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Vertical and horizontal inequality are status and power
differences: applications to stereotyping by competence
and warmth
Susan T Fiske and Xuechunzi Bai
Status (respect, prestige) and power (resource control)
arguably form two kinds of inequality. Status differences
appear culturally reasonable as vertical inequality—with a
common rationale: meritocracy (deservingness). High-status
individuals and groups are accorded competence. Status
differences divide people by inequality, but so do differences in
power (sharing resource control). Power-sharing (or not) can be
cooperative, peer interdependence, tending toward equality, or
competitive rivalry, negative interdependence, tending toward
inequality. This kind of (in)equality—power-sharing (or not)—
theoretically differs from vertical status differences. Orientation
to power-sharing thus is horizontal (in)equality. One end
creates competitive friction among the distrusted and
dissimilar. At the other end, horizontal equality creates mutual
cooperation of the warm, similar, and familiar. Distinguishing
status and power differences broadens inequality’s scope.
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This review focuses on the psychology of status, power,
and inequality through stereotypes at both macro and
micro levels, emphasizing articles published in 2018–
2019 (a few older or forthcoming, if they fill a gap). Given
the required brevity and distinguished company of this
special issue, this review will not offer redundant coverage of work by other authors already represented in the
issue. Drawing on our lab’s latest collaborations provides a
framework: Status and power can reconcile competing
models of social evaluation, by reframing them as distinct
kinds of inequality. Defining inequality as uneven distribution in a society, two aspects emerge.
Status-keeping is well-studied as vertical inequality. In
social cognitions about individuals and groups [1,2,3],
the clearest consensus describes, first, a vertical dimension of status, competence, agency. Facets (subsets) of
verticality include both capability and assertiveness [4].
In one model, perceived status predicts perceived competence [5]. In another, status-competence together
make up agency [6]. Relative vertical position enables
status-keeping or its alternative (status-seeking). Statuscompetence answers the question of whether individuals
are able to act on their intentions.
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Introduction: vertical inequality as status and
horizontal inequality as power
London’s Savoy Hotel used to have dozens of titles one
could claim on a reservation (lord, lady, baron, princess,
marquis, barrister, doctor, professor); for an American, the
fine-grained claiming of rank seemed a fascinating
expression of the phenomena addressed here: inequality
in status (social class, prestige), power (resource distribution), and stereotypes (traditional British culture isn’t the
only one to prioritize ranks, merely a prime exemplar).
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The second dimension reflects those intentions, for good
or ill. Most models identify the second dimension as
warmth, communion, trustworthiness, sociability, morality. This dimension, usually orthogonal to the vertical
first dimension, therefore seems statistically horizontal.
What’s more, we propose, this dimension also operates
as horizontal because it implies degrees of reciprocity
and power-sharing between peers. Full reciprocity is
cooperative and supports horizontal equality among the
like-minded at any shared level of status. Thinking of
cooperation as equality emphasizes its mutual interdependence for shared goals—positively correlated outcomes anchor one end of the horizontal. Negatively
correlated goals are its opposite; disputing resource control,
zero-sum competition promotes inequality, winners and
losers. Positive interdependence—having cooperative
goals—predicts that the other will be warm, with friendly,
trustworthy intentions; negative interdependence—
having competitive goals—predicts that the other will be
cold, unfriendly and untrustworthy, with self-serving
intent.
Because interdependence controls outcomes, it entails
mutual power over valued resources. Relative status is
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conceptually separate. By this logic—and the to-bereviewed evidence—interdependence and status can
operate independently. Most lay people and many
experts elide the distinction between power and status,
so the argument needs defending ([7,8]; for differentiating status, celebrity, reputation, stigma in firms [9]).

interact face-to-face [12]; warmth is more personal
[13]. Because warmth signals cooperative intent,
power-sharing (or not), and people are motivated by
control over their outcomes, this dimension matters to
them.
The main argument follows.

First, status generally connotes respect, deference, and
prestige voluntarily conferred by others [10]. Status can
be ascribed (e.g. by gender, race, age), and status can be
achieved (i.e. the holder may earn it), but either way,
societal norms define the criteria. For example, in some
places and times, being a well-known actress has been
shameful; in others, it may bring celebrity and status.
Status is intangible, though people often signal status,
especially those holding high status. Though status
divides have much impact, according to the evidence,
status does not entail people’s contingency on each other
for specific outcomes, just indicating social comparison on
rank [11]. Status seems ‘objective’ to people, being
determined by societal norms about achieved or ascribed
characteristics. Given a goal to analyze groups in society,
people prioritize gathering information about status [12],
perhaps because status seems objective, and judged status elicits agreement among perceivers [13]. Conventional status is typically settled and not particularly
dynamic. That is, groups’ positions are slow to change,
and relative status comes from stable social norms. Those
being ranked know where they stand in the eyes of others.
People can compete over status, but society decides who
has gained and lost. People recognize and enact status
(deference and privilege), but they do not control status
because it is ascribed by society.
Turning to power: Granted, if asymmetric, power does
tend to overlap with prestige [14]. Power, in contrast to
status, controls valued resources, so it necessarily involves
the parties’ contingency on each other, which can shift, so
power is potentially more dynamic than status. Reciprocal, symmetrical power is mutual interdependence, the
unconfounded case, separate from status. Holding relative power equally, positive interdependence is symmetrical, cooperative coordination with trusted (warm) others,
who tend to be viewed as familiar and similar, the evidence will suggest. This configuration supports communion and equality among peers.
Negative interdependence is competition, which divides
people and pushes toward inequality. In society, competitors see differences among groups. Competition can be
tangible (jobs) or symbolic (values) [15]. Either way,
groups are viewed as unequal. On one extreme are our
side (us) and our allies, viewed as having warm intent. At
the other extreme, all those different people are not on
our side; they have cold intent. Other people’s cooperative or competitive intent matters, so perceivers prioritize
warmth [3,16,17], especially when intending to
www.sciencedirect.com

Vertical (in)equality is relative status;
horizontal (in)equality is (a)symmetric
interdependence
Each section addresses one form of inequality, vertical
and horizontal, at macro and micro levels, expressed in
stereotypes. Vertical inequality concerns getting ahead
(status, competence, agency); this is the conventional
meaning of inequality. We propose considering another
form: Horizontal inequality concerns getting along (cooperation, warmth, communion). That is, a horizontal
dimension of power-sharing ranges from cooperative
peers to competitive rivals. Cooperation entails positive
interdependence with trusted, familiar others, tending
toward equality. Competition is negative interdependence between mistrusted, perhaps unfamiliar others,
each motivated toward their own advantage, so tending
toward inequality.
Vertical (in)equality: status presumes competence,
agency
Macro. Status difference has a rationale: meritocracy
(deservingness) implies competence

At a societal level, status differences have a straightforward consensus explanation. When two groups differ in
status, they also differ in presumed competence, so much
that perceived status and competence correlate on average r = 0.90 across countries [18], and status-competence
collapses into a single dimension in multidimensional
scaling [6]. Social class stereotypes everywhere view
the rich as more competent than the working class and the
poor [19]. The meritocratic idea—people deserve
their status because of their intrinsic competence—
supports inequality. But the rationale does not preclude
resentment [20]. Stereotypes of the working-class as
incompetent provoke their resentment of disrespectful,
patronizing, arrogant elites [21]. The societal context
determines these status norms: Former communist countries instead admire workers, perhaps as an ideological
legacy [22]. Another communist legacy in eight nations is
cynicism that competence undergirds status [22]. But
these are the exceptions across 50 countries.
Meritocracy endorses a shared sense that people can work
their way up (or laze their way down). Meritocracy also
presumes agency (choice), so the low-status are to blame
for their unfortunate disadvantage (e.g. the gender gap in
wages results from ‘choices’; [23]). Abstract belief in
mobility predicts a generalized tolerance of inequality.
Personal belief in one’s own mobility predicts personal
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well-being [24]. Both societal and personal mobility
beliefs underlie the status—competence logic.

Micro. High status disrespects down to the ‘incompetent’;
low status respects upwards

At an interpersonal level, people enact the societal statuscompetence stereotypes. Experimentally assigned to
higher status, individuals talk down to experimentally
assigned lower-status partners by choosing less competent topics [25]. Race imitates status, as many Whites
show a competence downshift when talking to Black
partners [26]. Spontaneous race-status associations guide
Whites’ status-keeping preferences for own and others’
jobs [27].

The status-competence dimension creates tradeoffs with
warmth

Both micro and macro status-competence inferences lead
to a Compensation Effect, especially in comparative
contexts: The Dimensional Compensation Model posits
that comparative contexts award one group the competence/status advantage, but the other wins the presumed
warmth [28]. High-status groups may be competent, but
then they are not nice [29]. Individual impression managers know this, and downplay their competence to gain
warmth that they stereotypically lack [25,26].
In the aggregate, compensation effects predict the distribution of groups in warmth-by-competence space. Such
tradeoffs thus operate at the macro level, in that many
societal groups have ambivalent stereotypes, high on one
dimension and low on the other [2]. Building on the
meritocratic rationale that competence earns status,
people should accept the system. But the high-status,
competent groups need not be warm to justify the meritocracy. Handing warmth to the low-status groups affords
a positive identity that may compensate for the incompetence stereotype. The successful may be competent,
but cold.
Hence, ambivalence further undermines resentments by
separating the deserving from the undeserving at both
ends of the hierarchy. At the low-status end: The wellintentioned poor (e.g. elders, disabled) deserve warm pity
[30], but the undeserving poor (homeless, undocumented) deserve cold contempt, as if they were vermin
[31]. Likewise, at the high-status end, the well-off with
good intentions (doctors, middle-class) deserve warm
admiration, but the exploitative well-off deserve resentful
envy (CEOs, lawyers). These contrasting images explain
inequality by allowing few groups to have both competence and warmth. This paves the way for polarized
politics [32]. And the more unequal the society, the
more it expresses ambivalent stereotypes, perhaps
because they explain the disparities [21].
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Horizontal equality: gaining warmth, communion, trust,
morality—or not

Some social evaluation models posit that the other dimension—warmth, communion, trust, morality—has more
priority than the status-competence dimension that occasions this volume. The Dual Perspectives Model holds
that people care about others’ communion because it
affects their joint interactions (and they care about their
own agency, which affects their own goals); this influential model focuses on individual person perception [16].
The ingroup-focused Behavioral Regulation Model
argues that people care most about groups’ morality, a
component of communion/warmth [17]. Experiments
show that a member’s immorality threatens ingroup identity more than potential incompetence does [33]. The
Stereotype Content Model (SCM) likewise posits that
warmth has priority, but has never tested it [2].
Macro. Horizontal equality gathers the cooperative ingroup;
Horizontal inequality is competitive friction among the
distrusted and dissimilar

The horizontal (in)equality dimension reflects positive
and negative interdependence (power-sharing or not).
warmth/communion/trust/morality
dimension
This
essentially runs from cooperative people-like-us, all
equally ingroup peers, to competitive, fractionated notour-kind rivals. In this sense, the cooperative-peers end
tends toward horizontal, power-sharing equality, and the
competitive-rivals end tends toward horizontal powercontesting inequality.
Defining diversity as a context comprising groups who
seem to differ from each other (e.g. on religion, ethnicity,
nationality, skills), diversity has some obvious and not-soobvious roles in inequality. Going back to vertical status
for a moment, diversity threatens majority groups, who
fear losing rank in an unequal system, but positive contact
can reassure them [34].
In horizontal inequality, at one end, diversity affords
competitive friction among those distrusted and dissimilar. In early stages of desegregation, diversity can create
friction in a formerly homogeneous setting, as familiarity
and similarity break down. The diverse context may seem
like negative interdependence, a zero-sum rivalry tending
toward inequality. But over a decade or so, majorities
adjust to the diversity [35].
From a cognitive process perspective, at first, diversity is
coded as many stereotyped outgroups and a few ingroups
that all appear to differ and compete. In the SCM
warmth-by-competence space, the novel groups show
dispersion [36]. Indeed, places and people with the
least experience of diversity distinguish among outgroups
the most; the mostly White states of Wyoming and
Vermont illustrate, showing complex maps of groups they
never encounter in person. (Similarly, US prejudice
www.sciencedirect.com
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against Latinx immigrants is higher, the farther from the
Southern border is the respondent. And in the UK, Brexit
votes were highest in places with the least exposure to
immigrants.)
With exposure to diversity, however, the cognitive map
changes. Outgroups gravitate to a single ingroup cluster,
so exposure to diversity reduces dispersion over time.
Here, New York and Hawaii illustrate established multicultural diversity that gathers the ingroup [36]. The same
effects replicate in nations with more and less religious
diversity and in colleges with more and less racial diversity. Diversity can form a positive interdependent identity: ‘nation of immigrants,’ ‘neighborhood United
Nations’, and ‘multi-cultural school’ are examples.
Viewing a rich variety of groups as all ‘us’ (‘We’re all New
Yorkers’) could happen under other circumstances
besides mere exposure over time. For example, homogeneous, peaceful, equal nations assimilate (almost) all
groups to their citizens’ shared social safety net;
Switzerland and the Scandinavian countries illustrate
[18], probably as a legacy of government policy and
shared values. But extreme conflict (being at war) also
causes a nation to assimilate eligible groups (rally aroundthe-flag), creating equality under duress; middle-eastern
countries illustrate.
These cases suggest three ways to create macro-equality:
prolonged exposure to diversity; equality and peace;
extreme threat from outside. Between these extreme
cases are the more common case of intermediate inequality, moderate peace-conflict, and diversity at a distance;
the U.S., Mexico, Germany, and England illustrate, with
typical, dispersed SCM maps.

groups, prolonged exposure to diverse individuals can
build an attractive ingroup identity, a larger ‘us.’
Active exposure to diversity is intergroup contact, which
generally increases liking [37], which is close to warmth.
Thus, intergroup contact reflects the cooperative, warm,
equality-oriented end of the horizontal dimension. Intergroup contact parallels the macro environment of equality
and peace, leading to a superordinate ingroup. However,
the contact hypothesis needs more research that fills gaps
in the database [40].
One classic ingredient for intergroup contact to create
warmth, similarity, and familiarity is interdependence,
cooperation for a shared goal. This is power-sharing.
Perceivers’ attention then focuses on individuating information and engages deeper impression formation processes [41]. This also goes beyond categories.

Conclusions: inequality, vertical and
horizontal
Vertical inequality differentiates individuals and groups
by status; this robust dimension confers competence but
not warmth. Orthogonally, horizontal (in)equality, we
propose, reflects at one end the cooperative, familiar,
similar others, interdependent peers, gathered into one
ingroup; this end encourages power-sharing equality. At
the far end are friction, competition among dissimilar
groups; negative interdependence (a zero-sum outcome)
encourages inequality among rivals. Power is not shared.
The aversive dependence creates distance that reinforces
inequality at the competitive end [42]. Our takeaway:
Power-sharing is a key mechanism for bringing others
closer, and we know how to do it.

Authors’ note
Micro. Horizontal equality is symmetric interdependence of
the warm, similar, and familiar

The macro cases of equality—societal assimilation (one
ingroup clump)—have certain parallels at the micro,
interpersonal level. Consider here: prolonged exposure
to diversity, and more active intergroup contact, which
both encourage equality and peace.

This research did not receive any specific grant from
funding agencies in the public, commercial, or not-forprofit sectors.

Conflict of interest statement
Nothing declared.

References and recommended reading
Passive exposure to diversity consists of an ongoing,
integrated environment. Exposure increases perceived
familiarity and similarity of others in that diverse setting.
The mechanisms seem reliable. For interpersonal encounters, familiarity and similarity are well-established,
basic principles of affiliation. Indeed, they are so established that no new studies explore them anymore, except
in social media [38] or in social robots [39]. Familiarity
and similarity are related. Familiar others come to seem
more similar to self, and people typically like themselves.
So even passive mere exposure increases attraction by
increasing familiarity. Scaling up from individuals to
www.sciencedirect.com

Papers of particular interest, published within the period of review,
have been highlighted as:
 of special interest
 of outstanding interest
1.


Abele A, Ellemers N, Fiske S, Koch A, Yzerbyt V: Navigating the
Social World: Shared Horizontal and Vertical Evaluative
Dimensions. . (under review) 2019.
Adversarial alignment of five rival theories identifies two shared dimensions—warmth/communion and competence/agency—as well as a competitive research agenda.

2. Fiske ST: Stereotype content: warmth and competence
 endure. Curr Dir Psychol Sci 2018, 27:67-73.
Briefly reviews SCM: theory, stereotype content, its antecedent and
consequences, measures, generality, history, rivals.
Current Opinion in Psychology 2020, 33:216–221

220 Power, status and hierarchy

3.


Nicolas G, Bai X, Fiske ST: Natural Language Analysis of
Spontaneous Stereotype Content. . Manuscript in preparation
2019.
Various metrics capture thirteen dimensions; warmth (sociability, morality) and competence (ability, assertiveness) are the top four.

4.


Abele AE, Hauke N, Peters K, Louvet E, Szymkow A, Duan Y:
Facets of the fundamental content dimensions: agency with
competence and assertiveness – communion with warmth
and morality. Front Psychol 2016, 7:1-17 http://dx.doi.org/
10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01810.
Describes psychometric tests of subdimensions of the Big Two (see title).

5.


Fiske ST, Cuddy AJ, Glick P, Xu J: A model of (often mixed)
stereotype content: competence and warmth respectively
follow from perceived status and competition. J Pers Soc
Psychol 2002, 82:878-902.
Original statement of the Stereotype Content Model.

6.


Koch A, Imhoff R, Dotsch R, Unkelbach C, Alves H: The ABC of
stereotypes about groups: agency/socioeconomic success,
conservative–progressive beliefs, and communion. J Pers Soc
Psychol 2016, 110:675-709 http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
pspa0000046.
Original statement of the Agency-Beliefs-Communion Model, rival to the
SCM, now engaged in adversarial collaboration (see Refs. [1,12,13]).

7.


Fiske ST: Interpersonal stratification: status, power, and
subordination. In Handbook of Social Psychology, edn 5. Edited
by Fiske ST, Gilbert DT, Lindzey G.New York: Wiley; 2010:941982.
Differentiates power and status effects, in a comprehensive review to that
date.

8.


Magee JC, Galinsky AD: Social hierarchy: the self-reinforcing
nature of power and status. In Academy of Management Annals,
, vol 2. Edited by Walsh JP, Brief AP. 2008:351-365.
Excellent overview, up to that date.

9.


Pollock TG, Lashley K, Rindova VP, Han JH: Which of these
things are not like the others? Comparing the rational,
emotional and moral aspects of reputation, status, celebrity
and stigma. Acad Manag Ann 2019, 3:2.
Firms differentiate across dimensions of image.
10. Anderson C, Hildreth JAD, Howland L: Is the desire for status a

fundamental human motive? A review of the empirical
literature. Psychol Bull 2015, 141:574-601.
Distinguishing status from power, resources, and belonging, evidence
supports a core motive for respect, deference, and admiration.
11. Swencionis JK, Fiske ST: Stereotypes and relative social status

in social comparisons.. (in press) In Social Comparison in
Judgment and Behavior. Edited by Suls J, Collins RL, Wheeler L.
New York: Oxford University Press; 2019.
Status divides motivate comparisons of attributed competence but tradeoffs for warmth.

12. Nicolas G, Fiske ST, Koch A, Imhoff R, Unkelbach C, Terache J,

Carrier A, Yzerbyt V: Relational Versus Structural Goals Moderate
Social Information-gathering Priorities. . (under review) 2019.
To interact, people seek warmth cues; to analyze, they seek competence
and beliefs.
13. Koch A, Imhoff R, Unkelbach C, Nicolas G, Fiske S, Terache J,

Carrier A, Yzerbyt V: Warmth Is a Personal Matter: Consensus
Reconciles the Agency-beliefs-Communion (ABC) Model with the
Stereotype Content Model (SCM). . Manuscript under review 2019.
Status/competence has more agreement than does warmth/communion.
14. Fiske ST: Controlling other people: the impact of power on

stereotyping. Am Psychol 1993, 48:621-628.
Early precedent theorizing that powerholders need not, cannot, and want
not to attend to subordinates, so are vulnerable to stereotyping them; but
powerless must attend upward.
15. Tsukamoto S, Fiske ST: Perceived threat to national values in

evaluating stereotyped immigrants. Soc Psychol 2018,
158:157-172.
Americans stereotyped competitive immigrant groups as untrustworthy
and threatening American civic values (political ideology), but not ethnic
values (customs, culture).
16. Abele AE, Wojciszke B (Eds): The Agency – Communion
 Framework. Oxford, UK: Routledge; 2018.
Current Opinion in Psychology 2020, 33:216–221

Collects models that overlap, to assert consensus and identify
controversy.
17. Ellemers N: Morality and the Regulation of Social Behavior. Milton
 Park, UK: Routledge/Taylor & Francis; 2017 http://dx.doi.org/
10.4324/9781315661322.
Describes the role of ingroup morality in the Behavior Regulation Model.
18. Fiske ST, Durante F: Stereotype content across cultures:

variations on a few themes. In Handbook of Advances in Culture
and Psychology, , vol 6. Edited by Gelfand MJ, Chiu C-Y,
Hong Y-Y. New York: Oxford University Press; 2016:209-258.
Comprehensive recent review of SCM program of research, especially
culture.
19. Durante F, Fiske ST: How social-class stereotypes maintain

inequality. Curr Opin Psychol 2017, 18:43-48.
Focuses on evidence for SES predicting perceived competence, trading
off perceived warmth in compensation; these ambivalent class stereotypes legitimate the hierarchy.
20. Wu SJ, Bai X, Fiske ST: Admired rich or resented rich? How two

cultures vary in envy. J Cross Psychol 2018, 49:1114-1143.
Chinese and U.S. stereotypes of rich people are more similar than
different.
21. Fiske ST, Durante F: Mutual status stereotypes maintain

inequality.. in press In The Social Psychology of Inequality. Edited
by Peters K, Jetten J. Springer; 2019.
Discusses how ambivalent stereotypes support inequality via workingclass resentment of disrespectful, patronizing, arrogant elites (competent
but cold) and working-class stereotypes as incompetent but maybe
warm.
22. Grigoryan L, Bai X, Durante F, Fiske ST, Berdyna EM, Fabrykant M,
Hakobjanyan Kadirov KA, Kotova M, Makashvili A, Morozova
Larina O et al.: Stereotypes as historical accidents: social class
stereotypes in post-communist versus capitalist societies.. (in
press) Pers Soc Psychol Bull 2019.
Post-communist countries are more cynical about meritocracy but
admire workers more.
23. Connor RA, Fiske ST: Not minding the gap: how hostile sexism

encourages choice explanations for the gender income gap.
Psychol Women Q 2018, 43:22-36.
If women choose low-paying jobs or parental leave, then they are to
blame for the gender income gap, and men are blameless.
24. Day MV, Fiske ST: Understanding the nature and

consequences of social mobility beliefs.. (in press) In
The Social Psychology of Inequalit. Edited by Peters K, Jetten J.
Springer; 2019.
Abstract belief in social mobility defends the status quo and tolerates
inequality, but personal belief in own mobility predicts well-being.
25. Swencionis JK, Fiske ST: Concerns and consequences in

cross-status interactions. Soc Cogn 2018, 38:78-105.
Manipulations of hypothetical status find impression-management strategies diverge by status to counteract stereotypes that status confers
competence but trades off warmth.
26. Dupree CH, Fiske ST: Self-presentation in interracial settings:

the competence downshift by white liberals. J Pers Soc Psychol
2019, 117:579-604.
Well-meaning Whites present less competent material in interacting with
Blacks.
27. Dupree CH, Obioha OA, Torrez B, Fiske ST: Race-status
 Associations Predict Whites’ Hiring Preferences. . (under review)
2019.
Spontaneous stereotypes link people of color to lower-status jobs with
consequences for job allocation.
28. Yzerbyt VY: The dimensional compensation model: reality and

strategic constraints on warmth and competence in
intergroup perceptions. In The Agency-Communion
Framework. Edited by Abele AE, Wojciszke B. London, UK:
Routledge; 2018:126-141.
Summary of the Dimensional Compensation Model, specifying
moderators.
29. Lindholm T, Yzerbyt V: When being nice or being smart could
bring you down: compensatory dynamics in strategic self
presentation. Int Rev Soc Psychol 2018, 31:1-11 http://dx.doi.
org/10.5334/irsp.136.
www.sciencedirect.com

Vertical and horizontal inequality Fiske and Bai 221

Impression-managers know that appearing high on one dimension will
reduce the other, so they downplay the less-relevant dimension to boost
the most relevant one.
30. Wu J, Fiske ST: Disability’s incompetent-but-warm stereotype

guides selective empathy: distinctive cognitive, emotional,
and neural signatures.. (in press) In Disability: Social
Psychological Perspectives. Edited by Dunn D. Oxford University
Press; 2019.
People with disabilities gain pity only if not responsible for the cause.
31. Sevillano V, Fiske ST: Stereotypes, emotions, and behaviors

associated with animals: a causal test of the Stereotype
Content Model and BIAS Map. Group Process Intergroup Relat
2019, 22:879-900.
Animals’ reputations vary by warmth and competence: pets, predators,
pests, and prey.
32. Fiske ST: Political cognition helps explain social class divides:

two dimensions of candidate impressions, group stereotypes,
and meritocracy beliefs. Cognition 2019, 118:108-114.
Explains political polarization via ambivalent class stereotypes.
33. Van der Lee RA, Ellemers N, Scheepers DT, Rutjens B: In or out?

How the morality (versus Competence) of prospective group
members affects acceptance and rejection. Eur J Soc Psychol
2017, 47:748-762 http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2269.
Experiments showing the priority of Morality in defining the ingroup.
34. Craig MA, Rucker JM, Richeson JA: The pitfalls and promise of

increasing racial diversity: threat, contact, and race relations
in the 21st century. Curr Dir Psychol Sci 2018, 27:188-193.
Diversity threatens the majority group’s position, but positive contact can
compensate.
35. Ramos MR, Bennett MR, Massey DS, Hewstone M: Humans
 adapt to social diversity over time. PNAS 2019, 116:1224412249 http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1818884116.

www.sciencedirect.com

Diversity at first decreases trust and quality of life, then compensates over
time.
36. Bai X, Ramos MR, Fiske ST: Mental Maps in Our Heads: More

Diversity, Less Dispersion, As Familiarity Breeds Similarity. . (under
review) 2019.
Tested on national, state, individual, and longitudinal data, diversity
reduces dispersion.
37. Pettigrew TF, Tropp LR: A meta-analytic test of intergroup
 contact theory. J Pers Soc Psychol 2006, 90:751-783.
The classic review, with evidence for optimistic conclusions.
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