An Im-
plicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald,McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998)was
later used to measure gender identification at the implicit level (Cadinu
&Galdi, 2012). Details about this IAT can be found in the supplementary
materials. At the end of the study, participants rated the same manipu-
lation check items as in Study 1 (α=0.90). Due to a technical problem,
only 84% of participants completed this manipulation check, but this
issue affected all three experimental conditions equally. Demographic
questions (age, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation) and debriefing
followed.
7. Results

7.1. Manipulation check

As expected, there was a significant effect of condition on self-re-
ported feelings of power, F(2,81) = 963.19, p b 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.922: Par-
ticipants in the high power condition felt significantly more powerful
(M = 4.95, SD = 1.23) than participants in the control condition
(M = 4.28, SD = 1.05), p = 0.047, and participants in the low power
condition felt significantly less powerful (M = 2.90, SD = 1.21) than
those in both other conditions, ps b 0.001.
1 There were no reliable differences in gender identification scores between partici-
pants who received credit (M = 4.89, SD = 1.01) and monetary compensation
(M = 4.59, SD= 1.50), F(1,98) = 0.798, p = 0.37.
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7.2. Gender identification

As predicted, a one-way ANOVA with experimental condition (high
power vs. control vs. low power) revealed amain effect on gender iden-
tification, F(2,97) = 4.96, p = 0.009, ηp

2 = 0.093. Planned comparisons
revealed that women reported lower gender identification in the high
power condition (M = 4.43, SD = 1.48) compared to the other condi-
tions, p = 0.005, whereas there was no difference between low power
(M = 5.19, SD = 0.69) and control (M = 4.94, SD = 0.67), p = 0.33
(see Fig. 2). Post-hoc tests comparing all conditions showed that gender
identification in the high power condition was significantly lower com-
pared to the low power condition, p=0.002, 95% CI [−1.231,−0.273],
andmarginally lower compared to the control condition, p=0.061, 95%
CI [−1.027, 0.024].

7.3. Gender identification at the implicit level (IAT)

A one-way ANOVA with experimental condition (high power vs.
control vs. low power) on IAT D scores (Greenwald, Nosek, & Banaji,
2003) revealed no significant main effect of condition, F(2,97) = 0.71,
p = 0.49, ηp

2 = 0.014. The strength of self-female associations were no
different in the high power (M = −0.57, SE = 0.06), low power
(M = −0.66, SE = 0.05), and control conditions (M = −0.58, SE =
0.07).

8. Discussion

Study 2 replicated the finding from Study 1, showing that women
primed with high power reported significantly lower gender identifica-
tion scores than women in the low power condition. This effect was
stronger in Study 2 compared to Study 1 (ηp

2 = 0.093 vs. ηp
2 = 0.035),

likely due to amore homogenous sample and tighter experimental con-
trol facilitated by the laboratory setting. Moreover, the inclusion of a
control condition in this study allowed us insight into the direction of
the effect—there was no difference in gender identification between
those in the low power versus control conditions, supporting our inter-
pretation of Study 1 findings that feeling powerful reduced ingroup
identification, but feeling powerless did not increase it. Study 2 included
female participants only; in order to get a more complete picture of this
effect, we again compared high to low power as well as a control condi-
tion in Study 3, this time including both men and women. In Study 2,
power had no effect on gender identification at the implicit level, a re-
sult we return to in the general discussion.

9. Study 3

In this final study, we aimed to replicate the effect of power on gen-
der identification from Studies 1–2, and we also examined the effects of
Fig. 2.Gender identification (measured on a 1-to-6 scale) as a function of power condition
among women (Study 2). Error bars represent the standard error of the mean.
power on the perceived legitimacy of the traditional gender system.
Previous work has shown that participants primed with low (vs. high)
power report higher levels of system justification (van der Toorn et al.,
2015), because dependency on the system increases people's need to
imbue existing hierarchies with legitimacy. Although this priorwork fo-
cused on how low power leads to more system justification, the same
logic would suggest that high power would reduce system justification,
especially among women who are arguably chronically primed with
some level of dependency, at least when it comes to gender relations.

To examine this possibility, we included measures of ideologies that
serve to legitimate unequal gender relations, namely the endorsement
of hostile and benevolent sexism (Glick & Fiske, 1996). “Hostile sexism”
is traditionalmisogyny, portrayingwomen as incompetent, emotionally
unstable, and sexually manipulative, whereas “benevolent sexism” is a
romanticized notion of women as innocent and pure, but weak (and
thus in need of male protection). Both ideologies serve to maintain
women's low status relative to men, but the seemingly positive tone
of benevolent sexism provides an incentive for women to accept the
comforts and tradeoffs of paternalism (Cikara, Lee, Fiske, & Glick,
2009; Napier, Thorisdottir, & Jost, 2010; Sibley & Overall, 2011). We
thought that women primed with high (vs. low) power would be less
likely to be seduced by this flattering (but oppressive) view of gender
relations, and expected them to endorse benevolent sexism to a lower
extent. We thought it would be unlikely that power would affect
women's endorsement of hostile sexism, which tends to be less preva-
lent in Western countries, especially among women, presumably be-
cause it is difficult to endorse without transgressing on other
egalitarian values (Napier et al., 2010).

We were agnostic about how power would affect sexism among
men. On the one hand, feeling powerful might reinforce men's stereo-
typical role as a protector and provider, leading to increased support
for traditional gender relations. On the other hand, it is conceivable
that low (rather than high) power might increase sexism among men,
at least insofar as lowpowermight act as a threat tomen's sense ofmas-
culinity (Vandello & Bosson, 2013) and thus could cause a surge in sup-
port for a traditional gender system (Dahl, Vescio, & Weaver, 2015;
Weaver & Vescio, 2015).

10. Method

10.1. Participants

Four hundred and fifty four individuals living in the United States
completed this study online on Amazon's Mechanical Turk (48.9%
women; mean age = 32.09, SD = 11.45). We aimed to enroll at least
150 participants per power condition (i.e., 450 total), and data collec-
tion was fully completed before results were examined. No cases were
excluded. The survey took 15 min, and participants received 76 cents
for their time.Most participants identified asWhite (75.8%) and hetero-
sexual (87.4%).

10.2. Procedure and materials

As in Study 2, participants were first randomly assigned to one of
three essay conditions (high power, low power, or control; Galinsky et
al., 2003). In the control condition, participants recalled and wrote
about the last time they had been to the movies (see Fast et al., 2009;
Gruenfeld, Inesi, Magee, & Galinsky, 2008). There were 82 men and 58
women in the low power condition, 74 men and 90 women in control,
and 76 men and 74 women in the high power condition. After the ma-
nipulation, participants completed the same measure of gender identi-
fication employed in the previous two studies (α = 0.87). Finally,
participants completed the 22-item Ambivalent Sexism Inventory
(Glick & Fiske, 1996) which measures hostile (α = 0.92) and benevo-
lent sexism (α = 0.87). Responses were reported on a scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Sample items include,
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“Women are too easily offended” (hostile sexism), and “Women should
be cherished and protected by men” (benevolent sexism). At the end of
the study, participants rated the samemanipulation check items used in
Studies 1–2,α=0.91. Demographics (age, race/ethnicity, sexual orien-
tation) and debriefing followed. (See supplementary materials for addi-
tional measures and analyses.)

11. Results

11.1. Manipulation check

As expected, there was a significant effect of condition on feelings of
power, F(2448)=223.38, p b 0.001,ηp

2=0.499. Participants in the high
power condition felt significantlymore powerful (M=5.23, SD=1.19)
than participants in the control condition (M = 3.70, SD = 1.31),
p b 0.001, and participants in the low power condition felt significantly
less powerful (M=2.24, SD=1.11) than those in the control condition,
p b 0.001. There was a significant effect for gender such that men (M=
3.87, SD = 1.71) reported feeling more powerful than women (M =
3.64, SD = 1.68), F(1448) = 10.54, p = 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.023, but this
was true across conditions, i.e., there was no significant interaction
F(2448) = 0.80, p = 0.45, ηp

2 = 0.004.

11.2. Gender identification

A 2 × 3 factorial ANOVA predicting gender identification with gen-
der (male vs. female) and experimental condition (high power vs. con-
trol vs. low power) revealed no main effect of condition, F(2448) =
0.40, p = 0.67, ηp

2 = 0.002. There was a main effect of gender
F(1448) = 5.83, p = 0.016, ηp

2 = 0.013, such that women (M = 4.73,
SD = 1.07) reported higher levels of gender identification than men
(M = 4.46, SD = 1.12). This main effect was qualified by the expected
significant interaction with condition, F(2448) = 3.20, p = 0.042,
ηp
2= 0.014 (see Fig. 3). Amongmen, gender identificationwas unaffect-

ed by condition, F(2448) = 1.14, p = 0.32, ηp
2 = 0.005, with similar

identification among those in high power (M = 4.62, SD = 1.01) and
low power (M = 4.38, SD = 1.11), MD = 0.23, SE = 0.17, p = 0.18,
95% CI [−0.108, 0.576]; between those in high power and control con-
ditions (M = 4.39, SD= 1.24),MD = 0.23, SE= 0.18, p = 0.20, 95% CI
[−0.124, 0.577]; or between control and low power, MD = 0.01,
SE= 0.17, p = 0.96, 95% CI [−0.337, 0.352]. Among women, however,
power had a marginally significant effect, F(2, 448) = 2.61, p = 0.075,
ηp
2 = 0.012. Consistent with predictions, gender identification in the

high power condition (M = 4.52, SD = 1.17) was significantly lower
compared to the control condition (M = 4.91, SD = 1.03),
MD = −0.39, SE = 0.17, p = 0.023, 95% CI [−0.727, −0.053]. Unex-
pectedly, the high versus low power conditions did not significantly dif-
fer in this study, MD = −0.18, SE = 0.19, p = 0.34, 95% CI [−0.193,
0.560]. However, gender identification in the low power (M = 4.71,
Fig. 3.Gender identification (1-to-6 scale) as a function of power condition andparticipant
gender (Study 3). Error bars represent the standard error of the mean.
SD = 0.97) and control conditions did not reliably differ, MD = 0.21,
SE=0.18, p=0.26, 95%CI [−0.155, 0.569], and a planned contrast test-
ing the a priori prediction that high power would reduce gender identi-
fication compared to the other two groups combined was significant,
MD = 0.31, SE = 0.16, p = 0.047.

Looking at it another way, between-gender comparisons revealed
that, in the control condition,menwere less identifiedwith their gender
group thanwomen,MD=−0.52, SE=0.17, p=0.002, ηp

2=0.020, 95%
CI [0.185, 0.859], a pattern that persisted (albeit marginally) in the low
power condition,MD=−0.32, SE=0.19, p=0.086, ηp

2= 0.007, 95% CI
[−0.046, 0.691]. In the high power condition, however, women report-
ed the same level of gender identification as men, MD = 0.095, SE =
0.18, p = 0.60, ηp

2 = 0.001, 95% CI [−0.256, 0.446].

11.3. Benevolent and hostile sexism

We conducted two separate 2 × 3 factorial Analysis of Covariances
(ANCOVAs) with participant gender and experimental condition (high
power vs. control vs. low power) as independent factors, and benevo-
lent or hostile sexism scores as dependent variables. Following previous
recommendations (Glick & Fiske, 1996), we adjusted for hostile sexism
when using benevolent sexism as dependent outcome (and vice versa),
as benevolent and hostile sexism tend to correlate positively. This posi-
tive correlation emerged in our sample, r(451)=0.40, p b 0.001, but the
pattern and significance levels of results did not changewhen the covar-
iates were omitted. Across participants and conditions, gender identifi-
cationwas positively associatedwith benevolent sexism, r(451)=0.26,
p b 0.001, and hostile sexism, r(451) = 0.10, p = 0.032.

For hostile sexism (adjusting for benevolent sexism), only gender
was a significant predictor, F(1446) = 46.24, p b 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.094,
such thatwomen (M=2.70, SD=1.04)were less likely to endorse hos-
tile sexism thanmen (M=3.43, SD=1.10). Hostile sexismwas not sig-
nificantly affected by condition F(1446) = 1.26, p = 0.28, ηp

2 = 0.006,
nor by its interaction with gender F(2446) = 0.413, p = 0.66, ηp

2 =
0.002. For benevolent sexism (adjusting for hostile sexism), there
were no significant main effects of participant gender, F(1446) = 0.09,
p = 0.76, ηp

2 b 0.001, or condition, F(1446) = 0.76, p = 0.47, ηp
2 =

0.003. However, the predicted significant interaction emerged,
F(2446) = 5.42, p = 0.005, ηp

2 = 0.024 (see Fig. 4).
Among women, as expected, experimental condition impacted be-

nevolent sexism scores, F(2446) = 4.23, p = 0.015, ηp
2 = 0.019, such

that benevolent sexism was significantly lower in high power (M =
2.88, SD = 0.94) versus control condition (M = 3.27, SD = 1.03),
MD =−0.39, SE=0.14, p=0.005, 95% CI[−0.666,−0.122], and mar-
ginally significantly lower compared to low power (M = 3.13, SD =
0.99), MD = −0.30, SE = 0.15, p = 0.055, 95% CI[−0.007, 0.602]. Low
power and control conditions did not differ, MD = −0.10, SE = 0.15,
p = 0.52, 95% CI [−0.196, 0.389]. For men, benevolent sexism did not
Fig. 4. Benevolent sexism (1-to-6 scale) as a function of power condition and participant
gender (Study 3). Error bars represent the standard error of the mean.
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vary significantly between control (M = 3.14, SD = 0.98), low power
(M = 3.37, SD = 0.92), and high power (M = 3.46, SD = 0.87),
F(2446) = 1.96, p = 0.14, ηp

2 = 0.009.
Looking at it the other way, low power men and women's benevo-

lent sexism scores did not differ (MD = 0.032, SE = 0.15), p = 0.83,
ηp
2 b 0.001, 95% CI [−0.272, 0.336], and women's scores were signifi-

cantly higher than men's in the control condition (MD = 0.35, SE =
0.14), p = 0.012, ηp

2 = 0.014, 95% CI [0.077, 0.632]. But women's en-
dorsement of benevolent sexism fell below that of men in the high
power condition (MD = −0.30, SE = 0.15), p = 0.039, ηp

2 = 0.010,
95% CI [0.016, 0.595]2.

12. Discussion

As in Study 1, power had no effect on men's gender identification.
Among women, as expected, those in high power reported lower iden-
tification than those in the control condition, like in Study 2, whereas
control and low power did not differ. As in Study 1, women in Study 3
were overall more identified than men, and this time the main effect
reached statistical significance, consistent with past research (e.g.,
Cameron & Lalonde, 2001; Hurtig & Pichevin, 1990; Lorenzi-Cioldi,
1991). Further, comparisons between men and women confirmed that
in both the control and low power conditions, women identified more
thanmen, and it is only in high power thatwomen's identification levels
matched those of men, in line with our predictions.

Also consistent with predictions, we found that women (but not
men) who felt powerful were significantly less likely to endorse benev-
olent sexism; power had no effect on hostile sexism for men or women.
This finding lends empirical support to the notion that women's en-
dorsement of benevolent sexism stems (at least in part) from their
own subordination (Glick & Fiske, 1996; Napier et al., 2010), as
women who feel powerful reject this ideology. Such rejection is also
consistentwith research on system justification theory, which has dem-
onstrated that powerlessness (vs. power) promotes system-serving be-
liefs (van der Toorn et al., 2015). Indeed, the current study offers a level
of nuance to this account, showing that for women, who are chronically
low in power in the domain of gender, powerlessness does not seem to
amplify perceived legitimacy of the gender system, but high power does
reduce it (at least when it comes to benevolent sexism).

13. General discussion

Results from three experiments consistently showed that women
who are made to feel powerful report lower levels of gender identifica-
tion compared to women in other conditions; the same pattern was ob-
served for women's endorsement of benevolent (but not hostile)
sexism (Study 3). Men's gender identification was unaffected by the
power manipulation. Thus, all three studies offer empirical support for
the prediction that feelings of power lower identification among mem-
bers of disadvantaged (but not advantaged) groups.

A host of research has shown that members of socially devalued
groups identify more strongly with their ingroup as compared to mem-
bers of high status groups (Burn et al., 2000; Cadinu & Galdi, 2012;
Cameron & Lalonde, 2001; Hurtig & Pichevin, 1990; Latrofa et al.,
2010; Lorenzi-Cioldi, 1991). Study 2 used an all-female sample, but in
Studies 1 and 3, which included both male and female participants,
we replicated this effect, showing that women reported higher identifi-
cation than men in the low power (Studies 1 and 3) and control condi-
tions (Study 3). When primed with high power, however, this gender
difference was eliminated, such that women's gender identification
was as similarly low as men's.
2 We tested whether reduced gender identification would mediate the effect of power
on benevolent sexism among women, but it did not, 95% CI [−0.150, 0.003].
These studies add to a small body of research on the antecedents of
group identification, illustrating that, beyond being an individual differ-
ence, group identification is contextually dependent. Moreover, our
studies broaden the scope of this research by demonstrating that
group identification is affected not only by intergroup dynamics (such
as the level of discrimination, Jetten et al., 2001, or the potential for mo-
bility, Ellemers et al., 1990), but also by individual factors (namely, one's
own sense of power). These studies also demonstrate that power affects
identification in a particular direction: Feelings of power hamper iden-
tification with a subordinate group, but feelings of powerlessness do
not exacerbate it, at least in regards to gender identification. Indeed,
no differences in identification between the low power and control con-
ditions emerged in our studies, for either women or men, suggesting
that feeling powerful reduces identification with historically low status
groups, but not the reverse, i.e., feeling powerless does not seem to in-
crease identification with high status groups.

It is conceivable that perceiving “reverse-racism” (or sexism)—i.e.,
discrimination toward privileged groups such as “Whites” or
“men”—would lead to an increase in identification for members of
high status groups, in the same way that it does for low status groups
(Jetten et al., 2001). In the absence of perceptions of discrimination,
however, identification with dominant groups tends to be lower, pre-
sumably because membership in these groups is less salient (Gurin,
1985) and distinctive (Brewer, 1991; Devos & Banaji, 2005), and per-
haps even threatening to one's self-image because of the associated
privileges (Knowles, Lowery, Chow, & Unzueta, 2014). Thus, members
of these groups are more likely to derive a sense of belongingness
from their membership in some bespoke group (e.g., occupation; sports
team fan), as opposed to their race or gender group. Although we did
not find that power reduced gender identification among men, we
would expect that both women and men would be less identified with
other salient groups when feeling powerful.

Indeed, wewould expect that power would reduce group identifica-
tion formembers of any subordinate social groups (e.g., racial, ethnic, or
sexual minorities). One especially interesting direction for future re-
searchers is the question of how power might affect identification for
people with intersectional identities—i.e., thosewho belong tomultiple,
historically disadvantaged groups. We would not have detected such
nuance with our predominantly White and heterosexual samples, but
it is possible that power reduces identification onlywith a salient subor-
dinate social category. For some women (Black, queer), their gender
group may feel relatively distal compared to their race or sexual orien-
tation group. Future investigations should seek to generalize the effects
of power on identification with group memberships other than gender.

We have proposed that the psychological experience of holding
power might reduce people's efforts to derive a sense of belongingness
and, in the case of members of disadvantaged groups, that this reduced
need to belong could lower group identification. Consistent with this, it
has been suggested that the desire to attain power may be driven by
the need to belong with others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), and by a de-
sire to be autonomous from the influence of others (Lammers, Stoker,
Rink, & Galinsky, 2016). More specifically, feeling powerful reduces indi-
viduals' need to belong, while feeling powerless can increase it (Waytz et
al., 2015). As the need to belong is a fundamental motivational force
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995), research should continue to examine how
feeling powerful can quench this need and what downstream conse-
quencesmay ensue. Here, we have provided additional evidence suggest-
ing that indeed there is a strong connection between an individuals' sense
of power and how they see themselves in relation to larger social groups.
It would be a worthwhile endeavor for future investigations to experi-
mentallymanipulate both feelings of power and the need to belong to ex-
plore their compounding effects for members of subordinate groups. For
example, it is possible that a strong need to belong might counter the ef-
fects of high power on identification, such that when both power and
need to belong are high, this could lead to levels of identification compa-
rable to an experimental control condition.
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The current work dovetails with previous research on gender and
power (e.g., Brescoll, 2011). For instance, Haines and Kray (2005)
showed that women put in a high (vs. low) power role are more likely
to associate the self with masculine stereotypes, such as dominance, at
least implicitly, suggesting that being powerful and being feminine rep-
resents an incongruity that is intense enough to alter a person's self-
concept. But role incongruity is not likely to be the mechanism by
which power affects identification, as group identification and gen-
dered-trait ascriptions are independent constructs with distinct behav-
ioral consequences (Wood & Eagly, 2015). Indeed, if the effect of power
on gender identification was due to role incongruity, men should be af-
fected too, as masculine stereotypes are incongruent with powerless-
ness (Haines & Kray, 2005). Moreover, we assessed implicit self-
gender group associations in Study 2, but the episodic power prime
did not impact the strength of women's associations at the implicit
level in our study. Nevertheless, the fact that power seems to impact
both implicit gendered-trait ascriptions and explicit group identifica-
tion for women suggests that power could have multiple downstream
consequences, affecting both individual and group-related behavior
(Wood & Eagly, 2015).

13.1. Contributions to other literatures

Despite the central role that group identification plays in myriad
group and intergroup processes, demonstrations of what factors might
influence identification are conspicuously rare (a few exceptions not-
withstanding; Ellemers et al., 1988; Ellemers et al., 1990; Jetten et al.,
2001; Verkuyten, 2005). Instead, researchers tend to treat identification
as an individual difference variable that moderates how people will re-
spond to structural barriers (e.g., Spears et al., 1997). Consider, for ex-
ample, research on “Queen Bees” — i.e., senior women in masculine
organizations who serve as obstacles for the advancement of other
women in their organization (Derks, van Laar, et al., 2011; Kaiser &
Spalding, 2015). This line of research has shown that the threat of
being in an environment where one's gender is explicitly devalued
leads to Queen Bee-type behaviors that hamper the progress of other
women (e.g., denying the problem of gender discrimination), but this
only occurs among women who have low (vs. high) gender identifica-
tion. Similarly, recent work has extended this line of research to show
comparable effects among upwardly mobile low-identified (but not
high-identified) Hindustani workers in the Netherlands, who also re-
spond to identity threats by distancing themselves from their disadvan-
taged ingroup (Derks et al., 2015). Thus, in this view, it is those with
relatively weak ties to the group initially who are at risk for perpetuat-
ing inequality when confronted with identity threats such as sexism or
racial discrimination.

The current research does not contradict this account, but suggests
that holding a powerful position, in and of itself, might also be causally
related to ingroup derogation in upwardly mobile members of socially
devalued groups, through the reduction of group identification. For ex-
ample, Queen Bees need not have necessarily been fundamentally dif-
ferent from their more egalitarian counterparts at the start, but the
experience of attaining power may alter their social identity in a way
that makes them more susceptible to ingroup derogation. The effects
of power on group identification could be the first step in a dangerous
chain of events that, perhaps ironically, links the obtainment of power
among select members of disadvantaged groups to the maintenance
of group-based inequality.

On a more positive note, if feelings of power decrease group identi-
fication, as our studies illustrate, this reduction could buffer individual
members of subordinate groups against the debilitating effects of ste-
reotype threat (Armenta, 2010; Kang & Chasteen, 2009; Kiefer &
Sekaquaptewa, 2007; Schmader, 2002). For example, when women ex-
perience physiological threat from being exposed to sexism, low (vs.
high) identifiers recovermore quickly (Eliezer et al., 2010). It is interest-
ing to note that the effects of stereotype threat are reduced (or
eliminated) after values-affirmation interventions (e.g., Derks,
Scheepers, Van Laar, & Ellemers, 2011; Miyake et al., 2010). Although
power and values-affirmation interventions are distinct and have been
shown to lead to orthogonal states (Fast & Chen, 2009; see also Kang,
Galinsky, Kray, & Shirako, 2015), it is possible that these similar down-
stream consequences emerge because both affect group identification.
Whether or not values affirmations influence identification has not
been examined to our knowledge, and it is an interesting question for
future research in this domain.

In Study 3, we found support for our prediction that women primed
with high power would endorse benevolent sexism to a lower extent
than those in low power or a control condition, and we interpret this
finding as a reduction in system-justifying tendencies in women who
feel powerful (e.g., van der Toorn et al., 2015). However, this finding
cannot speak to whether power leads women to perceive lower levels
of sexism more generally, or to perceive sexism to be an issue of the
past. Other research would suggest that this is the case (e.g., Derks,
van Laar et al., 2011; Derks et al., 2015; Kaiser & Spalding, 2015), and
it should be noted that reducing endorsement of benevolent sexism
constitutes a challenge to the status quo of gender relations (Glick &
Fiske, 1996), whereas perceiving sexism as an issue of the past (i.e.,
modern sexism; Swim, Aikin, Hall, & Hunter, 1995) serves the opposite
function, namely justifying unequal gender relations. More research is
necessary to better understand how power impacts women's tendency
to challenge or support traditional gender arrangements.

Another contribution of our studies is that they highlight the gains
that can be made by disentangling the effects of power versus status
on group processes and intergroup relations. Researchers have shown
that, on the individual level, power and status can differentially, and
sometimes interactively, impact both expected and actual behaviors
(Blader & Chen, 2012; Fast, Halevy, & Galinksy, 2012; Fragale,
Overbeck, & Neale, 2011; Magee & Galinsky, 2008). For instance, low
status/high power individuals weremost likely to engage in demeaning
behaviors toward others (Fast et al., 2012). In addition, status is posi-
tively related to procedural justice, but only when power is low
(Blader & Chen, 2012). By examining how individual-level power differ-
entially impactsmembers of groupswith low societal status, our studies
lay the groundwork for exploring the interactive effects of status and
power at multiple levels of analysis.

For instance, researchers have predicted that upwardmobility should
affect group identification among the historically disadvantaged, but the
(primarily correlational) inquires into this question have typically yielded
null results—e.g., Black Americans with high (vs. low) status occupations
and immigrants with (vs. without) nationality in the host country are
equally identified (Kulich et al., 2015). We think that the current findings
shed light on this inconsistency by suggesting that it is changes in individ-
uals' own sense of power (but perhaps not changes in status) that impact
identification with disadvantaged groups.

Another interestingpursuit for future investigations iswhether a dif-
ferent operationalization of powermight influence group identification.
For example, conceptual power priming, which is thought to activate
specific mental representations (e.g., stereotypes and goals), can be dis-
tinguished from the type of mind-set priming employed in our studies,
which activates procedural knowledge (see Bargh & Chartrand, 2000,
and Galinsky et al., 2003, for a review). Moreover, recent work has dis-
tinguished between power as opportunity and power as responsibility
(Sassenberg, Ellemers, & Scheepers, 2012), which may relate to group
identification in distinct ways, such that the effects we report in our
studies might obtain more strongly when power is construed as oppor-
tunity, and less strongly or not at all when power is construed as
responsibility.

13.2. Concluding remarks

There currently exist numerous initiatives meant to increase the
number of women and racial/ethnicminorities in positions of authority.
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Ourwork ismotivated, in part, by the question of whatmight happen to
these individuals when they achieve high-power positions. Our studies
show a direct link between holding power and lower group identifica-
tion for women, a phenomenon that would presumably emerge for
members of any subordinate group. Group identification is associated
with a host of group-promoting attitudes and behaviors, especially for
members of low status groups (e.g., Branscombe et al., 1999; Crocker
& Major, 1989; Derks, van Laar, et al., 2011; Ellemers, 2001; Major et
al., 2002). For instance, it is a necessary (although not always sufficient)
precursor for collective action (Becker et al., 2011; Klandermans, 2002).
Thus, the finding that high power can reduce identification among
members of historically disadvantaged groups could have problematic
consequences for group advancement. One serious possibility is that,
because of a diminished connection to the ingroup, members of disad-
vantaged groups who do attain power, and thus who may be uniquely
situated to foster structural changes that could benefit the
ingroup—people like Carly Fiorina—may be less inclined than the aver-
age group member to actually push for those changes (Leach et al.,
2008; Wood & Eagly, 2015). At the same time, members of low status
groups with relatively low group identification seem to be buffered
from the deleterious effects of stigma on performance that plague
high identifiers (e.g., Schmader, 2002), whichmight enable them to bet-
ter navigate intergroup bias and gain momentum as they accrue power
in organizations. Thus, the psychological effects of power may be good
for the individual, but less good for the group.

Appendix A. Supplementary materials

Supplementarymaterials to this article can be found online at http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.06.012.

References

Armenta, B. E. (2010). Stereotype boost and stereotype threat effects: The moderating
role of ethnic identification. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 16(1),
94. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0017564.

Bargh, J. A., & Chartrand, T. L. (2000). The mind in the middle. Handbook of Research
Methods in Social and Personality Psychology, 253–285.

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for interpersonal at-
tachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 497.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497.

Becker, J. C., & Barreto, M. (2014). Ways to go: Men's and women's support for aggressive
and nonaggressive confrontation of sexism as a function of gender identification.
Journal of Social Issues, 70(4), 668–686. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/josi.12085.

Becker, J. C., & Wagner, U. (2009). Doing gender differently—The interplay of strength of
gender identification and content of gender identity in predicting women's endorse-
ment of sexist beliefs. European Journal of Social Psychology, 39(4), 487–508. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.551.

Becker, J. C., Tausch, N., Spears, R., & Christ, O. (2011). Committed dis(s)idents: Participa-
tion in radical collective action fosters disidentification with the broader in-group but
enhances political identification. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 37(8),
1104–1116. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167211407076.

Blader, S. L., & Chen, Y. -R. (2012). Differentiating the effects of status and power: A justice
perspective. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 102(5), 994–1014. http://dx.
doi.org/10.1037/a0026651.

Branscombe, N. R., Schmitt, M. T., & Harvey, R. D. (1999). Perceiving pervasive discrimina-
tion among African Americans: Implications for group identification and well-being.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77(1), 135–149. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1037/0022-3514.77.1.135.

Brescoll, V. L. (2011). Who takes the floor and why: Gender, power, and volubility in or-
ganizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 56(4), 622–641. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1177/0001839212439994.

Brewer, M. B. (1991). The social self—On being the same and different at the same time.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 17(5), 475–482. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
0146167291175001.

Burn, S. M., Aboud, R., & Moyles, C. (2000). The relationship between gender social iden-
tity and support for feminism. Sex Roles, 42(11–12), 1081–1089. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1023/A:1007044802798.

Cadinu, M., & Galdi, S. (2012). Gender differences in implicit gender self-categorization
lead to stronger gender self-stereotyping by women than by men. European Journal
of Social Psychology, 42(5), 546–551. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.1881.

Cameron, J. E., & Lalonde, R. N. (2001). Social identification and gender-related ideology in
women and men. British Journal of Social Psychology, 40(1), 59–77. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1348/014466601164696.

Catalyst (2014). Women in the United States—Quick take. (Retrieved from) http://www.
catalyst.org/knowledge/women-united-states#footnote6_6729c9c
Caza, B. B., Tiedens, L., & Lee, F. (2011). Power becomes you: The effects of implicit and
explicit power on the self. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
114(1), 15–24. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2010.09.003.

Cikara, M., Lee, T. T., Fiske, S. T., & Glick, P. (2009). Ambivalent sexism at home and at
work: How attitudes toward women in relationships foster exclusion in the public
sphere. In J. T. Jost, A. C. Kay, & H. Thorisdottir (Eds.), Social and psychological bases
of ideology and system justification. New York: Oxford University Press. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195320916.003.018.

Crocker, J., & Major, B. (1989). Social stigma and self-esteem: The self-protective proper-
ties of stigma. Psychological Review, 96(4), 608–630. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-
295X.96.4.608.

Dahl, J., Vescio, T., & Weaver, K. (2015). How threats to masculinity sequentially cause
public discomfort, anger, and ideological dominance over women. Social Psychology,
46, 242–254. http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000248.

Derks, B., Ellemers, N., van Laar, C., & De Groot, K. (2011a). Do sexist organizational cul-
tures create the Queen Bee? British Journal of Social Psychology, 50(3), 519–535.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/014466610X525280.

Derks, B., Scheepers, D., Van Laar, C., & Ellemers, N. (2011b). The threat vs. challenge of car
parking for women: How self-and group affirmation affect cardiovascular responses.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 47(1), 178–183. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
jesp.2010.08.016.

Derks, B., van Laar, C., Ellemers, N., & De Groot, K. (2011c). Gender-bias primes elicit
queen-bee responses among senior policewomen. Psychological Science, 22(10),
1243–1249. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797611417258.

Derks, B., van Laar, C., Ellemers, N., & Raghoe, G. (2015). Extending the queen bee effect:
How Hindustani workers cope with disadvantage by distancing the self from the
group. Journal of Social Issues, 71(3), 476–496. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/josi.12124.

Devos, T., & Banaji, M. R. (2005). American = white? Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 88(3), 447. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.3.447.

Doosje, B., Spears, R., & Ellemers, N. (2002). Social identity as both cause and effect: The
development of group identification in response to anticipated and actual changes
in the intergroup status hierarchy. British Journal of Social Psychology, 41(1), 57–76.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/014466602165054.

DuBois, D., Rucker, D. D., & Galinsky, A. D. (2015). Social class, power, and selfishness:
When and why upper and lower class individuals behave unethically. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 108(3), 436–449. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
pspi0000008.

Eliezer, D., Major, B., & Mendes, W. B. (2010). The costs of caring: Gender identification
increases threat following exposure to sexism. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 46(1), 159–165. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.09.015.

Ellemers, N. (2001). Individual upward mobility and the perceived legitimacy of inter-
group relations. In J. T. Jost, & B. Major (Eds.), The psychology of legitimacy: Emerging
perspectives on ideology, justice, and intergroup relations (pp. 205–222). Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.

Ellemers, N., Van Den Heuvel, H., Gilder, D., Maass, A., & Bonvini, A. (2004). The underrep-
resentation of women in science: Differential commitment or the queen bee syn-
drome? British Journal of Social Psychology, 43(3), 315–338. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1348/0144666042037999.

Ellemers, N., van Knippenberg, A., De Vries, N., & Wilke, H. (1988). Social identification
and permeability of group boundaries. European Journal of Social Psychology, 18(6),
497–513. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420180604.

Ellemers, N., van Knippenberg, A., & Wilke, H. (1990). The influence of permeability of
group boundaries and stability of group status on strategies of individual mobility
and social change. British Journal of Social Psychology, 29(3), 233–246. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1990.tb00902.x.

Fast, N. J., & Chen, S. (2009). When the boss feels inadequate power, incompetence, and
aggression. Psychological Science, 20(11), 1406–1413. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.
1467-9280.2009.02452.x.

Fast, N. J., Gruenfeld, D. H., Sivanathan, N., & Galinsky, A. D. (2009). Illusory control a gen-
erative force behind power's far-reaching effects. Psychological Science, 20(4),
502–508. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02311.x.

Fast, N. J., Halevy, N., & Galinksy, A. D. (2012). The destructive nature of power without
status. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(1), 391–394. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1016/j.jesp.2011.07.013.

Fragale, A. R., Overbeck, J. R., & Neale, M. A. (2011). Resources versus respect: Social judg-
ments based on targets' power and status positions. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 47(4), 767–775. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.03.006.

Galinsky, A. D., Gruenfeld, D. H., & Magee, J. C. (2003). From power to action. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 85(3), 453–466. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.85.3.453.

Galinsky, A. D., Magee, J. C., Inesi, M. E., & Gruenfeld, D. H. (2006). Power and perspectives
not taken. Psychological Science, 17(12), 1068–1074. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.
1467-9280.2006.01824.x.

Galinsky, A. D., Rucker, D. D., & Magee, J. C. (2015). Power: Past findings, present consider-
ations, and future directions. In M. Mikulincer, P. R. Shaver, J. A. Simpson, & J. F.
Dovidio (Eds.), APA handbook of personality and social psychology, volume 3: Interpersonal
relations (pp. 421–460). Washington, DC, US: American Psychological Association.

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1996). The ambivalent sexism inventory: Differentiating hostile
and benevolent sexism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70(3), 491.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.3.491.

Greenwald, A. G., McGhee, D. E., & Schwartz, J. K. L. (1998). Measuring individual differ-
ences in implicit cognition: The Implicit association test. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 74(6), 1464–1480. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.6.1464.

Greenwald, A. G., Nosek, B. A., & Banaji, M. R. (2003). Understanding and using the implic-
it association test: I. An improved scoring algorithm. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 85(2), 197. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022–3514.85.2.197.

doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2016.06.012
doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2016.06.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0017564
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1031(16)30242-6/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1031(16)30242-6/rf0010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/josi.12085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.551
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167211407076
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0026651
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.1.135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.1.135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0001839212439994
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0001839212439994
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167291175001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167291175001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1007044802798
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1007044802798
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.1881
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/014466601164696
http://www.catalyst.org/knowledge/women-united-states#footnote6_6729c9c
http://www.catalyst.org/knowledge/women-united-states#footnote6_6729c9c
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2010.09.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195320916.003.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.96.4.608
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.96.4.608
http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000248
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/014466610X525280
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.08.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.08.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797611417258
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/josi.12124
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.3.447
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/014466602165054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.09.015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1031(16)30242-6/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1031(16)30242-6/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1031(16)30242-6/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1031(16)30242-6/rf0135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/0144666042037999
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/0144666042037999
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420180604
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1990.tb00902.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02452.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02452.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02311.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.07.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.03.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.3.453
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.3.453
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01824.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01824.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1031(16)30242-6/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1031(16)30242-6/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1031(16)30242-6/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-1031(16)30242-6/rf0185
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.3.491
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.6.1464
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022�3514.85.2.197


170 A.C. Vial, J.L. Napier / Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 68 (2017) 162–170
Gruenfeld, D. H., Inesi, M. E., Magee, J. C., & Galinsky, A. D. (2008). Power and the objecti-
fication of social targets. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95(1), 111.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.111.

Guinote, A. (2007). Power affects basic cognition: Increased attentional inhibition and
flexibility. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 43(5), 685–697. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.06.008.

Gurin, P. (1985). Women's gender consciousness. Public Opinion Quarterly, 49(2),
143–163. http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/268911.

Haines, E. L., & Kray, L. J. (2005). Self-power associations: The possession of power im-
pacts women's self-concepts. European Journal of Social Psychology, 35(5), 643–662.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.252.

Hewlett-Packard Development Company, L.P (2003). Carly Fiorina in conversation with
Louise Kehoe, July 21, 2003. Santa Clara, CA: Churchill and Commonwealth Clubs (Re-
trieved from) http://www.hp.com/hpinfo/execteam/speeches/fiorina/churchill03.
html

Hurtig, M. C., & Pichevin, M. F. (1990). Salience of the sex category system in person per-
ception: Contextual variations. Sex Roles, 22(5–6), 369–395. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1007/BF00288340.

Jetten, J., Branscombe, N. R., Schmitt, M. T., & Spears, R. (2001). Rebels with a cause: Group
identification as a response to perceived discrimination from the mainstream.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27(9), 1204–1213. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1177/0146167201279012.

Kaiser, C. R., & Spalding, K. E. (2015). Do women who succeed in male-dominated do-
mains help other women? The moderating role of gender identification. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 45(5), 599–608. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2113.

Kang, S. K., & Chasteen, A. L. (2009). The moderating role of age-group identification and
perceived threat on stereotype threat among older adults. International Journal of
Aging and Human Development, 69(3), 201–220. http://dx.doi.org/10.2190/AG.69.3.c.

Kang, S. K., Galinsky, A. D., Kray, L. J., & Shirako, A. (2015). Power affects performance
when the pressure is on: Evidence for low-power threat and high-power lift.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 41(5), 726–735. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
0146167215577365.

Kiefer, A. K., & Sekaquaptewa, D. (2007). Implicit stereotypes, gender identification, and
math-related outcomes. Psychological Science, 18(1), 13–18. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01841.x.

Klandermans, B. (2002). How group identification helps to overcome the dilemma of col-
lective action. American Behavioral Scientist, 45(5), 887–990. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1177/0002764202045005009.

Knowles, E. D., Lowery, B. S., Chow, R. M., & Unzueta, M. M. (2014). Deny, distance, or dis-
mantle? How white Americans manage a privileged identity. Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 9(6), 594–609. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691614554658.

Kraus, M.W., Chen, S., & Keltner, D. (2011). The power to beme: Power elevates self-con-
cept consistency and authenticity. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 47(5),
974–980. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.03.017.

Kulich, C., Lorenzi-Cioldi, F., & Iacoviello, V. (2015). Moving across status lines: Lack of
concern for the ingroup and group identification. Journal of Social Issues, 71(3),
453–475. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/josi.12123.

Lammers, J., Galinsky, A. D., Gordijn, E. H., & Otten, S. (2012). Power increases social dis-
tance. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 3(3), 282–290. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1177/1948550611418679.

Lammers, J., Stoker, J. I., Rink, F., & Galinsky, A. D. (2016). To have control over or to be free
from others? The desire for power reflects a need for autonomy. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 42(4), 498–512. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167216634064.

Latrofa, M., Vaes, J., Cadinu, M., & Carnaghi, A. (2010). The cognitive representation of self-
stereotyping. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36(7), 911–922. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1177/0146167210373907.

Leach, C.W., van Zomeren, M., Zebel, S., Vliek, M. L., Pennekamp, S. F., Doosje, B., ... Spears,
R. (2008). Group-level self-definition and self-investment: a hierarchical (multicom-
ponent) model of in-group identification. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
95(1), 144. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.144.

Lee, F., & Tiedens, L. Z. (2001). Is it lonely at the top? The independence and interdepen-
dence of power holders. Research in Organizational Behavior, 23, 43–91. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1016/S0191-3085(01)23003-2.

Lorenzi-Cioldi, F. (1991). Self-stereotyping and self-enhancement in gender groups.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 21(5), 403–417. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/
ejsp.2420210504.

Magee, J. C., & Galinsky, A. D. (2008). Social hierarchy: The self-reinforcing nature of
power and status. The Academy of Management Annals, 2(1), 351–398. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1080/19416520802211628.

Magee, J. C., & Smith, P. K. (2013). The social distance theory of power. Personality and Social
Psychology Review, 17(2), 158–186. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1088868312472732.
Major, B., Quinton, W. J., & McCoy, S. K. (2002). Antecedents and consequences of attribu-
tions to discrimination: Theoretical and empirical advances. Advances in Experimental
Social Psychology, 34, 251–330. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(02)80007-7.

Markoff, J. (1999, July 20). Hewlett-Packard picks rising star at lucent as its chief execu-
tive. The New York Times. (Retrieved from) http://www.nytimes.com/1999/07/20/
business/hewlett-packard-picks-rising-star-at-lucent-as-its-chief-executive.html

Miyake, A., Kost-Smith, L. E., Finkelstein, N. D., Pollock, S. J., Cohen, G. L., & Ito, T. A. (2010).
Reducing the gender achievement gap in college science: A classroom study of values
affirmation. Science, 330(6008), 1234–1237. http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.
1195996.

Napier, J. L., Thorisdottir, H., & Jost, J. T. (2010). The joy of sexism? A multinational inves-
tigation of hostile and benevolent justifications for gender inequality and their rela-
tions to subjective well-being. Sex Roles, 62(7–8), 405–419. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1007/s11199-009-9712-7.

Ramos, M. R., Cassidy, C., Reicher, S., & Haslam, S. A. (2011). A longitudinal investigation of
the rejection–identification hypothesis. British Journal of Social Psychology, 51(4),
642–660. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02029.x.

Rucker, D. D., DuBois, D., & Galinsky, A. D. (2011). Generous paupers and stingy princes:
Power drives consumer spending on self and others. Journal of Consumer Research,
37(6), 1015–1029. http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/657162.

Rucker, D. D., Galinsky, A., & DuBois, D. (2012). Power and consumer behavior: How
power shapes who and what consumers value. Journal of Consumer Psychology,
22(3), 352–368. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2011.06.001.

Sassenberg, K., Ellemers, N., & Scheepers, D. (2012). The attraction of social power: The
influence of construing power as opportunity versus responsibility. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 48(2), 550–555. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.
2011.11.008.

Schmader, T. (2002). Gender identification moderates stereotype threat effects on
women's math performance. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 38(2),
194–201. http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jesp.2001.1500.

Schmitt, M. T., & Branscombe, N. R. (2001). The good, the bad, and the manly: Threats to
one's prototypicality and evaluations of fellow in-group members. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 37(6), 510–517. http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jesp.2001.
1476.

Sibley, C. G., & Overall, N. C. (2011). A dual process motivational model of ambivalent sex-
ism and gender differences in romantic partner preferences. Psychology of Women
Quarterly, 35(2), 303–317. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0361684311401838.

Smith, P. K., & Trope, Y. (2006). You focus on the forest when you're in charge of the trees:
Power priming and abstract information processing. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 90(4), 578. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.4.578.

Spears, R., Doosje, B., & Ellemers, N. (1997). Self-stereotyping in the face of threats
to group status and distinctiveness: The role of group identification. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 23(5), 538–553. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
0146167297235009.

Swim, J. K., Aikin, K. J., Hall, W. S., & Hunter, B. A. (1995). Sexism and racism: Old-fash-
ioned and modern prejudices. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68(2),
199. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.2.199.

Van der Toorn, J., Feinberg, M., Jost, J. T., Kay, A. C., Tyler, T. R., Willer, R., & Wilmuth, C.
(2015). A sense of powerlessness fosters system justification: Implications for the le-
gitimation of authority, hierarchy, and government. Political Psychology, 36(1),
93–110. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/pops.12183.

Van Kleef, G. A., Oveis, C., van der Lowe, I., LuoKogan, A., Goetz, J., & Keltner, D. (2008).
Power, distress, and compassion: Turning a blind eye to the suffering of others.
Psychological Science, 19(12), 1315–1322. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.
2008.02241.x.

Vandello, J. A., & Bosson, J. K. (2013). Hard won and easily lost: A review and synthesis of
theory and research on precarious manhood. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 14(2),
101. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029826.

Verkuyten, M. (2005). Ethnic group identification and group evaluation among minority
and majority groups: Testing the multiculturalism hypothesis. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 88(1), 121–138. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.1.
121.

Waytz, A., Chou, E. Y., Magee, J. C., & Galinsky, A. D. (2015). Not so lonely at the top: The
relationship between power and loneliness. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 130, 69–78. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2015.06.002.

Weaver, K. S., & Vescio, T. K. (2015). The justification of social inequality in response to
masculinity threats. Sex Roles, 72(11–12), 521–535. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/
s11199-015-0484-y.

Wood, W., & Eagly, A. H. (2015). Two traditions of research on gender identity. Sex Roles,
73(11–12), 461–473. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-015-0480-2.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.111
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.06.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/268911
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.252
http://www.hp.com/hpinfo/execteam/speeches/fiorina/churchill03.html
http://www.hp.com/hpinfo/execteam/speeches/fiorina/churchill03.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00288340
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00288340
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167201279012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167201279012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2113
http://dx.doi.org/10.2190/AG.69.3.c
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167215577365
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167215577365
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01841.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01841.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0002764202045005009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0002764202045005009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691614554658
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.03.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/josi.12123
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1948550611418679
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1948550611418679
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167216634064
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167210373907
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.144
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0191-3085(01)23003-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420210504
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420210504
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19416520802211628
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1088868312472732
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(02)80007-7
http://www.nytimes.com/1999/07/20/business/hewlett-packard-picks-rising-star-at-lucent-as-its-chief-executive.html
http://www.nytimes.com/1999/07/20/business/hewlett-packard-picks-rising-star-at-lucent-as-its-chief-executive.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1195996
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1195996
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-009-9712-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-009-9712-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02029.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/657162
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2011.06.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.11.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.11.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jesp.2001.1500
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jesp.2001.1476
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jesp.2001.1476
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0361684311401838
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.4.578
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167297235009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167297235009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.2.199
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/pops.12183
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02241.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02241.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029826
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.1.121
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.1.121
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2015.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-015-0484-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-015-0484-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-015-0480-2

	High Power Mindsets Reduce Gender Identification and Benevolent Sexism Among Women (But Not Men)
	1. Study 1
	2. Method
	2.1. Participants
	2.2. Procedure and materials

	3. Results
	3.1. Manipulation check
	3.2. Gender identification

	4. Discussion
	5. Study 2
	6. Method
	6.1. Participants
	6.2. Procedures and materials

	7. Results
	7.1. Manipulation check
	7.2. Gender identification
	7.3. Gender identification at the implicit level (IAT)

	8. Discussion
	9. Study 3
	10. Method
	10.1. Participants
	10.2. Procedure and materials

	11. Results
	11.1. Manipulation check
	11.2. Gender identification
	11.3. Benevolent and hostile sexism

	12. Discussion
	13. General discussion
	13.1. Contributions to other literatures
	13.2. Concluding remarks

	Appendix A. Supplementary materials
	References


