PERSONALITY PROCESSES AND INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES

Who Attains Social Status? Effects of Personality
and Physical Attractiveness in Social Groups
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One of the most important goals and outcomes of social life is to attain status in the groups to which we
belong. Such face-to-face status is defined by the amount of respect, influence, and prominence each
member enjoys in the eyes of the others. Three studies investigated personological determinants of status
in social groups (fraternity, sorority, and dormitory), relating the Big Five personality traits and physical
attractiveness to peer ratings of status. High Extraversion substantially predicted elevated status for both
sexes. High Neuroticism, incompatible with male gender norms, predicted lower status in men. None of
the other Big Five traits predicted status. These effects were independent of attractiveness, which
predicted higher status only in men. Contrary to previous claims, women’s status ordering was just as
stable as men’s but emerged later. Discussion focuses on personological pathways to attaining status and

on potential mediators.

Tonya and Caroline are members of the same social group.
Tonya is well respected by the other group members, her opinions
and behavior are very influential, and she gets a great deal of
attention from the group. Caroline, on the other hand, is never the
center of attention, and her opinions and ideas hold little sway with
the others. For these two individuals, being part of the same group
represents vastly different social experiences—Tonya is a high-
status member, whereas Caroline has much lower status. How did
these two individuals end up in such different positions? What is
it about Tonya that afforded her such a socially rewarding role,
and what is it about Caroline that led to her relative invisibility?
Is it their different personalities? Their different physical
characteristics?

According to many theorists, status is ubiquitous in social life
and an organizing force in personality. Breaking away from or-
thodox psychoanalysis and its emphasis on the sex drive, Alfred
Adler (1930) was one of the first to emphasize that humans are
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inherently social creatures, motivated by what he called the “striv-
ing for superiority.” More recently, Hogan (1983) emphasized the
importance of “getting ahead.” Indeed, hierarchies are said to exist
in all social groups (Bernstein, 1981; A. H. Buss, 1988; Eibl-
Eibesfeldt, 1989; Mazur, 1985), such as peer groups, neighbor-
hood communities, athletic teams, and work organizations. Striv-
ing for status has been proposed as a primary and universal human
motive (Barkow, 1975; Hogan & Hogan, 1991).

Striving for status in one’s social groups is not only ubiquitous
but also important. Status attainment leads to a host of vital
consequences for the individual. Research has shown that individ-
uals’ status within their group influences personal well-being,
social cognition, and emotional experience (Adler, Epel, Castel-
lazzo, & Ickovics, 2000; Barkow, 1975; Eibl-Eibesfeldt, 1989;
Fiske, 1993; Keltner, Young, Heerey, Oemig, & Monarch, 1998).
Despite the importance of status in groups, however, little empir-
ical research has examined the personological origins of status. As
Hogan and Hogan (1991) put it, “Although status considerations
are ubiquitous and consequential, psychologists have tended to
avoid this topic” (p. 137).

In the current research, we examined whether personality traits
and physical attractiveness predict status differences—that is, dif-
ferences in prominence, respect, and influence among the group
members. Synthesizing two theoretical approaches, we argue that
status is a function of both the individual's drive and ability to
attain status in interpersonal settings and the congruence of the
individual’s personal characteristics with the characteristics valued
by the group. Our three studies examined status in face-to-face
groups—groups in which members interact with each other di-
rectly. Moreover, we focused not on short-term experimental
groups but on naturalistic long-term groups where the effects of
personality have the opportunity to unfold over time. Finally,
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several theorists have argued that, for diverse reasons, men and
women differ in the way they think about and are motivated by
status (D. M. Buss, 1999; Hoyenga, 1993; Sidanius, Pratto, &
Bobo, 1994); for example, “men are predicted to be higher in
status striving than women” (D. M. Buss, 1999, p. 43). Thus, we
tested for sex differences, asking whether agreement about the
status hierarchy, the stability of status over time, and the persono-
logical determinants of status differ for men and women.

Status in Face-to-Face Groups

Face-to-Face Status: Prominence, Respect, and Influence
in a Group

Although theoretical definitions of status in face-to-face groups
vary, theorists tend to agree on three major components. First,
status involves asymmetrical amounts of attention, such that those
higher in the hierarchy receive more attention than those lower in
the hierarchy (Chance, 1967; Fiske, 1993); thus, higher status
group members are more prominent, visible, and well-known and
receive more scrutiny. Second, status involves differential amounts
of respect and esteem; higher status members are more respected
and held in higher regard (Barkow, 1975; Eibl-Eibesfeldt, 1989;
Goldhamer & Shils, 1939). Third, status involves differential
amounts of influence within the group; higher status members are
allowed more control over group decisions and processes (e.g.,
Bales, Strodtbeck, Mills, & Roseborough, 1951; Berger, Cohen, &
Zelditch, 1972). Hence, we propose that status within face-to-face
groups be defined as involving prominence, respect, and influence.

It is useful to conceptually differentiate face-to-face status from
other, often related concepts involving social functioning and
success. One important property of face-to-face status is that it is
contextual, defined with reference to a particular group (Berger et
al.,, 1972; Owens & Sutton, 1999; Savin-Williams, 1979). The
contextual nature of face-to-face status differentiates it from so-
cioeconomic status (SES), a much more global characteristic de-
fined in terms of education, occupation, and income. Indeed,
individuals might have low levels of SES but have high status
within their face-to-face groups (e.g., church or neighborhood
community). Some personality psychologists have examined the
personological origins of status defined as SES, such as success in
one’s occupation or profession (see Hogan & Hogan, 1991) and
education and salary (Kyl-Heku & Buss, 1996). A second impor-
tant property of face-to-face status is that it is not taken by the
individual but given to the individual by the other group members
(Emerson, 1962; Kemper, 1984, 1991); in other words, status
exists in the eyes of others and is thus appropriately assessed by
peer ratings. This property differentiates face-to-face status from
SES and also from social power, which has been defined by some
theorists as the ability to influence others despite resistance (e.g.,
boss and subordinate in work contexts; Collins, 1990; Goldhamer
& Shils, 1939; Kemper, 1984, 1991).

Face-to-face status has also been distinguished from the related
concepts of popularity (see Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982;
Mann, 1959) and leadership (see Gibb, 1985; Hogan, Curphy, &
Hogan, 1994; Mann, 1959; Stogdill, 1948). In several theories,
status and popularity are defined as two conceptually distinct
dimensions (Bakan, 1966; Moskowitz, 1994; Wiggins, 1979)—
popularity involves how well individuals get along with others,

how many friends they have, and how well-liked they are by their
peers (Coats & Feldman, 1996; Hogan, 1983); the associated
personality traits are warmth, love, nurturance, altruism, and com-
munion, all related to the broader Big Five dimension of Agree-
ableness (Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996).

Leadership has also been distinguished from face-to-face status:
“Leadership involves persuading other people to set aside for a
period of time their individual concerns and to pursue a common
goal that is important for the responsibilities and welfare of a
group” (Hogan et al., 1994, p. 493). Thus, leadership is defined by
numerous tasks and responsibilities that are not part of the defini-
tion of status, such as planning and organizing, problem solving,
supporting others, motivating others, and so on (Yukl, Wall, &
Lepsinger, 1990). Although leadership and status may correlate in
many groups, leaders are sometimes not well-respected (Raven &
French, 1958), and non-leaders are sometimes the most influential
members of their groups (Wheelan & Johnston, 1996). It is not
surprising then that leadership has been linked to four of the Big
Five personality dimensions, namely high Conscientiousness,
Agreeableness, and Extraversion and low Neuroticism (for a re-
view, see Hogan et al., 1994). In short, face-to-face status has been
conceptually distinguished from other life outcomes such as SES,
popularity, and leadership; although these concepts may be em-
pirically correlated, they should have distinct patterns of persono-
logical origins.

Studying Face-to-Face Status in-Long-Term Social
Groups

Most empirical work on the personality determinants of impor-
tant social outcomes has relied on ad hoc groups—individuals
experimentally assigned to groups that existed only for short
periods of time and that worked together on a specific task. Thus,
we need studies that examine more typical groups, that is, groups
that exist for extended pertods of time in which members spend a
good deal of time together and have a wide range of interactions.
For example, manipulativeness might facilitate status attainment in
a short-term group because other group members do not have time
to detect the individual’s cheating ways. In contrast, manipulative-
ness might limit status attainment in long-term groups because
other group members have opportunities to detect selfish and
antisocial behaviors, damaging the individual’s reputation. There-
fore, in the current research we studied a fraternity, a sorority, and
a dormitory—intact groups of individuals that live together and
thus have a broad range of interactions across an extensive period
of time.

Personological Origins of Face-to-Face Status

Two Perspectives: Proactive and Evocative Person—
Environment Interaction

Two theoretical perspectives on the origins of face-to-face status
can be distinguished. The first perspective locates the origin of
status in the individual, viewing status as resulting from the indi-
vidual’s personality characteristics (e.g., Mazur, 1985; Savin-
Williams, 1979). According to this perspective, differences in
status develop because personality differences dispose some indi-
viduals to strive for status and use successful strategies to navigate
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the hierarchy. This is akin to what Caspi and Bem (1990) called
proactive person—environment interaction: Individuals select and
construct their own particular social environments.

The second perspective locates the origin of status in the envi-
ronment. To be more specific, status is viewed as a function of the
group’s collective judgments and decisions about which individ-
uals deserve social status (Bales et al., 1951; Berger et al., 1972;
Eibl-Eibesfeldt, 1989; Emerson, 1962; Goldhamer & Shils, 1939).
According to this perspective, groups develop an implicit consen-
sus as to which individual characteristics are valued, and the group
allocates high and low status positions according to whether the
individual possesses relatively more positively or negatively val-
ued characteristics. Individuals who possess more positive and
fewer negative characteristics are afforded high status positions in
the group, whereas individuals who possess more negative and
fewer positive characteristics are allocated low status positions.
This is akin to what Caspi and Bem (1990) called evocative
person—environment interaction: Each individual evokes distinc-
tive responses from others.

Because these two perspectives place the determinants of status
within the individual and within the group, respectively, they
might at first glance seem to contradict each other. However, they
describe processes that occur in tandem. Status attainment is a
function of both the individual’s personality and the group’s values
and perceptions. Thus, building on both perspectives, we now
consider which personological characteristics will help individuals
attain status in face-to-face groups.

Big Five Personality Dimensions and Face-to-Face Status

In the present studies, we focused on the Big Five personality
dimensions (Goldberg, 1993; John & Srivastava, 1999; McCrae &
Costa, 1999) as potential sources of status differences. The Big
Five dimensions currently provide the most comprehensive and
widely accepted taxonomy of personality traits; they also converge
with the three-factor models advocated by Tellegen (1985) and
Eysenck (1986) in systematic ways (see Clark & Watson, 1999;
John & Srivastava, 1999). Thus, these five dimensions would seem
a good starting point for a broad-range investigation of the per-
sonality origins of status. Moreover, various researchers interested
in the social outcomes of personality (D. M. Buss, 1996; Cote &
Moskowitz, 1998; Hogan, 1996; Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996) have
adopted the Big Five dimensions as the most heuristically useful
framework.

Which of the five dimensions should facilitate status attainment,
which should most likely hinder it, and which should be irrelevant?
To assess lay beliefs regarding this question, we asked 185 under-
graduates to rate the status implications of 44 personality charac-
teristics (e.g., “outgoing and sociable,” “generally trusting”) that
define the Big Five dimensions (John & Srivastava, 1999, p. 132).
In particular, students were asked to think of the same social
groups we examined in our studies (fraternity, sorority, and dor-
mitory) and to “rate each characteristic in terms of how much it
hinders or helps men (women) in gaining status—that is, respect,
prominence, and influence” using.a 5-point scale. The undergrad-
uates’ ratings indicated that (a) the desirable pole of all five
dimensions would help status attainment; (b) the five dimensions
differed significantly in their relative helpfulness, with Conscien-
tiousness most helpful, then low Neuroticism (i.e., Emotional

Stability), then Extraversion, and finally Agreeableness and Open-
ness, which did not differ from each other; and (c) effects would
differ for the sexes on two dimensions, such that Agreeableness
and Conscientiousness (the two dimensions defining good charac-
ter and being well-socialized) would be more helpful to status
attainment in women than in men. How do these intuitive beliefs
about status attainment square with psychological theory and
research?

Extraversion. We expected that Extraversion would have a
strong relation with status in these face-to-face groups. In the Big
Five conception, Extraversion implies an “energetic approach to
the social and material world and includes traits such as sociability,
activity, assertiveness, and positive emotionality” (John & Srivas-
tava, 1999, p. 121)—all characteristics that should get extraverts
more attention and social influence in their groups than introverts.
This prediction is consistent with findings showing that extraverts
report using a diverse range of interpersonal tactics when they
want to get ahead. Extraverts draw attention to themselves and to
their positive attributes, such as their skills and abilities (Kyl-Heku
& Buss, 1996) and their valued resources (D. M. Buss, 1996).
Moreover, extraverts are more socially skilled than introverts
(Akert & Panter, 1988; Riggio, 1986), and these skills should help
them attain higher status, especially influence and respect, from
other group members. Finally, Extraversion itself is a valued
characteristic and thus should lead to higher status in these social
groups. Extraverted attributes, such as dealing effectively in social
situations, the ability to entertain others, and charisma and charm,
are all seen as socially desirable attributes (D. M. Buss, Gomes,
Higgins, & Lauterbach, 1987; Hampson, Goldberg, & John, 1987).
In short, multiple theoretical perspectives agree that Extraversion
should affect status attainment in face-to-face groups; however,
this hypothesis has not yet been tested directly.

Agreeableness. A number of competing hypotheses may be
formulated regarding the effects of Agreeableness. One possibility
is that Agreeableness relates positively to status because agreeable
traits, such as altruism, trust, modesty, and tender-minded concern
for others, are generally valued interpersonal characteristics (Gra-
ziano & Eisenberg, 1997; Hampson et al., 1987). These attributes
are valued, we suggest, because they contribute to group cohesion
and interpersonal harmony.

On the other hand, the popular saying “nice guys finish last”
suggests a negative relation, favoring cheaters and bullies in the
competition for status (Masters, 1988). Extremely agreeable indi-
viduals may eschew competition in favor of cooperation and
interpersonal harmony to such an extent that they lose out to
disagreeable individuals, who report using deceptive and manipu-
lative tactics to get ahead, such as derogating others, boasting, and
aggression (Kyl-Heku & Buss, 1996).

However, the antagonism of individuals low in Agreeableness
could undermine their ability to get along with others and to
negotiate the social network successfully. Thus, a third hypothesis
combines elements of the first and second, suggesting a quadratic
relation, in the shape of an inverted U-function: Both too little and
too much Agreeableness will hurt individuals’ chances for status
attainment, whereas moderate levels of Agreeableness are best for
status attainment.

A fourth hypothesis is an interaction suggested by Jensen-
Campbell, Graziano, and West’s (1995) work on attraction: Agree-
ableness might interact with Extraversion, such that individuals
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who have both traits achieve the highest status because they use
their extraverted characteristics in prosocial ways that benefit
group cohesion and harmony.

Finally, Agreeableness may not be related to status at all. This
view stems from theories that conceptualize status (i.e., how much
attention and respect individuals receive from others) as orthogo-
nal to popularity (i.e., how much they are liked by others; Coie et
al., 1982; Foa & Foa, 1974; Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996). That is,
someone may be prominent and influential in a group but not well
liked, whereas another person may be well liked but not be
prominent and influential (Savin-Williams, 1979).

Neuroticism. The Neuroticism dimension in the Big Five re-
flects individual differences in negative emotionality, including
vulnerability to stress, anxiety, depression, and negative self-
conscious emotions, such as guilt, shame, and embarrassment
(Costa & McCrae, 1992). These traits do not bode well for the
attainment of status; as Mazur (1985) argued, status competition
and negotiation is inherently stressful, putting individuals high in
Neuroticism at a distinct disadvantage. Consistent with this pre-
diction, neurotic individuals report influence tactics that appear
immature and ineffective. For example, with a dating partner, they
use “the silent treatment” and regression (e.g., sulking, pouting;
D. M. Buss et al., 1987); when trying to get ahead they are unlikely
to organize-strategize, display knowledge, assume leadership, or
show autonomy (Kyl-Heku & Buss, 1996).’

Moreover, traits related to Neuroticism are generally valued
negatively and seen as undesirable in others (Hampson et al,
1987). However, negative emotionality is evaluated more nega-
tively in men than in women. These differential gender norms may
make high levels of Neuroticism more detrimental for status at-
tainment in men than in women. Brody (2000) reviewed research
on negative emotionality and its differential social consequences
for men and women, concluding: “The expression of sadness,

depression, fear, and dysphoric self-conscious emotions such as .

shame and embarrassment are viewed as ‘unmanly,” and men who
display such emotions are not only evaluated more negatively than
females ... but are also less likely to be comforted than are
women” (p. 26). In other words, men who show signs of stress,
anxiety, depression, or self-consciousness (i.e., highly neurotic
men) are viewed more negatively than are highly neurotic women
and are likely to be socially punished.” Developmental studies of
parenting show that boys are routinely taught, and often pressured,
to control and hide their emotions much more than are girls. For
example, mothers of boys endorse statements like “I teach my
child to control his feelings at all times,” whereas mothers of girls
do not (see Brody, 2000). Gross and John (2001) found that men
are much more likely than women to use suppression as a way to
regulate their emotions.

The greater social recriminations that men receive when ex-
pressing fear, depression, or self-conscious emotions are also
consistent with two independent findings: Men consistently score
lower on Big Five Neuroticism measures (Benet-Martinez & John,
1998; Costa & McCrae, 1992), and men express these emotions
much less than women even in controlled laboratory settings (e.g.,
Kring & Gordon, 1998). These findings all converge on a sex
interaction prediction: Because high Neuroticism violates male
gender norms governing the experience and expression of emotion,
the relation between Neuroticism and status should depend on
gender, with a stronger negative relation in men than in women.

Conscientiousness. 'This Big Five dimension refers to “social-
ly prescribed impulse control that facilitates task- and goal-
directed behavior” (John & Srivastava, 1999, p. 121); thus, con-
scientious individuals are dutiful, hard-working, and organized. In
terms of life outcomes, Conscientiousness is associated with up-
ward mobility in occupational settings (Willerman, 1979); it pre-
dicts school performance in children as young as age 12 years old
(John, Caspi, Robins, Moffitt, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1994) and
later predicts work performance across most job categories (Bar-
rick & Mount, 1991). Thus, Conscientiousness should be an im-
portant predictor of SES, that is, status in work and career contexts
(Jencks, 1979). Hogan and Hogan (1991) reviewed their own and
others’ findings, which showed that across occupations, people
who achieve success work much harder than less successful people
(p. 151). In short, Conscientiousness should be associated with
achievement, such as good grades and later professional success.
However, these findings do not suggest that Conscientiousness
leads to high status in face-to-face social groups in which achieve-
ment and task-related performance are not emphasized. Indeed, in
these social groups, hard work, diligence, and good grades are
likely irrelevant. Therefore, Conscientiousness would seem less
central and valued in these groups, suggesting that it might not
relate to status attainment.

Openness to Experience. Openness describes “the breadth,
depth, originality, and complexity of an individual’s mental and
experiential life” (John & Srivastava, 1999, p. 121). McCrae’s
(1996) extensive review showed that Openness has numerous
important social consequences, including social interests, political
attitudes, and evaluations of others. Kyl-Heku and Buss (1996)
suggested that individuals “high on Intellect-Openness exploit
educational routes to the hierarchy” (p. 499), and this hypothesis is
indeed consistent with their finding that open individuals report
tactics to get ahead that rely on knowledge, education, industri-
ousness, and autonomy. Note, however, that this hypothesis ad-
dresses the attainment of SES, as indexed by variables such as
education and annual salary (Kyl-Heku & Buss, 1996). There is no
theory or evidence linking Openness to social status in face-to-face
groups, and we therefore did not expect Openness to relate to
status in the social-living groups studied here.

Physical Attractiveness and Social Status: Mixed
Evidence

We also studied the effects of physical attractiveness on status in
face-to-face groups. Although there is little empirical research, we
expected that physical attractiveness would predict elevated status.
First, physical attractiveness is a generally valued characteristic
(D. M. Buss & Kenrick, 1998; Eagly, Ashmore, Makhijani, &
Longo, 1991; Feingold, 1992). Second, during social interactions
physically attractive individuals are looked at more often than are
less attractive individuals (Karraker, 1986; la Freniere & Charles-

! Note that these findings were reported only for men and women
combined. We thus do not know whether the link between Neuroticism and
ineffective negotiation tactics might be stronger for men than for women.

2 These arguments do not apply to interpersonal anger and aggression,
which are less likely to be discouraged in boys than in girls (Fivush, 1989,
1991) and, in Big Five terms, map more closely onto Agreeableness than
Neuroticism.
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worth, 1983). Third, physical attractiveness predicts a number of
positive social outcomes, such as-having more dates and more
friends (Feingold, 1992) and maybe even making more money
(Roszell, Kennedy, & Grabb, 1989). Fourth, perceptions of phys-
ically attractive individuals are often influenced by halo effects;
that is, others judge them to possess a number of actually unrelated
positive characteristics, such as social skills (Ashmore & Longo,
1995; Eagly et al., 1991). Indeed, Riggio (1986) argued that “two
decades of research have shown that physically attractive persons
have a distinct advantage in interpersonal encounters because they
tend to make a more favorable impression on others” (p. 655). In
short, the perception that attractive people possess a plethora of
positive characteristics, accurate or not, may lead other group
members to grant them higher status.

However, such stereotyped perceptions of strangers may wane
quickly if group members actually have a chance to get to know
each other. Ashmore and Longo (1995) reviewed the literature and
cautioned that the “beauty-is-powerful stereotype does not fit well
with the findings of studies that have assessed actual attractive—
unattractive differences in interpersonal power” (p. 81). They
noted that few empirical studies have been done; so far, the
evidence is limited and does not show a clear link between attrac-
tiveness and interpersonal influence. In fact, the only clear dem-
onstration involved a mixed-sex interaction among strangers,
showing that men are more likely to do a favor for a physically
attractive (rather than unattractive) woman (Ashmore & Longo,
1995). Therefore, the present research examined the relation be-
tween physical attractiveness and status attainment not only in
mixed-sex groups, but also in same-sex groups.

We were also concerned that effects of personality on status
attainment might be due to differences in attractiveness. Kyl-Heku
and Buss (1996) found that several Big Five dimensions were
associated with reporting tactics of hierarchy negotiation related to
appearance. For example, individuals high in Extraversion were
more likely to report trying to emhance their appearance and to
report “using sex” to get ahead; individuals high in Agreeableness
and high in Conscientiousness were less likely to report using sex.
Thus, we examined whether personality effects were independent
of differences in attractiveness. In addition, we explored whether
physical attractiveness interacts with personality dimensions in
predicting status because previous research has suggested interac-
tive effects in predicting occupational success (Mueller & Mazur,
1997). Finally, we examined sex differences in the attractiveness—
status link; because in many contexts physical attractiveness is
valued more in women than in men (D. M. Buss & Kenrick, 1998),
we expected a stronger positive relation between physical attrac-
tiveness and status in women.

Overview of Studies

In three studies, we examined the status hierarchies of three
naturally constituted social groups. We used peer ratings to mea-
sure status and related them to self-reports on the Big Five per-
sonality dimensions and to observer ratings of physical attractive-
ness. Thus, the three constructs of interest—personality traits,
physical attractiveness, and status—were measured without any
overlapping method variance. In Studies 1 and 2, we examined an
all-male and an all-female group—a fraternity and sorority, re-
spectively. Previous research has shown that fraternities and so-

rorities are useful groups for research on status dynamics because
their members spend a great deal of time together, know one
another for extended periods of time, and are known to have some
hierarchical organization (Keltner et al., 1998; Montgomery,
1971). In Study 3, we examined the status hierarchy in two
mixed-sex dormitory floors, in a longitudinal design extending
over the course of an academic year. Studying mixed-sex dormi-
tories allowed us to test whether similar traits contribute to status
in mixed-sex groups as in same-sex groups. The longitudinal
design made it possible to test whether personality and attractive-
ness measured at the beginning of the academic year predicted
status measured later in the year. Moreover, examining these
hierarchies over time allowed us to study the emergence and
temporal stability of status hierarchies in men and women—issues
that have not been studied in longer-term groups.

Study 1: Status Within an All-Male Group
Method

Participants. Forty-eight members of a fraternity at a large Midwest-
ern state university participated as part of a larger project on personality.
On average, the men were 20 years old (SD = 1.2 years), and almost all
were Caucasian. The fraternity was paid $850 for their participation in this
study.

Big Five personality traits. As a measure of the Big Five personality
dimensions, we used Costa and McCrae’s (1992) 60-item NEO Five Factor
Inventory (NEO-FFI), a short version of their longer NEO-PI-R. The
12-item NEO-FFI scales have excellent psychometric characteristics, in-
cluding internal consistency, temporal stability, and construct validity with
other self-report Big Five measures, peer ratings, and spouse ratings. To
illustrate the item content of the five scales, here is an example item for
each dimension: Extraversion—*1 really enjoy talking to people”; Agree-
ableness —“I would rather cooperate with others than compete with them”;
Neuroticism—“When I’m under a great deal of stress, sometimes I feel like
I’'m going to pieces”; Conscientiousness—“I keep my belongings neat and
clean”; and Openness to Experience—"“l have a lot of intellectual
curiosity.”

Physical attractiveness. Riggio, Widamen, Tucker, and Salinas (1991)
distinguished between static and dynamic attractiveness. Static attractive-
ness captures the physiognomic qualities of beauty and can be rated from
still photos. Dynamic attractiveness, however, involves aspects of move-
ment and expressive behavior; when rated from video clips of ongoing
behavior, this type of attractiveness is related to personality differences in
expressive behavior (Riggio et al.,, 1991). Thus, to derive a measure of
physical attractiveness not confounded with personality (Feingold, 1992),
ratings of physical attractiveness were based on a 10-s video clip of each
participant, recorded while each participant was listening to the experi-
menter’s instructions and sitting relatively motionless. Attractiveness rat-
ings were obtained from 10 undergraduate coders (five women and five
men) who knew neither the participants nor anything about their back-
grounds. Each coder watched the 10-s video clips and rated each partici-
pant’s physical attractiveness on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all
attractive) to 7 (very attractive). Coders agreed considerably on these
attractiveness ratings; the coefficient alpha reliability of the mean ratings
was .70. The mean attractiveness rating was 4.2 (SD = .5).

Status. We used two indicators of social status within the fraternity,
derived from two kinds of data sources. One indicator was peer ratings of
prominence in the fraternity. Each participant rated the other fraternity
members’ prominence on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (don’t know at all)
to 4 (know extremely well). The coefficient alpha reliability of these ratings
of prominence was substantial (= .92). That is, status differences can be
measured reliably. The mean prominence score was 2.4 (SD = 4).
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The second indicator used objective life-outcome data. Assuming that
individuals who are prominent and command respect in the fraternity
would be given positions of social influence, we used the number of
positions and offices each member had held in the house (e.g., rush
chairman, house manager). These scores ranged from 0 to 2, and the mean
score was .54 (SD = .62).

What was the relation between these two status indicators, one based on
peer ratings, the other on public recognition of being elected to an office?
The correlation between prominence and number of offices held was
substantial (r = .56, p < .01). We thus standard scored each of the two
indicators and summed them to form an overall measure of status (a= .66).
As one would expect, fraternity members differed in how long they had
been associated with the house. Because length of association affords more
opportunities to run for elected offices and to become more prominent, we
removed the effect of tenure from the status variable using regression
residuals. In this way, the findings reported below cannot be attributed to
differential tenure in the fraternity.

Results and Discussion

Personality and status. Table 1 presents the correlations be-
tween the Big Five dimensions and status in the fraternity. As
expected, Extraversion was related to status, and the correlation
was substantial (r = .47). The size of this effect is particularly
impressive, given that personality and status were measured from
entirely different data sources.

Also as predicted, Neuroticism was negatively and significantly
related to status (» = -.31), indicating that less neurotic men
tended to achieve higher status in the fraternity. Extraversion and
Neuroticism had the only significant correlations with status; nei-
ther Agreeableness, nor Conscientiousness, nor Openness to Ex-
perience were linearly related to status in the fraternity.

For Agreeableness, we also examined curvilinear relations in a
multiple regression analysis; neither the main effect nor the qua-
dratic term had significant betas. In fact, individuals with interme-
diate levels of agreeableness showed a trend to attain the lowest
levels of status, a pattern inconsistent with any of the theoretical
models.

We also examined the possibility that Agreeableness is impor-
tant only when considered in interaction with Extraversion. We
conducted a moderated multiple regression (Aiken & West, 1991),
which added little to the correlations in Table 1: Extraversion had
the same strong effect (8 = .46, p < .01), Agreeableness had the

Table 1
Correlations of the Big Five Dimensions and Physical
Attractiveness With Social Status in the Fraternity Sample

Correlations

Physical attractiveness

Measure Zero-order partialled
Big Five
Extraversion AT .40*
Agreeableness 12 13
Neuroticism —.31* —.26%*
Conscientiousness 23 15
Openness —.05 —.10
Physical attractiveness 39*=
*p < .05. **p < 0l

same null effect (8 = .10, ns), and there was no interaction (8 =
—.06, ns). Thus, in the all-male fraternity sample, Agrecableness
was not related to status in linear, quadratic, or interactive ways.

Physical attractiveness. Also presented in Table 1 is the cor-
relation between physical attractiveness and status. Physical at-
tractiveness was significantly related to status attainment (r = .39),
indicating that more physically attractive fraternity members
tended to achieve higher status.

Did the correlations between the Big Five dimensions and status
hold up even when the effects of physical attractiveness were
controlled? As shown in Table 1, the positive correlation between
Extraversion and status remained significant as did the negative
correlation between Neuroticism and status. These partial correla-
tional analyses indicate that Extraversion and Neuroticism both
relate to status independent of physical attractiveness. Using mod-
erated multiple regressions, we also tested whether physical attrac-
tiveness interacted with any of the Big Five dimensions. The
findings were clear: Attractiveness did not interact with any of the
Big Five dimensions. Overall, these findings suggest that physical
attractiveness and personality are two truly independent pathways
to social status.

Summary. Study 1 used four kinds of data: self-reported per-
sonality, peer-rated status, the number of offices held (life-
outcome data), and physical attractiveness rated from videotape by
observers. We found a strong relation between Extraversion and
status in the fraternity, and this relation remained significant even
after partialling out the effects of physical attractiveness. We also
found a significant negative relation between Neuroticism and
status, indicating that less neurotic men had higher status in the
fraternity whereas more neurotic men had lower status. This rela-
tion was also independent of physical attractiveness. Finally, we
found a strong relation between physical attractiveness and status: A
More physically attractive men tended to have higher status.

We did not find evidence for a relation of any kind between
Agreeableness and status—linear, curvilinear, or interactive with
Extraversion. Thus, although more agreeable men might be better
liked by others, these findings suggest that they do not necessarily
attain higher levels of prominence, influence, and respect.

We also did not find any effects for Conscientiousness or for
Openness to Experience. Note that the group we studied is a
social-living group. It is not a work or employment group that is
achievement-oriented or task-focused, where hard work (Consci-
entiousness) and creativity (Openness) might be highly valued.
Finally, we did not find any interactions between physical attrac-
tiveness and any of the Big Five dimensions; thus, high Extraver-
sion and low Neuroticism represent personological pathways to
social status that are independent of physical attractiveness.

Study 2: Status Within an All-Female Group
Method

Participants.  Forty-four members of a sorority at a Southern university
participated as part of a larger project on personality, similar to the
participants in Study 1. On average, the women were 19 years old (SD = 1
year), and almost all were Caucasian. Similar to the fraternity, the sorority
was paid $850 for participating in the study.

Measures. With the exception of the way we measured status, the
procedure and measures were all identical to Study 1. Participants com-
pleted the NEO-FFI, and we used the same judges as in Study 1 to rate the
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physical attractiveness of each sorority member. Interjudge reliability was
substantial for the attractiveness ratings (a= .78), and the mean rating
was 4.2 (SD = .6).

We measured status with three separate peer ratings. Participants rated
the other sorority members on the amount of status (1 = low status, 7 =
high status) they had in the sorority, the amount of influence (1 = not
influential, 7 = very influential) they had in the sorority, and their prom-
inence in the sorority (1 = nor visible, 7 = very visible). As in Study 1,
interjudge reliability was substantial for all three ratings, with alphas of .90,
.95, and .97, respectively. The three ratings correlated highly, with an
average intercorrelation of .93. In other words, the participants’ rating of
general status was essentially indistinguishable from the specific ratings of
influence and prominence, suggesting that our participants’ intuitive un-
derstandings closely agreed with our definition of status in terms of
influence and prominence.’ We thus averaged the mean ratings of the three
dimensions to form one overall status score for each participant (M = 4.16,
SD = 83); the alpha for this overall status measure was .98.

Similar to fraternity members, sorority members differed in their length
of tenure in the house, and this length of association afforded greater
opportunity to attain higher status. We thus removed the effect of tenure
from the status variable using regression residuals, so that the findings
reported below cannot be attributed to differential tenure in the sorority.

Results and Discussion

Personality and status. Table 2 presents the correlations be-
tween the Big Five dimensions and status. As expected, Extraver-
sion was strongly related to status ( = .45). Similar to Study 1, the
magnitude of this effect is noteworthy given that personality and
status were measured from two different data sources.

We did not find a significant relation between Neuroticism and
status in this female sample. This finding is consistent with the
hypothesis that Neuroticism has a less negative effect on status in
women. With respect to the other three Big Five dimensions, we
replicated the fraternity findings from Study 1: Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, and Openness to Experience were not corre-
lated with status in the sorority. Moreover, as in Study 1, there was
no evidence for any type of curvilinear relation between Agree-
ableness and status, nor was there any interaction between Agree-
ableness and Extraversion.

Physical attractiveness. An unexpected finding was that there
was no relation between physical attractiveness and status. Note
that this lack of an attractiveness effect was not due to restriction
of range; when we examined the variance in the attractiveness

Table 2
Correlations of the Big Five Dimensions and Physical
Attractiveness With Social Status in the Sorority Sample

Correlations

Physical attractiveness

Measure Zero-order partialed

Big Five

Extraversion 45%* 43x*

Agreeableness 24 .21

Neuroticism —-.21 —.21

Conscientiousness .03 ) .03

Openness 11 12
Physical attractiveness —.12

** p < Ol

ratings, we found that the standard deviation in the sorority sample
(.6) was no different from that in the fraternity (.5). Together with
the fraternity findings, the sorority finding indicates that in these
same-sex groups, physical attractiveness might be linked to status
in men but not in women.

Did the relation between Extraversion and status hold up after
controlling for physical attractiveness? Similar to the fraternity
sample in Study 1, the relation between Extraversion and status
remained substantial (partial r = .43).

As in Study 1, we also tested whether physical attractiveness
interacted with any of the Big Five dimensions in its relation to
status. These moderated multiple regressions did not show any
evidence for interaction effects; none of the interaction betas were
significant.

Summary. We found a strong relation between Extraversion
and status in this female sample, similar in magnitude to that in the
male sample: More extraverted women had attained higher status
in their group, just as more extraverted men had. Moreover, this
strong relation was not due to physical attractiveness. With respect
to Neuroticism, we did not find a significant relation as we had in
the male sample. This finding is consistent with the hypothesis that
high levels of Neuroticism are more detrimental to status attain-
ment in men than in women.

Similar to the fraternity men, we did not find a relation between
Agreeableness and status of any kind—linear, curvilinear, or in
interaction with Extraversion. Nor did we find effects for Consci-
entiousness or Openness. In combination, our two studies suggest
that these three Big Five dimensions may not be related to status
attainment, at least in the same-sex groups we have studied so far.

Physical attractiveness was not related to status among sorority
women, whereas there was a relation among the fraternity men.
Why might this be? One possibility is related to the finding that
men value attractiveness in a potential mate more than women do
(D. M. Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Thus, if women are less attentive
to attractiveness cues in general, they might not value attractive-
ness in other women, relying on other attributes instead. In other
words, a woman’s physical attractiveness might give her greater
access to potential dating partners and greater popularity (Fein-
gold, 1992) but not increase her prominence, respect, and influence
among other women.

Study 3: Status Within Mixed-Sex Groups
Over an Academic Year

Study 3 was designed to extend the findings from our first two
studies, examining status differences in a different kind of social

- group and across time. Most important, we examined whether our

findings would hold in mixed-sex groups. The same-sex groups we
examined in Studies 1 and 2 had an important advantage for
research on social status—we knew that fraternities and sororities
typically have well-defined status hierarchies. However, groups
that include both sexes are much more common than same-sex
groups; thus, status in mixed-sex groups is ultimately more im-
portant to understand. Indeed, mixed-sex groups have somewhat

3 Unfortunately, data about offices held were not available in the soror-
ity. However, the fraternity findings suggest good convergence between
peer ratings and life-outcome measures of status.
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different dynamics than same-sex groups (e.g., Aries, 1996; Kerr
& MacCoun, 1985; Piliavin & Martin, 1978). Hence, we studied
men and women living together in a coed dormitory.

The use of mixed-sex groups in Study 3 also allowed us to
examine sex differences within the same sample. In particular, in
Studies 1 and 2 we found Neuroticism was significantly negatively
related to status among fraternity men but not among sorority
women. In Study 3, we analyzed the data separately for the two
sexes, thus making results comparable to our previous studies.
Then we used a moderated multiple regression design to test
directly whether the link between Neuroticism and status differs
for the two sexes and to estimate the size of this sex-by-trait
interaction.

Longitudinal Stability of Status in Men and Women

In Studies 1 and 2, we examined personality traits and physical
attractiveness as predictors of status in a concurrent design—the
social groups we studied existed before our assessments, and their
status hierarchies were already well-established. Can we show that
preexisting personality traits and physical attractiveness predict
status in newly formed groups? Longitudinal data would provide
more concrete evidence that traits and attractiveness play a role in
the attainment of status. Study 3 used a longitudinal design,
studying dormitory residents over the course of an academic year.
Personality traits and physical attractiveness could thus be mea-
sured early in the group’s formation—within the first 2 weeks of
the semester—and status attainment 4 and 9 months later could be
considered as an outcome.

Measuring status at three different times also allowed us to
explore an important issue in the development of status, namely its
stability and change over time. Virtually no empirical work has
examined the development of naturally occurring status hierar-
chies (Berdahl, 1996), and little is known about the temporal
course of status. Evolutionary psychologists have argued that men
should have a greater desire for status and thus allocate more time
and effort to seeking status than women (D. M. Buss, 1999, p. 43).
Social-role theorists have similarly suggested that status is stable
among men but relatively unstable among women, and some
findings are consistent with this claim (Aries, 1996, p. 56; Paikoff
& Savin-Williams, 1983; Savin-Williams, 1979). The rationale is
that men are more hierarchical in nature and therefore establish
status orders that remain stable over time; for women, in contrast,
status is said to be less relevant and thus more fluid, varying from
interaction to interaction (Aries, 1996; Savin-Williams, 1979).

Is status among women really unstable, however? The past
studies interpreted as demonstrating that status among women is
unstable examined short-term groups that existed at the most for a
few weeks (Aries, 1996; Savin-Williams, 1979). Thus, an alterna-
tive hypothesis is that men negotiate and settle hierarchies more
rapidly than women do, but that eventually both sexes develop
status orders that are quite stable. Indeed, some status theorists
have suggested that men’s status order is established very quickly
whereas women’s status negotiation has been described as a more

complicated and subtle process (Mazur, 1985; Savin-Williams,

1979). Thus, the status order among women might just take longer
to emerge. In Study 3, we examined the stability of status from the
beginning of the semester to 4 months later, and again from 4

months to 9 months later, allowing us to test whether a status order
among women does stabilize but later in time than in men.

Generalizability to Other Trait Measures

The first two studies showed that Neuroticism related signifi-
cantly to status among fraternity men but not among sorority
women. It has been argued that men tend to underreport the
negative emotions that form the Neuroticism domain, such as fear,
sadness, and worry, presumably because emotionality is seen as a
feminine trait (e.g., Barrett, Robin, Pietromonaco, & Eyssell, 1998;
Brody, 2000). If so, the Neuroticism effect we found among the
fraternity men might reflect self-report bias rather than real per-
sonality differences in negative emotion. To examine this potential
confound, we included in Study 3 a second, more objective,
measure of Neuroticism, namely the behavioral expression of
negative emotion as coded from videotape with a reliable and
well-validated coding system, the Facial Action Coding System
(FACS; Ekman & Friesen, 1978).

Another generalizability issue involves the Big Five personality
dimensions. In our first two studies, we measured the Big Five
traits using the NEO-FFI (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Demonstrating
the same findings with a different instrument would further
strengthen our case. Cross-instrument generalizability is of partic-
ular interest here because we found no effects for Agreeableness.
In Costa and McCrae’s (1992) conception, Extraversion includes
warmth and is thus defined as somewhat more “agreeable” than
it is on other Big Five instruments (Goldberg, 1993; John &
Srivastava, 1999). Indeed, in student samples the NEO-FFI Ex-
traversion Scale tends to show a positive, though small, correlation
with the Agreeableness Scale; for example, in Studies 1 and 2 the
correlation averaged .21. In Study 3 we used the Big Five Inven-
tory (BFI; John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991); the Extraversion and
Agreeableness Scales on the BFI are quite independent (Benet-
Martinez & John, 1998).

Physical Attractiveness

Our findings for physical attractiveness also need to be repli-
cated in a broader sample because, compared with the general
student population, the sorority and fraternity members may rep-
resent a relatively restricted range of physical attractiveness. Phys-
ical attractiveness often functions as an implicit criterion for in-
clusion in these groups, resulting in both higher mean levels of
attractiveness and potentially lower variances. In Study 3, there-
fore, we examined dormitory residents, who are less selected on
attractiveness and are expected to show greater variation.

Method

Participants. The participants were 74 residents (42 men and 32
women) of two dormitory floors at a large Midwestern university. The
students were freshmen and sophomores and were mostly 18 and 19 years
old. Each dormitory floor was paid $400 for participating in the study. The
two dormitory floors did not differ in sex and age composition, Big Five
personality scores, videotape-coded negative emotion expression, or phys-
ical attractiveness. Thus, the data were combined in our analyses.

Prior acquaintance among the dorm floor residents was an important
variable because we were interested in status over time and in sex differ-
ences in the stability of status. We considered two measures. First, did the
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participants already know many dormitory floor residents beforehand?
Participants reported that they ““did not know at all” 73% of their new dorm
mates; men and women did not differ in prior acquaintance. Second, at
both the Time 1 and the Time 3 assessments, participants rated their
acquaintance with the other residents; we analyzed these ratings ina 2 X 2
analysis of variance (ANOVA), with sex as a between-subjects factor and
time as a repeated-measures factor. The only significant effect was for
time; over the 9 months of the study, acquaintanceship ratings increased by
more than a standard deviation (effect size measure d = 1.1). In short, the
dormitory residents had some prior acquaintance and also showed the
expected increase in acquaintanceship; none of the measures showed a sex
difference.

Measuring status. Peer-rated status was assessed at three times in the
academic year: within the first 2 weeks of the fall semester (Time 1), in the
last week of the fall semester (Time 2), and in the last week of the spring
semester (Time 3). At each of the three assessments, participants rated the
residents of their dormitory floor on the status they had within that
dormitory floor. Status was defined for the participants as “the amount of
prominence, respect, and influence” the individual held in the residence
hall; the rating scale ranged from 1 (low) to 7 (high).

Peer-rated status was the average of all ratings given to each dormitory
member by the other members. As in Studies 1 and 2, the mean status
ratings were quite reliable. Alpha reliability coefficients were computed
separately for male and female targets and for the total sample combined,
and each alpha exceeded .75; the mean of the alphas was .81. In addition,
we found high agreement across male and female judges; across the three
assessments, the average correlation between the male-judged status com-
posite and the female-judged status composite was .84. Finally, in terms of
mean ratings, there was no consistent sex-of-target difference across time;
a 2 X 3 ANOVA with sex as a between-subject factor and time as a
repeated-measures factor showed that the men and women in this dormi-
tory did not differ in the status they were assigned by their peers.

A subset of 65 participants also completed self-ratings of status, using
the same construct definition and rating scale. Although we did not use
these self-ratings, future researchers might want to use such self-reports to
measure status. Thus, the convergence of the self-ratings with the com-
posite peer ratings may be of interest. Once the status hierarchy was
established, self-reports of status agreed substantially with the peer ratings
both at Time 2 (r = .58, p < .01) and at Time 3 (r = .62, p < .01), and
these convergent validity coefficients did not differ across the two sexes.
Moreover, self-rated status showed substantial stability across the 5-month
interval from Time 2 to Time 3 (r = .65, p < .01).

Big Five personality traits. To measure the Big Five personality di-
mensions, we used the 44-item BFI (John et al., 1991), which participants
completed during the first assessment. The BFI uses short phrases to assess
the most prototypical traits defining each of the Big Five dimensions (John
& Srivastava, 1999). The trait adjectives (e.g., “thorough”) that form the
core of each of the 44 BFI items (e.g., “Does a thorough job”) were
selected because experts judged them as the most clear and prototypical
markers of the Big Five dimensions (John, 1989, 1990). The BFI scales
show substantial internal consistency, retest reliability, and clear factor
structure as well as considerable convergent and discriminant validity
(Benet-Martinez & John, 1998; John & Srivastava, 1999). Moreover,
Extraversion and Agreeableness are more independent on the BFI than on
the NEO-FFI (John & Srivastava, 1999). Indeed, in the current study, BFI
Extraversion and Agreeableness correlated .00. This independence is im-
portant because we wanted to test whether it is Extraversion itself, rather
than elements of Agreeableness, that is related to status.

Negative emotion expression. To obtain a more objective measure of
Neuroticism, we scored the negative emotion expressions participants
displayed during videotaped laboratory sessions. The videotapes included
a number of emotion-eliciting situations commonly used in emotion re-
search (e.g., Buswell & Keltner, 2001; Tomaka, Blascovich, Kelsey, &
Leitten, 1993). These situations generally elicit moderate levels of a variety

of negative emotions that are considered part of Neuroticism, such as fear,
embarrassment, shame, sadness, anger, contempt, and disgust. For exam-
ple, one situation designed to evoke embarrassment and shame involved
asking participants to count backwards by 17s, out loud and in front of
others.

The videotapes were coded with Ekman and Friesen’s (1978) Emotion
Facial Action Coding System (EMFACS). To use EMFACS, coders must
be certified, training on the system for approximately 100 hr and then
passing a reliability test designed by Ekman and Friesen. To ensure
reliability of codes for the current study, a second EMFACS-certified coder
coded 20% of the facial action units observed; as expected, reliability
estimates for the two coders was high, at 81%. To derive scores for
negative emotion expression, participants’ displays of the following emo-
tions were scored and averaged: fear, embarrassment, shame, sadness,
anger, contempt, and disgust. For each of these emotions, the frequency,
duration, and intensity was coded, standardized, and summed (cf. Keltner,
Moffitt, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1995). Each participant’s overall negative
emotion expression was calculated by aggregating all instances of negative
emotion displayed across the emotion induction procedures.

Physical attractiveness. The judges who rated participants’ physical
attractiveness in Studies 1 and 2 also rated the participants in the current
study, using the same 7-point scale. As in Studies | and 2, these ratings
were based on 10-s video clips of each participant, recorded while the
participant was listening to instructions and sitting relatively motionless.
The judges agreed substantially on the physical attractiveness of the
dormitory members: alpha was .92 for all targets, .91 for male targets, and
.91 for female targets.

We compared the attractiveness ratings from the fraternity and sorority
samples with the dormitory men and women in a 2 X 2 ANOVA, with sex
and living group (“Greek” vs. dorm) as between-subjects factors. As
expected, the dormitory residents (M = 3.8, SD = .96) were rated signif-
icantly less attractive than were the Greeks (M = 4.2, SD = .56); the main
effect of sex and the interaction were not significant. More important,
Levene’s test for the equality of variances showed the range restriction
effects we had suspected in the two Greek samples. In particular, the
variance among the sorority women (SD = .6) was significantly smaller
than among the dormitory women (SD = 1.0), and the variance among the
fraternity men (SD = .5) was significantly smaller than among the dormi-
tory men (SD = .9). The larger variance among the dormitory residents’
attractiveness allowed us to test the link between attractiveness and status
with less concern about range restrictions. Note, however, that the two
sexes within each kind of living group did not differ in their attractiveness
variances. Thus, sex differences in the link between attractiveness and
status cannot be attributed to differential variances, either for Studies 1
and 2 or for the present study.

Results and Discussion

Stability of status. Table 3 presents the stability correlations of
peer-rated status for the two time intervals. For dormitory men,

Table 3
Stability of Social Status: Correlations Across 4 and 9 Months
in the Dormitory Sample

Participants Time 1 to Time 2 Time 2 to Time 3
Men 8O** .89**
Women A41* 88**
Combined B1%* ~.8o**

Note. Time 1 = 2 weeks into semester; Time 2 = 4 months into year;
Time 3 = 9 months into year.
*p < .05 **p< 0L
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status was already highly stable from Time 1 to Time 2 (r = .80).
This 4-months stability correlation is especially noteworthy be-
cause status at Time 1 was measured after only 2 weeks into the
academic year. Male status was also highly stable from Time 2 to
Time 3, a time interval of another 5 months (r = .89). These
findings suggest that men had already established a stable hierar-
chy within 2 weeks—that is, quite early in a group’s development,
consistent with studies of hierarchy formation in young boys
(Savin-Williams, 1979).

For the women in the same dormitory, the stability correlation
between status at Time 1 and 2 was only .41. To test whether status
was significantly less stable for the women than for the men, we
conducted a moderated multiple regression analysis (Aiken &
West, 1991) predicting status at Time 2 from status at Time 1, sex,
and their interaction. As expected, the interaction effect was sig-
nificant (8 =.20, p < .05). Thus, early in the group’s formation,
female status was less stable, consistent with earlier findings
suggesting relative instability (Aries, 1996; Savin-Williams,
1979). However, status among the women did not remain unstable.
As Table 3 shows, the correlation between Time 2 and 3 was .88
among women, almost exactly the same as the .89 we observed
among men; there was no longer a sex interaction effect in the
moderated multiple regression. Thus, at least by the 4th month,
status ordering among the women had become as stable as it was
among the men. In combination, these findings demonstrate that
the hierarchy in men developed and stabilized rapidly, whereas the
hierarchy in women stabilized more slowly.

Extraversion and status. Did Extraversion, measured at the
first assessment, predict status 4 and 9 months later? The correla-
tions are shown in Table 4. All correlations between Extraversion
and status were significant and substantial, for both men and
women and at both Time 2 and Time 3. Even 9 months later,

Table 4
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Extraversion predicted status with correlations above .35. More-
over, as in our first two studies, we also computed partial corre-
lations controlling for the effects of physical attractiveness. As
shown in Table 4, all Extraversion effects remained significant.
Thus, we replicated and extended the findings from Studies 1
and 2, now showing that preexisting personality predicts status
attainment in a newly formed group. Moreover, the importance of
Extraversion was not limited to same-sex groups; the correlations
for men and women in the current study are about the same size as
those in Studies 1 and 2.

Agreeableness and status.  As in Studies 1 and 2, we found no
evidence that Agreeableness predicted status. Table 4 shows no
evidence of a linear relation; the four relevant correlations were
.01, —.01, .08, and .17, remarkably and consistently close to zero.
There was also no evidence for curvilinear effects: Agreeableness
did not relate in a curvilinear way to status in either men or women
at either time. Moreover, there was no interaction with the other
interpersonal dimension, Extraversion. In short, our findings sug-
gest that Agreeableness was irrelevant to status.

Two indicators of Neuroticism and status. Table 4 also pre-
sents the correlations between status and Neuroticism, using two
different indicators. First, self-reported BFI Neuroticism correlated
negatively and significantly with status at Times 2 and 3 among
men but did not correlate with status among women at either
Time 2 or 3, thus replicating the NEO-FFI self-report findings
from Studies 1 and 2. Second, EMFACS-coded negative emotion
expression also correlated negatively and significantly with status
at Times 2 and 3 among men but not at either time among women.
These findings are remarkably consistent with the self-report Neu-
roticism findings and with the findings from Studies 1 and 2,
lending further support to the idea that low Neuroticism is linked
to male, but not to female, status. Moreover, the partial correla-

Predicting Social Status 4 and 9 Months Later: Correlations With the Big Five Dimensions and

Physical Attractiveness in the Dormitory Sample

Men Women
Measure 4 months 9 months 4 months 9 months

Extraversion

Zero-order A8** 40** 39%* .36*

Phys. attr. partialed 53%* A44x* 43* .38%
Agreeableness

Zero-order .08 17 .01 —.01

Phys. attr. partialed .10 .20 —.02 —.03
Neuroticism

Zero-order —.39* —.46%* .08 .14

Phys. attr. partialed —.31* —.38* .04 A2
Negative Emotion

Zero-order —.42%* —.39* .19 14

Phys. attr. partialed — 47 — 44%* .17 12
Conscientiousness

Zero-order .16 .19 -.20 -.31

Phys. attr. partialed 17 21 -.22 -.32
Openness to Experience

Zero-order -.03 .00 -.12 —.24

Phys. attr. partialed ~.01 .02 -.09 -.22
Physical attractiveness A43%* 44x* .26 .16

Note. Phys. attr. = physical attractiveness.
*p < .05 *p< 0L



126

tions (see Table 4) show that these effects are independent of
individual differences in physical attractiveness. Note also that the
self-report and EMFACS-coded results among men showed sub-
stantial effect sizes; all correlations exceeded .38. These findings
suggest that the sex difference in the link between Neuroticism and
status does not simply reflect self-report biases.

To test the significance of this sex difference, we used moder-
ated multiple regressions, with sex as the moderator variable.
These regressions showed that the relation between self-reported
Neuroticism and status was significantly different for male and
female dormitory members; the beta of the interaction effect was
-22 (p < .05) at Time 2 and -.32 (p < .01) at Time 3. Parallel
analyses for negative emotion expression showed the same sex
interaction effects; the beta for the interaction term was —.30 (p <
.01) at Time 2 and -.28 (p < .05) at Time 3.

Taken together, these results suggest a number of conclusions:
(a) The gender difference in the relation between Neuroticism and
status is significant; (b) this gender difference remains even when
a non-self-report measure of negative emotional expressiveness is
used; (¢) among men, Neuroticism trait levels predict status not
only concurrently, but also measured later in time; and (d) the
importance of Neuroticism to male status is not limited to all-male
groups.

Other Big Five traits. As in Studies 1 and 2, neither Consci-
entiousness nor Openness to Experience predicted status among
men or women at either Time 2 or 3.

Physical attractiveness. Table 4 also shows the correlations
between physical attractiveness and status for male and female
dormitory members. Consistent with the fraternity findings, phys-
ical attractiveness predicted status in dormitory men at both
Times 2 and 3, with rs exceeding .40. Also, consistent with the
sorority findings, physical attractiveness was not significantly re-
lated to status in dormitory women at either time. These findings
for the dormitory women replicate the zero correlation between
attractiveness and status in the sorority women of Study 2 and
suggest that it was not due to restriction of range. Note also that the
attractiveness variance in the dormitory women was at least as
large as for the dormitory men, ruling out this statistical artefact
explanation.

We further explored the relation between physical attractiveness
and status by examining two possibilities. First, evolutionary psy-
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chologists have argued that men are particularly attuned to attrac-
tiveness cues (D. M. Buss & Kenrick, 1998; D. M. Buss &
Schmitt, 1993). Thus, attractiveness might play a role when men
judge status but not when women judge status; this hypothesis is
consistent with the sorority findings. However, when we examined
the effects separately for male-judged status and female-judged
status in the dormitory sample, status judged by male raters and by
female raters did not differ in their correlations with attractiveness.
A second hypothesis is that, for heterosexual individuals, attrac-
tiveness plays a role when they judge the status of the opposite sex
but not the same sex. Indeed, there was a small trend for attrac-
tiveness to play a greater role in cross-sex status ratings (male
judges rating female targets and vice versa) than in same-sex status
ratings; although consistent for all four comparisons (by sex of
judge and across two times), those effects were weak and not
significant, averaging .36 for cross-sex and .30 for same-sex status
ratings. Overall, then, the lack of an attractiveness—status link in
women cannot be explained by sex differences among status
judges, and future research needs to examine other possibilities.

General Discussion

The primary aim of the current research was to examine whether
the status ordering of face-to-face groups could be predicted from
individual differences in personality traits and physical attractive-
ness. Using a multimethod approach, our three studies offer strong
evidence that personality and attractiveness are indeed linked to
status differences. Moreover, our findings show which personality
traits are important in shaping the status ordering of informal
social groups. Table 5 summarizes our findings across the three
studies, separately for men and women.

Extraversion Is Important for Both Sexes

In both men and women, in both same-sex and mixed-sex
groups, and across time, Extraversion was related to elevated
status. As shown in our summary in Table 5, the correlations
ranged from .36 to .48, with a mean of .45 for all male samples and
40 for all female samples. Even when status was measured 4 and 9
months after the personality measures, every predictive correlation
still exceeded .35. These are substantial effect sizes, and our

Table 5
Correlations of the Big Five Dimensions and Physical Attractiveness With Social Status: Summary of Three Studies
Men Women
Dormitory Dormitory Average
Measure Fraternity Time 2 Time 3 Sorority Time 2 Time 3 Men Women
Big Five
Extraversion ATHE A48%* A0** 45%* 39* 36* 45 40
Agreeableness A2 .08 17 24 .01 —.01 12 .08
Neuroticism
Self-report —.31* —.39% — 46** -.21 .08 .14 -.39 .00
Emotional expression —42%* —.39* .19 14 —.41 17
Conscientiousness 23 .16 19 .03 -.20 -.31 17 —-.24
Openness to Experience -.05 —.03 .00 A1 —-.12 —.24 —.02 —.16
Physical attractiveness 39x* 43x* A4x% —.12 .26 .16 42 .10

Note.

*p < 05. **p< 0l

Correlations replicated across the studies are set in bold. Time 2 = 4 months into the year; Time 3 = 9 months into the year.
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multimethod designs ensure that they cannot be attributed to
shared method variance. Moreover, the effect remained strong in
all analyses even after controlling for the effects of physical
attractiveness. Thus, in terms of the strength and consistency of the
findings, Extraversion was the most important individual differ-
ence in predicting status in face-to-face groups.

Neuroticism Impedes Status in Men

In both the fraternity and the dormitory men, Neuroticism was
negatively related to status; as shown in Table 5, all three corre-
lations exceeded —.30, and the average was —39. However, Neu-
roticism was not related to status in either the sorority women or
the two assessments of the dormitory women in Study 3; as shown
in Table 5, the average correlation was .00. That is, sex moderated
the relation between Neuroticism and status, as shown by a sig-
nificant sex by Neuroticism interaction in Study 3 that replicated at
both times. This moderator effect also replicated at both times with
a second, more objectively scored measure of Neuroticism, nega-
tive emotion expression; thus, this sex difference could not be
attributed to a sex difference in self-report biases. In combination,
these findings offer considerable support for the hypothesis that
gender norms about negative emotion are involved: “Real” men
are not supposed to feel and act afraid, sad, guilty, or vulnerable,
and men who violate these gender expectations are less likely to be
granted high status in face-to-face groups.

Physical Attractiveness Facilitates Status in Men

Physically attractive men tended to attain higher status in both
the fraternity and dormitory samples, with substantial effect sizes
(mean r = .42). One surprise in our data was that we did not find
any evidence for this relation in either the sorority or the dormitory
women (mean r = .10). This lack of effect, summarized in Table 5,
is surprising because it is often thought that physical attractiveness
is valued more in women than in men (D. M. Buss & Schmitt,
1993). One possible explanation is that physical attractiveness
does relate to number of dates in both sexes (Feingold, 1992), but
that dating success may be a mixed blessing for women in terms of
their status among their peers. That is, success in dating and
number of romantic partners in college may lead to increases in
status among men but not among women. This explanation is
consistent with differences in gender norms regarding dating and
sexual behavior; presumably, men’s success in the romantic arena
contributes to higher status, but that may not be true for women.
Thus, our results suggest a preliminary answer to the question of
whether attractiveness relates to greater social influence (e.g.,
Ashmore & Longo, 1995): The answer appears to be yes for men
but no for women. Future research needs to establish whether these
results hold in other samples and, if so, identify the mechanisms
underlying these sex differences.

Agreeableness Is Not Important for Either Sex

Our three studies also offer clear and consistent evidence re-
garding Agreeableness: It did not affect face-to-face status. We did
not find a single linear, curvilinear, or interaction effect in either
men or women, in same-sex or mixed-sex groups, or at the two
different times in Study 3.4 As can be seen in Table 5, the overall
mean of the six relevant correlations was .10. These consistent null
effects are most easily explained by models that conceptualize

status or “getting ahead” as orthogonal to popularity or “getting
along” (Hogan, 1983; Wiggins, 1979). In general, then, nice guys
(and gals) have nothing to worry about: They are no more likely to
finish last than are manipulative, mean, and nasty folks. Yet being
nice, warm, and kind did not lead to higher status, either. What
might account for these findings?

The explanation may lie in the benefits and costs of manipula-
tion and cheating in social groups. We propose that the status
negotiation tactics associated with the two poles of Agreeableness
sometimes work and sometimes do not. The deceptive, manipula-
tive, and aggressive tactics of individuals low in Agreeableness
(see Kyl-Heku & Buss, 1996) may sometimes succeed in getting
them ahead but at the risk of detection and damage to the individ-
ual’s reputation; once individuals have acquired a bad reputation,
they may be shunned and find it even harder to get ahead in the
group. Thus, exploratory item-level analyses of our data showed
that NEO-FFI items like “Some people think of me as cold and
calculating” were negatively related to status—this is an individual
low in altruism and everybody knows it. On the other hand, an
occasional and well-executed manipulation may serve to enhance
the status of a low Agreeableness individual; low Agreeableness
items indicating a Machiavellian approach to social life, such as “If
necessary, I am willing to manipulate people to get what I want,”
were positively related to status. Future research should examine
the facets that define the broad Agreeableness dimension (Costa &
McCrae, 1992, 1995). If our argument has merit, then a reputation
for selfishness (i.e., low scores on the Altruism facet of Agree-
ableness) should hinder status attainment in face-to-face groups,
whereas some Machiavellian tendencies (i.e., low scores on the
Straightforwardness facet) might facilitate status attainment. Fur-
ther predictions center on interactions with the kind of group
studied. For example, discerning altruism may pay off in tight-knit
groups where all members have known each other for years (e.g.,
rural villages). In contrast, Machiavellianism might be effective in
groups that do not have extensive interactions, allowing their
members some reputational anonymity.

Conscientiousness and Openness Are Not Important in
These Groups

Status was not related to either Conscientiousness or Openness
to Experience in any of our studies. These replicated null effects
reinforce the view that, in the informal social groups we have
studied here, status functions differently than in organizational and
professional groups (e.g., Gibb, 1985), where task-performance
and achievement play a central role. In such task-focused groups,

4 We also explored whether there were any curvilinear effects or inter-
actions for the other Big Five dimensions and physical attractiveness. The
findings are simple to summarize: We did not find any consistent effects.
It is important to emphasize the consistency of effects across studies and
sexes, rather than significance in any one study, because very large samples
would be needed to detect small higher order effects (Chaplin, 1997).
Indeed, we examined the size, shape, and patterns of these effects but did
not uncover any systematic findings. For example, the shape of the qua-
dratic term for Agreeableness did not replicate from Study 1 to Study 2.
Moreover, personality and attractiveness had nonoverlapping effects. At
this point, the most parsimonious conclusion is that the links between the
Big Five dimensions, physical attractiveness, and social status are likely
linear and suggest independent pathways to status attainment.
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the personality predictors may be similar to those for educational
achievement, professional success, and SES (Digman, 1989;
Hogan & Hogan, 1991; Kyl-Heku & Buss, 1996)—Conscientious-
ness should certainly play an important role and Openness may as
well.

Status as a Function of the Individual and of the Group

One important strength of the present research is the focus on
one kind of group—all three groups we studied were naturalistic
social groups where the members live together. Thus, taken to-
gether our three studies can provide a clear and replicated picture
of the characteristics that predict status in this particular kind of
group.

Of course, such a clear focus is also an important limitation, as
our studies do not provide information about the predictors of
status in other kinds of groups. For example, would the present
findings apply to groups such as business organizations, athletic
teams, psychology departments, or juries? In these task-focused
groups, the goals and the scope of interaction are defined much
more narrowly than in the social-living groups we have studied
here. Thus, specific tasks and abilities may be central determinants
of status; individuals who do their jobs well, such as sales people
who sell more product, players who score more touchdowns, and
researchers who publish more papers, will likely end up with
higher status. Some of these task-specific skills may be indepen-
dent of personality (e.g., athletic skills). Still, we can make some
general personality predictions.. In particular, the literature on work
performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991) highlights the importance
of Conscientiousness, which predicts work performance across all
job categories. Thus, in groups where task performance is valued,
Conscientiousness would likely be a generally important predictor
of status.

In general, then, the importance of personality factors for status
attainment should depend on the kind of group being studied
(Eibl-Eibesfeldt, 1989; Goldhamer & Shils, 1939; Hogan &
Hogan, 1991). For example, Openness will likely predict status in
groups that value creativity, originality, and independence of judg-
ment, such as in an artist colony, during brain-storming sessions of
a product development team, or in an academic university depart-
ment, but probably not in the military. Agreeableness might pre-
dict status in support groups and during a team-building exercise.
That is, future theory and research needs to specify the character-
istics of the groups being studied and explain how particular traits
become relevant to status negotiation within that group.

What about our present findings? As we have argued, the
Extraversion effect depends on having an informal interaction
context, and the Neuroticism effect depends on traditional male
gender norms. Thus, to the extent that a work group provides some
opportunity for informal interaction and is subject to gender ex-
pectations, Extraversion and Neuroticism should again emerge as
important determinants of status.

These considerations return us to the two general theoretical
perspectives we described in the introduction. One locates the
origin of status in the individual and the other locates it in the
group. We suggested that both perspectives together are needed to
understand the personological origins of status differences in so-
cial groups. Indeed, our findings illustrate the importance of taking
such an integrative view. For example, the Extraversion effect may

be explained in terms of the behaviors, skills, and tactics that some
individuals have at their disposal to effectively negotiate the status
hierarchy in their group. However, for the Neuroticism effect, such
an individual-focused explanation is not sufficient. The group’s
values—in this case the gender norms and expectations—are
needed to explain why Neuroticism related negatively to status
among the men but not the women in our samples.

Status in Women: Does It Exist?

What can we conclude from our findings about social status in
women? Both evolutionary psychologists and social-role theorists
have suggested that status is less important to women than to men.
A strong version of this view holds that status is not relevant to the
social lives of women and that status is an inherently male concept.
If women did not pay attention to status and no meaningful status
hierarchy existed among women, status judgments made by
women should differ from those made by men, and we would
expect group members to disagree when judging status in women.
Moreover, status ratings for women should be inherently unstable
over time, and status differences obtained at any one time should
not be predictable from personological variables.

Our findings clearly do not support this strong view of status as
a gendered construct. Interjudge agreement was high in both the
same-sex and the mixed-sex groups of women, and agreement was
just as high as for ratings of status in men, even when the status
ratings were made only by women. Moreover, Study 3 showed that
men and women agreed highly with each other on their status
ratings. Thus, status was conceptualized similarly by women and
men, and women and men were judged equally clearly in terms of
their relative status positions. Moreover, in contrast to research on
leadership where women score lower than men (Eagly & Karau,
1991), we found no consistent mean differences between women
and men in status.

Whereas these findings highlight similarities between the sexes,
we also found some differences. One set of differences involved
the emergence of the status hierarchy and its stability over time. In
the longitudinal design of Study 3, we found that the status
hierarchy in men became and remained very stable within just a
few weeks. In contrast, initially the hierarchy in women was
substantially less stable but reached the same level of stability as
in men after several months. These findings demonstrate that
fernale status is not unstable as previously suggested (e.g., Aries,
1996). Rather, we suggest that the status order among women
takes longer to emerge and stabilize than among men, but even-
tually men and.women do not differ in the stability of their status
hierarchies. These longitudinal findings again speak against a
strong gendered view of status and are more compatible with the
view that status negotiation is a more subtle and complex process
in women than in men, just as Savin-Williams (1979) suggested
for boys and girls. Indeed, even a recent study of female chim-
panzees suggests a similar conclusion: In contrast to the male
chimpanzee hierarchy, “dominance rank is so subtle as to be
nonexistent, yet it has a huge impact on reproductive success”
(Angier, 1997, p. B11; Pusey, Williams, & Goodall, 1997).

Finally, we found both similarities and differences in the char-
acteristics that predict status in men and women. Extraversion
predicted status in both men and women, and Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, and Openness were irrelevant for status attain-
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ment in both sexes. The sex differences involve Neuroticism and
physical attractiveness, with both predicting status in men but not
in women, a finding replicated across same-sex and mixed-sex
groups. One way to think about these findings is to focus on the
predictability of status; in terms of the multiple Rs, status was
substantially less predictable in women than in men, despite the
fact that the reliabilities of the status ratings and the predictor
variables did not differ.

One question for future research is to identify other factors that
predict status in women, thus making status hierarchies in women
just as predictable as they are in men. One potential candidate is
concern with communion and intimacy. These attributes are
thought to be valued more by women than by men (e.g., Wood,
Christensen, Hebl, & Rothgerber, 1997) and might thus relate
more strongly to status differences in women than in men. How-
ever, note that we did not obtain any differential gender effect for
Agreeableness, a dimension related to communion; that makes us
less than sanguine in predicting a gender interaction for commun-
ion. If, in the end, no other predictors of status in women can be
found, we would have to conclude that although status can be
measured with equal consensus and stability in both sexes, status
differences in women emerge later and remain less clear and
predictable than in men. In that case, status would still not be
completely irrelevant to women but instead differ somewhat in
origin and dynamics from status in men.

Measuring Status

On the basis of our literature review, we defined status in
face-to-face groups as differences in prominence, respect, and
influence among the group members. Because status exists in the
eyes of other members of the group, we measured status in terms
of peer ratings. Note that our measures of status differed somewhat
in what aspects of the definition were emphasized. Nonetheless,
the findings replicated closely across the three studies. Future
research should consider other measures of status in face-to-face
groups. Even more important, future studies should measure not
only status, but also related concepts of social functioning, such as
popularity and leadership, and even broader concepts of achieve-
ment, such as success in education and career. Although these
concepts are conceptually distinct, they are likely to be empirically
related, a topic that has not been sufficiently addressed. The
present findings suggest that a certain amount of -empirical differ-
entiation can be expected: Status was not related to Agreeableness
whereas popularity should be (Wiggins, 1979), and status was not
related to Conscientiousness whereas leadership (Hogan et al,,
1994) and occupational success (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hogan &
Hogan, 1991) have been shown to relate to that Big Five
dimension.

Identifying Mediator Variables

Another important direction for future research is to examine the
processes that translate the broad dispositions captured by the Big
Five dimensions into status attainment. For example, what exactly
do the extraverts do that gets them such prominence, respect, and
influence in their groups?

Facets of the Big Five. One step for future research would be
to examine the lower level, more specific facets that make up each

of the superordinate Big Five dimensions. For example, Hogan
(1996; see also Hogan & Hogan, 1991) argued that ambition needs
to be considered separately from the broad dimensions of Extra-
version and Conscientiousness. Although our research was’ not
designed for that purpose, we conducted an exploratory analysis to
find out how the individual Big Five items and item facet clusters
correlated with status in our three studies, allowing us to articulate
hypotheses for future research. For Extraversion, the most impor-
tant finding was that it was not just one specific facet that carried
the entire effect. Instead, at least four facets seemed important; we
found significant correlations for items from the Activity facet
(“very active”™), Positive Emotions (“cheerful, high-spirited”), So-
ciability (“outgoing, sociable”), and Assertiveness (“‘an assertive
personality”; “not shy or inhibited”). In other words, it was not
solely the Extraversion facet of assertiveness or dominance that
was important for status attainment; rather, a more general set of
processes that underlies all these facets of Extraversion must be
involved.

The approach system. Contemporary accounts of Extraversion
that tie together these seemingly varied facets focus on the central

‘role of positive emotion (Tellegen, 1985; Watson & Clark, 1997)

and the neurobiological approach system (Clark & Watson, 1999;
Depue, 1996; Gray, 1982). Positive incentive stimuli (or signals of
reward) are said to activate the approach system. Approach is a
very general behavior pattern—"‘forward locomotion and search
behavior as a means of satisfying an animal’s need for food, a sex
partner, social interaction, a nesting place” (Depue, 1996, p. 350).
Individuals differ in the sensitivity of this biological system to the
signals of reward. When the organism detects reward signals, the
approach system activates incentive motivation, accompanying
positive affect, approach behavior, and supportive social-
cognitive processes, and it is this whole pattern of response that
forms the basis of the Extraversion dimension.

Thus, theoretically guided studies of the processes underlying
differential status attainment can be conducted at multiple levels of
analysis. Studies of mediating processes may most profitably start
with an analysis of positive emotions, such as interest, joy, excite-
ment, desire, hope, and love, measured during several group in-
teractions. The mediating effects of approach behavior could be
operationalized in terms of activity level and tempo, assertive
behaviors, social initiative, or more specifically the particular
tactics the individual uses to get ahead (Kyl-Heku & Buss, 1996).
Finally, supportive social-cognitive processes could be studied in
terms of the many-faceted construct of social skills (Riggio, 1986).
The analysis above suggests that it is not any one of these indi-
vidual responses but, rather, the whole pattern that will account for
the effects of Extraversion on status.

These kinds of correlational studies could be done in naturalistic
groups similar to those we studied here. However, this correla-
tional research must eventually be supplemented with experimen-
tal studies. The gender-role hypothesis for the Neuroticism effect
in men may lend itself to such an approach. In particular, Gross (in
press) showed that individuals can be instructed to regulate their
emotions using various strategies. Thus, both men and women
could be assigned to either an emotion regulation condition (“sup-
press any negative emotion”) or a control condition (“act natu-
rally”), which would be one way to test whether differential
expression of negative emotion is indeed the causal factor under-
lying the Neuroticism effect. Compared with the control group,
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men who are suppressing negative emotion should receive higher
status ratings from the other group members than women who are
suppressing. Experimental approaches could also be used to study
the social and perceptual processes underlying the effects of phys-
ical attractiveness on status. Such a two-pronged strategy combin-
ing correlational and experimental methods will be most likely to
explicate the personality processes underlying status attainment.

In the introduction, we considered our students’ intuitions about
the personality traits that would help or hinder status attainment. In
actuality, only a few of their intuitions were supported. The di-
mension they thought most important—Conscientiousness—was
not at all related to actual status attainment; only two of the five
dimensions they thought would be helpful were indeed helpful,
and they entirely missed the gender interaction effect for Neurot-
icism. In the end, then, these effects were less intuitively obvious
than one might have anticipated. Indeed, the fact that the students
are unaware of the real determinants of status in their own.living
groups is reminiscent of a recurrent issue in American presidential
politics: Voters claim they care about where the candidates stand
on the issues and about their competence (Conscientiousness and
Operness). But in the end, like the members of our social groups,
people have historically elected presidents who have charisma and
social skills (i.e., Extraversion), do not express fear and vulnera-
bility (i.e., low Neuroticism), and are physically attractive.
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