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Abstract 

A growing body of research has examined the effects of social status on 

emotional outcomes and self-esteem. However, few of these studies have controlled for 

acceptance, leading some researchers to suggest that the reported effects of perceived 

social status on emotional outcomes and self-esteem may largely reflect effects of 

perceived acceptance. The aim of the current set of studies was to broadly examine the 

differential impact of perceived acceptance and perceived social status on emotional 

outcomes and self-esteem. Across studies, results revealed that acceptance and status 

were naturally confounded constructs, as expected. In Study 1, both acceptance and 

status uniquely predicted emotional outcomes and self-esteem, but acceptance was 

generally the stronger predictor. In Study 2, none of the effects of social status remained 

after controlling for acceptance. In Study 3, both acceptance and status uniquely affected 

self-esteem, with no significant differences in strength of prediction. For emotional 

outcomes, acceptance uniquely and strongly impacted all emotions measured, whereas 

status only uniquely affected happiness and pride. In Study 4, people generally placed 

greater value on acceptance than social status when forced to make a choice. Taken 

together, these findings suggest that social status has unique effects on self-esteem and 

some emotional outcomes, but acceptance is the stronger predictor of emotional 

outcomes. 
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1. Introduction  

Human beings have a fundamental motive to maintain meaningful social 

relationships with and feel accepted by others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Bowlby, 1969; 

Maslow, 1968). This central human motivation has an evolutionary basis; observations 

of social species in their natural environments show that group membership increases 

the likelihood of survival by protecting members from predators, preventing starvation 

and performing other protective functions (Ainsworth, 1989; Baumeister & Tice, 1990). 

Although acceptance is less crucial to survival today than it once was, people are still 

powerfully averse to rejection and driven to behave in ways that promote their social 

inclusion.  In the absence of meaningful social connections, human beings suffer both 

psychological and physical health consequences, such as depression, loneliness, anxiety, 

decreased emotional well-being, increased risk of heart disease and hastened mortality 

(e.g. Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Williams, 2007; Williams & Nida, 2011, Waldinger & 

Schulz, 2010).   

An increasing body of psychological literature has focused on human beings’ 

motivation for social status as well. Lower subjective social status predicts poor mental 

and physical health outcomes (Anderson, Kraus, Galinsky, & Keltner, 2012; Ellis, 1994; 

Sapolsky, 2004), above and beyond the effects of objective indicators of social status 

(Adler, Epel, Castellazzo, & Ickovics, 2000; Anderson, Hildreth & Howland, 2015). As 

with acceptance, theorists argue that people evolved to desire high status because of the 
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survival and reproductive benefits that high status confers (Barkow, 1975; Buss, 2008; 

Ellis, 1995; Kenrick, Griskevicius, Neuberg, & Schaller, 2010). The status motive exists 

among most social-living species (Ellis, 1994; Sapolsky, 2004) and status hierarchies are a 

ubiquitous feature of social life (Anderson, Srivastava, Beer, Spataro, & Chatman, 2006; 

Berger, Cohen & Zelditch, 1972; Blau, 1964, Gruenfeld & Tiedens, 2010; Von Reuden, 

2014). In light of these findings, multiple theorists have suggested that the drive for 

status, like the drive for acceptance, is a universal and fundamental human motive 

(Anderson, Hildreth, & Howland, 2015; Barkow, 1975; Frank, 1985; Hogan & Hogan, 

1991; Maslow, 1943). 

However, few of the studies on the effects of subjective social status have 

controlled for the effects of acceptance, leading some researchers to suggest that the 

reported effects of perceived social status on health and well-being may largely reflect 

effects of perceived acceptance (Leary, Jongman-Sereno & Diebels, 2014; Sheldon, 2011). 

Furthermore, the conceptualization of social status varies widely across studies, 

complicating interpretation of results. To address these shortcomings, the current 

investigation focused on the relative importance of perceived acceptance versus 

perceived social status for emotional outcomes and self-esteem using clear and distinct 

conceptualizations of acceptance and social status.  
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1.1 Research on the Effects of Acceptance on Emotional 
Outcomes and Self-Esteem 

The short-term effects of low acceptance (produced through rejection 

manipulations) on state self-esteem, negative affect, and hurt feelings have been 

examined in many laboratory experiments. These studies generally find that rejection 

causes an immediate decrease in feelings of personal adequacy and self-esteem (Leary, 

Terdal, Tambor & Downs, 1995; Zadro, Williams, & Richardson, 2004), increases 

negative affect (Buckley, Winkel, & Leary, 2004; Van Beest & Williams, 2006), diminishes 

people’s sense of control and meaning (Williams, Cheung, & Choi, 2000; Zadro et al., 

2004), and activates some of the same regions of the brain as physical pain, possibly 

explaining why people’s feelings are hurt by rejection (Eisenberg & Lieberman, 2004; 

MacDonald & Leary, 2005).  

A number of rejection response models have been proposed that are informed by 

these findings. According to the sociometer hypothesis, threats to our acceptance cause 

decreases in state self-esteem, which alert us to the threat and motivate us to engage in 

behaviors that will repair or maintain our acceptance (Leary, Tambor, Terdal & Downs, 

1995). Williams’ (1997) temporal need-threat model of ostracism similarly posits that the 

immediate response to rejection is damaged mood, decreased self-esteem and 

diminished sense of control. Smart Richman and Leary’s (2009) multi-motive model of 

responses to rejection also theorizes that affective distress and lowered self-esteem are 

the immediate response to rejection experiences.   
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The aforementioned models also predict more pressing emotional problems if 

acceptance is not restored long-term. Many studies have found a strong link between 

chronic low acceptance and decreased emotional well-being and self-esteem (e.g. 

Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Pittman & Richmond, 2007; Williams, 2007; Williams & Nida, 

2011, Waldinger & Schulz, 2010). In one longitudinal study, participants with supportive 

social relationships were less likely to experience psychological health problems, both on 

and after stressful days, than participants without supportive social relationships 

(DeLongis, Folkman, and Lazarus, 1988). Furthermore, retrospective studies from the 

life events literature suggest that people who experience substantial interpersonal 

rejections and losses are significantly more likely to become depressed than people 

without such experiences (Monroe, Rohde, Seeley & Lewinsohn, 1999). The emotional 

consequences of low social connection can extend to physical consequences as well, as 

people with low quality social relationships have an increased risk of heart disease and 

mortality (Berkman, Glass, Brissette & Seeman, 2000; House, Landis & Umberson, 1988; 

Lynch, 1979; Reblin & Uchino, 2009).  

Research on chronic peer rejection in childhood and adolescence also suggests 

that rejection can have long-lasting effects. Chronic peer rejection has been associated 

with several indicators of distress, including unhappiness, anxiety, anger, depressive 

symptoms, and low self-esteem (Bierman, 2004; DeRosier, Kupersmidt & Patterson, 

1994; Sandstrom & Zakriski, 2004). Even just one year of being rejected by school peers 
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increases children’s subsequent shyness and anxiety, as reported by teachers (DeRosier 

et al., 1994). Furthermore, chronic peer rejection has an additive effect on children’s well-

being, with each additional year of peer rejection increasing students’ later internalizing 

and externalizing problems (Ladd, 2006).  

1.2 Research on the Effects of Social Status on Emotional 
Outcomes and Self-Esteem  

A great deal of research has examined the links between socioeconomic status 

(SES) and psychological well-being. These studies generally suggest that objective SES 

plays only a weak role in happiness (Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999; Kasser & Ryan, 

1993) and self-esteem (Twenge & Campbell, 2002). Similarly, a number of studies do not 

find a relationship between the achievement of extrinsic goals (such as financial success 

and power) and happiness and well-being (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999; Sheldon & 

Kasser, 1998), and in some cases even find that the attainment of extrinsic aspirations is 

positively related to measures of ill-being (Niemiec, Ryan & Deci, 2009).  

Importantly, relative SES, or socioeconomic status relative to others’ SES in one’s 

local environment, does significantly and positively predict life satisfaction (Boyce, 

Brown & Moore, 2010; Firebaugh & Schroeder, 2009), happiness (Hagerty, 2000; 

Luttmer, 2005) and other emotional health outcomes (Adler et al., 2000; Dennis, Webb, 

Lorch, Mathew, Bloch & Culhane, 2012). Similarly, the relationship between 

unemployment and low subjective well-being is particularly strong for individuals who 

are surrounded by employed people in their local environment (Clark, 2003; Clark & 
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Oswald, 2003) and for individuals surrounded by peers with high SES (McPherson & 

Smith-Lovin, 1987). Low social status in one’s local environment has also been linked to 

higher risk of cardiovascular disease and poorer overall physical health (Cohen, 1999; 

Cooper et al., 2010; Euteneuer et al., 2012; Ghaed & Gallo, 2007). 

Regarding self-esteem, evidence suggests that the average effect of SES on self-

esteem is weak; however, the relationship increases substantially in instances where SES 

“is an indicator of status within social groups” (Twenge & Campbell, 2002, p. 60). 

Relatedly, one study on college students found that self-reported status in one’s dorm 

(respect, admiration and esteem) significantly predicted students’ self-esteem. Faunce 

(1984) similarly found that if high school seniors’ close friends viewed them as high in 

status, they reported higher self-esteem. Thus, local and relative status appears to have a 

significant relationship with self-esteem even though general SES does not have a strong 

effect. 

Although many studies have explored the relationship between SES and 

psychological well-being, much less research has examined the effects of perceived 

social status on these outcomes, even though social status and socioeconomic status are 

not the same construct (Blader & Chen, 2014). Whereas socioeconomic status is a 

measure of material wealth, education, and occupation, social status is the respect and 

prestige afforded by others. SES and social status within a given group can be unrelated 

in so far as SES is not a determinant of instrumental social value in that group. The chief 
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determinants of status are the skillsets need for the collective attainment of groups’ 

goals. For example, in one observational study of a university study group, technical 

abilities were the primary determinant of status, and SES and status were unrelated 

(Shepard, 1954). 

The most highly cited article examining the effects of social status (not SES) on 

psychological well-being is Anderson, Kraus, Galinsky and Keltner (2012). In this 4-

study article, the first two studies demonstrated positive correlations between other-

rated and self-rated social status and subjective well-being in a college sample (Study 1) 

as well as a national sample (Study 2). In Study 3, Anderson and colleagues (2012) 

manipulated social status and found that participants in the low status condition 

reported significantly lower subjective well-being (defined as a composite of satisfaction 

with life, positive affect and negative affect) than participants in the high status 

condition. In their fourth study, Anderson et al. (2012) measured social status and 

subjective well-being before and after a significant life transition (graduating from 

business school), and found that Time 2 social status predicted Time 2 subjective well-

being even after controlling for Time 1 subjective well-being and Time 1 social status. 

They argue that these findings suggest that subjective well-being changes correspond 

with social status increases and decreases.  

Interestingly, when the researchers broke apart their subjective well-being 

measure, they found that status consistently predicted satisfaction with life and positive 
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affect, but inconsistently predicted negative affect. They note that this finding should be 

examined in further work, as I will do in the current investigation. Across all 4 studies, 

the researchers also found that the relationship between relative SES and subjective 

well-being was weaker than the relationship between sociometric status and subjective 

well-being. 

Steckler and Tracy (2014) proposed a model of the relationship between social 

status and emotions in which emotions and social status influence one another through 

both informational and motivational means. That is, people use their emotions as cues to 

recognize changes in their environment (affect-as-information hypothesis; Clore, Gasper 

& Garvin, 2001), and emotions also motivate people to behave in ways that will improve 

or maintain their current levels of social status, regardless of whether they are conscious 

of this process occurring. Dominance theory similarly posits that self-esteem reflects the 

amount of prestige a person has in others’ eyes, with a particular focus on influence as 

driving component of self-esteem (Barkow, 1975a, 1980).  

These models are interesting in the similarities they share with the sociometer 

hypothesis, in which self-esteem serves as an internal monitor of one’s current level of 

acceptance and motivates people to behave in ways that will maintain or increase their 

acceptance (Leary, Tambor, Terdal & Downs, 1995). The research used to support these 

models, however, is largely correlational in nature and often utilizes proxies for social 

status, such as SES, dominance, and organizational rank, as predictors. The current 
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project will inform these models by examining the relative contributions of social status 

and acceptance to emotional outcomes and self-esteem using clear and distinct 

conceptualizations of social status and acceptance. 

1.3 Inconsistencies in the Conceptualization and 
Operationalization of Status 

Status has been defined, measured and manipulated in a variety of ways (Cheng, 

Weidman & Tracy, 2014). Recognizing the differences between these conceptualizations 

is critical to a full understanding of the research. As just mentioned, a large number of 

studies have equated social status with social class or socioeconomic status, which is 

usually defined as a person’s income, education, and occupation (e.g. Adler et al., 2000; 

Boyce, Brown, & Moore, 2010; Jackson, Twenge, Souza, Chiang & Goodman, 2011; 

Wilkinson, 2004). Other studies that are often grouped into the social status literature 

have more accurately manipulated conceptually-related forms of social hierarchy, such 

as power (Galinsky, Magee, Inesi, & Gruenfeld, 2006; Georgesen & Harris, 2000), 

influence (Bottger, 1984; Moore, 1968), leadership (Smith & Jordan, 2015), dominance 

(Steers & Braunstein, 1976), and formal rank (Anderson, John, Keltner, & Kring, 2001). 

There are important distinctions between social status and these constructs (Emerson, 

1962; Fiske, 2010; Goldhamer & Shils, 1939; Hall, Coats & Smith-LeBeau, 2005; Magee & 

Galinsky, 2008), as they can be differentially derived, desired, experienced, and utilized 

(Blader & Chen, 2011). For example, whereas social status is positively associated with 
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justice towards others, power is negatively associated with justice towards others 

(Blader & Chen, 2012). 

Status researchers are aware of the relatively weak conceptual clarity around 

status. Blader and Chen (2014) urged psychologists to come to a consensus on the 

distinct conceptualization of social status: “the field’s impact will be seriously limited if 

consensus is not reached about these issues…the trend toward greater consensus 

[around the appropriate conceptualization of status] is in a nascent stage” (p. 72). 

According to Blader and Chen (2014), many status researchers are coming to the 

consensus that status is defined as the “prestige, respect, and esteem” that a person or 

group has in the eyes of others. They view influence as a downstream consequence of 

status, but not a feature crucial to the definition. Fiske (2010) took a similar stance, 

defining status as “social respect, recognition, importance and prestige.” She argued that 

status often but not always confers influence, and the features of status are less tangible 

than those of power. Other researchers do see influence as a part of status, defining 

status as respect, admiration, and influence in the eyes of others (Anderson, Kraus, 

Galinsky, & Keltner, 2012). Some researchers see prominence, or attention received, to be 

a key feature of status as well (Anderson, John, Keltner & Kring, 2001). 

In a narrative review of work on social status, Anderson, Hildreth and Howland 

(2015) defined social status as the respect, admiration and voluntary deference afforded 

by others.  However, their narrative review included many studies that do not define 
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status in that way. Many of the studies that they review examine respect (e.g. Tay & 

Diener; 2011; Smith, Tyler & Huo, 2003), leadership (e.g. Leary, Cottrell & Phillips, 2001; 

Smith & Foti, 1998; Weisfeld, Bloch & Ivers, 1984), formal rank (e.g., Tannenbaum, 

Kavcic, Rosner, Vianello, & Wieser, 1974), and socioeconomic status (Boyce, Brown, & 

Moore, 2010). The researchers argued that these measures are strong proxies for status 

because of their high correlations with status. However, other researchers have gone to 

great lengths to emphasize the importance of distinguishing between the related social 

hierarchy constructs, both for research clarity and for a better understanding of social 

life (Blader & Chen, 2014; Fiske, 2010).  Furthermore, acceptance is also a construct that 

correlates highly with status (Anderson, Kraus, Galinsky & Keltner, 2012), yet 

researchers do not use acceptance as a proxy for status. 

1.4 Considering Acceptance Effects in the Status Studies 

Recent work has been dedicated to trying to distinguish social status from other 

forms of social hierarchy, particularly power (Blader & Chen, 2012; 2014; Blau, 1964; 

Fast, Halevy & Galinsky, 2012; Fiske, 2010; Fragale, Overbeck, & Neale, 2011; Kemper, 

2006; Kuwabara, Yu, Lee, & Galinsky, 2016). Less work has examined how status might 

be related to or distinct from acceptance (Anderson, Hildreth & Howland, 2015; Leary et 

al., 2014). This is somewhat odd given that the field is coming to the consensus that 

social status is “esteem or social regard in the eyes of others” (Blader & Chen, 2014, p. 

75), a description that bears a striking resemblance to how one might define acceptance. 
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A number of researchers also use “admiration” in their description of status (Anderson 

et al., 2012), which could be taken by participants to suggest acceptance. 

How are status and acceptance conceptually similar and different? Status 

represents how well one is getting ahead and how high one’s social position is in the 

eyes of others, whereas acceptance is a measure of getting along and more of a 

horizontal, nonhierarchical construct representing closeness (Anderson et al., 2015; 

Hogan, 1983). The constructs are conflated because, in general, people who are looked 

up to and respected are likely to feel more accepted by others than people who are not 

admired or respected. Conversely, people who are accepted and liked are more likely to 

feel respected and looked up to than people who are not accepted or liked. Although 

acceptance and status are clearly correlated, people with both high and low levels of 

status can be equally well-liked and well-integrated into groups (Savin-Williams, 1976), 

and people can be highly accepted without being afforded high status (Blau, 1964).  

Leary, Jongman-Sereno and Diebels (2014) distinguished acceptance and status 

based on the different types of social value that serve as the basis for acceptance and 

status. People are accepted when they are seen as conveying relational value, which 

refers to the degree to which people regard having a relationship with them as 

personally valuable and important. People are seen as having status when they provide 

instrumental social value to others, meaning they contribute to collective goals in some 
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way. Thus, acceptance and status are similar in that they provide two primary routes to 

social integration (Blau, 1960), and they both represent dimensions of social evaluation.  

The “status as instrumental social value” argument is in line with the 

functionalist perspective of status conferral, in which group members confer status to 

one another based on the extent to which each individual possesses characteristics that 

the group needs to achieve its goals. (Berger, Cohen, & Zelditch, 1972; Eibl-Eibesfeldt, 

1989; Emerson, 1962; Goldhamer & Shils, 1939). Criteria for status attainment can vary 

widely across different contexts and levels of interaction (e.g. dyad, social group, 

identity group). However, researchers generally categorize the functional aspects of 

status conferral as those related specifically to performance goals, rather than non-

performance goals such as social harmony and identity (Bales, 1950; Li, Chen, & Blader, 

2016). The functionalist perspective is the dominant framework researchers use to 

conceptualize status conferral and attainment (Li, Chen, & Blader, 2016). 

Leary and colleagues (2014) argued that, although both acceptance and status are 

important, acceptance is the more important conferral for human functioning overall. 

One’s relational value to other people usually spans multiple contexts and provides 

essential resources (support, care, and companionship), whereas instrumental social 

value is more context-specific and offers less vital outcomes. Thus, from an evolutionary 

standpoint, a person with high acceptance but low status would fare better overall than 

a person with low acceptance but high context-specific status. Most status researchers 
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have not made any claims regarding whether status is more or less important than 

acceptance as a motivator, only that is has great importance in its own right (Anderson 

et al., 2015; Fournier, 2009). 

Despite the strong conceptual overlaps between status and acceptance, most 

social status studies do not control for the effects of acceptance on their outcome 

variables (e.g., Fast, Halevy & Galinksy, 2012; Jackson et al., 2011; Smith & Jordan, 2015). 

Furthermore, many of the studies that do control for the effects of acceptance do not 

actually measure or manipulate status, but rather manipulate or measure a related 

construct, such as power, influence, respect or leadership. For instance, one study found 

that the effect of dominance on self-esteem remained even after controlling for 

acceptance (Leary, Cottrell & Phillips, 2001). Another study (Huo, Binning & Molina, 

2010) found that social status significantly predicted social engagement and 

psychological well-being after controlling for liking; however, status was measured with 

items such as “most of the time I feel people at my school approve of how I live my life” 

and “think well of how I conduct myself,” which clearly overlaps strongly with 

acceptance. The varying conceptualizations of status in the studies that have controlled 

for the effects of acceptance on well-being limit the conclusions that can be drawn 

regarding social status. 

 One of the few studies that both measured social status in the way psychologists 

are collectively defining it now and included acceptance in the regression model actually 
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shows that the effect of status on subjective well-being becomes nonsignificant when 

acceptance is included in the model (Anderson et al., 2012, Study 2). The researchers 

argued that the effect of social status was mediated by acceptance. If the effect of social 

status on subjective well-being is fully mediated by acceptance, then social status itself is 

not a need, but rather a means through which to fulfill the need for acceptance or obtain 

other valued outcomes. Also, in that study, status and acceptance were measured at the 

same time, so mediation analysis provides limited information. A more direct, 

alternative interpretation to mediation is that the effect of status does not have a unique 

effect on subjective well-being after controlling for the effect of acceptance. In either 

explanation, the findings in that study do not make a strong case for status as a 

fundamental human motive.  

On the other hand, some research exists to suggest that status does have 

independent effects on subjective well-being. For instance, adolescents’ peer-ratings of 

respect, prominence and influence significantly predicted higher self-esteem and lower 

depression even after controlling for peer-ratings of liking (Fournier, 2009). Similarly, 

across 123 countries, Tay and Diener (2011) found that feeling respected by others 

predicted subjective well-being, after controlling for love and social support. Taken 

together, the current body of work suggests that more research is needed to determine 

the unique effects of social status on subjective well-being and self-esteem. 
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1.5 Pursuing Acceptance versus Status 

There is no doubt that people engage in a wide variety of behaviors aimed at 

maintaining or gaining acceptance (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), as well as a broad array 

of behaviors meant to maintain or improve status (Anderson et al., 2015). However, it is 

less clear which goal people pursue more often, or which goal they will prioritize when 

they have to make a choice.  Blau (1960) suggested an inverse relationship between 

status and acceptance, such that some of the criteria for gaining status clash with those 

for acceptance. As evidence for this relationship, one study that involved people 

interacting in small groups over four weeks found that group members who enhanced 

their status were less socially accepted than participants who did not enhance their 

status (Anderson, Srivastava, Beer, Spataro & Chatman, 2006). Similarly, in a different 

study, participants rated a self-promoting confederate as more competent but less 

socially attractive than a confederate who did not self-promote (Powers & Zuroff, 1988). 

In the classic “pratfall” study (Aronson et al., 1966), a highly competent confederate was 

perceived as less likable than a moderately competent confederate, unless he spilled 

coffee on himself (thus seeming more human and approachable). Thus, there appear to 

be many situations in which status may undermine acceptance.  

To support the proposition that status is a fundamental motive independent 

from the motive for social acceptance, researchers have argued that people are 

motivated to pursue status even when it comes at a cost to acceptance. For instance, self-
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promotion is a common occurrence in human life, even though some research suggests 

that people generally seem to know that self-promotion decreases liking (Godfrey et al., 

1986). In one study, students concerned with status attempted to preserve their status by 

not asking for help in the classroom, whereas students with intimacy goals were more 

likely to ask for help (Ryan, Hicks & Midgely, 1997), perhaps because asking for help 

tends to increase liking (Jecker & Landy, 1969). Researchers have also argued that 

people’s desire to avoid the appearance of conformity (Baumeister, 1982) goes directly 

against acceptance goals and is an indication that status is a significant driver of 

behavior (Anderson, Hildreth & Howland, 2015). However, reactance may be more 

strongly tied to control needs than status needs (Baumeister & Finkel, 2010).  

Perhaps most threatening to the argument that people pursue status over a wide 

range of settings is the finding that people sometimes avoid high status positions, opting 

instead for a lower or middle status role (Leary et al., 2014). In one study, over 65% of 

people did not want the highest social rank in a group (Anderson, Willer, Kilduff & 

Brown, 2012b). This aversion to status seemed to be driven by participants’ beliefs that 

they were not qualified to be in the high status roles and by perceptions of higher stress 

in high status roles. Acceptance, on the other hand, is a conferral that participants 

generally desire in any context they enter (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). For instance, in a 

game setup in which inclusion caused people to lose money and ostracism caused them 

to gain money, participants were still emotionally hurt by the ostracism (Van Beest & 
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Williams, 2006). Even rejection from members of undesirable groups such as the KKK 

(Klu Klux Klan) decreases people’s mood and self-esteem (Gonsalkorale & Williams, 

2006). 

Nonetheless, it is certainly the case that people sometimes prioritize status over 

acceptance. Getting ahead is likely more salient in some contexts, while getting along 

takes precedence in other settings (Hogan, 1983). In one study (Rink & Ellemers, 2009), 

newcomers to a group who were expecting to be only temporary members shared more 

unique knowledge with the group than newcomers who were expecting to be 

permanent members, but this sharing increased group conflict and decreased group 

identification. Thus, the temporary newcomers were less concerned with being accepted 

than the permanent newcomers. Furthermore, it is conceivable that if people are already 

very high in acceptance in a group but low in status, they might sacrifice some of their 

acceptance in order to increase their status, but this possibility has not been examined.  

Although people have both status and acceptance motives and may pursue one 

over the other depending on the context, it is perhaps more informative to the broad 

question of relative importance to examine which goal people pursue more often in their 

daily lives, and whether they value acceptance or status more in their lives overall. If 

acceptance is relatively more important to people, we should see more people making 

the choice to pursue acceptance over status in trade-off situations. If status and 
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acceptance are equally important to people, there should not be a significant difference 

in the number of people who choose to pursue either conferral. 

1.6 Control 

In addition to examining the independent effects of social status and acceptance 

on emotional outcomes and self-esteem, this research also assessed the effects of these 

conferrals on perceived control. As previously mentioned, low acceptance decreases 

people’s sense of control in their current environment (Williams, Cheung, & Choi, 2000). 

According to Williams’ Temporal Need-Threat Model (1997), control is one of four basic 

psychological needs that are threatened following ostracism. The inability to gain 

acceptance despite a strong motivation to do so can have a debilitating effect on people’s 

agency and sense of control in that setting (Bandura, 1997; Williams, 2007). 

Relatedly, status is often linked with increased influence over others, or 

“voluntary deference” from others (Anderson et al., 2015; Kemper, 1990). People 

voluntarily comply with the wishes, desires, and suggestions of people to whom they 

have conferred status, often granting those people enhanced rights and access to scarce 

resources (Blau & Scott, 1962; Henrich & Gil-White, 2001). Thus, the hypothesis that 

status positively affects sense of control is fairly straightforward. To our knowledge, no 

study has examined the effects of status and acceptance on control within the same 

study, so a measure of control was included in the current investigation.  
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1.7 Aims and Hypotheses 

The aim of the current set of studies was to examine the differential impact of 

perceived acceptance and perceived social status on emotional outcomes and self-

esteem. Study 1 examined the relationship between social status and emotional 

outcomes and self-esteem at three different points in time after controlling for 

acceptance effects. These analyses also allowed a comparison of the relative strengths of 

the relationships between acceptance and these outcomes and social status and these 

outcomes. The study also examined whether changes in social status and acceptance 

following a stressful social event on campus (Greek recruitment) predicted 

corresponding changes in emotional outcomes and self-esteem.  Study 2 replicated 

Anderson et al.’s (2012; Study 3) research on status and subjective well-being, in which 

social status was manipulated but the effects of acceptance were not measured or 

accounted for in analyses. The study included measure of acceptance to control for 

acceptance effects, as well as outcome measures for self-esteem and control. In Study 3, 

both status and acceptance were manipulated to assess the unique relative contributions 

of status versus acceptance to emotional outcomes and self-esteem, and also to assess 

whether acceptance buffers the effects of low status to the same extent that status buffers 

the effects of low acceptance. Study 4 examined the relative value people place on 

acceptance versus status in their everyday lives and in impression management 

scenarios that present status-acceptance trade-offs. 
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For the sake of consistency and in line with previous psychological research, this 

dissertation focuses on perceived social status within local communities and groups 

rather than perceived socioeconomic status or social class in groups or nationally. 

Although the effects of perceived social class on psychological well-being are important 

to explore, the current studies focused on interpersonal and group relationship 

dynamics without adding motives for income and education into the equation. 

Furthermore, research suggests that subjective well-being is more affected by perceived 

relative social status in local groups than perceived relative socioeconomic status in local 

groups (Anderson et al, 2012); thus, focusing on perceived social status increased the 

likelihood of finding status effects independent from acceptance effects, should they 

exist. 

In addition, I made a conscious effort to manipulate and measure acceptance 

instead of belonging. Belonging and acceptance are often equated in academic work (e.g. 

Leary, 2010; Blackhart, Nelson, Winter & Rockney, 2011; Harvey, 1953; Whyte, 1943). 

However, a person can be accepted by others without really feeling like he or she 

belongs with them (Newheiser & Barretto, 2014). To avoid confusion or multiple 

interpretations of effects, only acceptance measures and manipulations were used in the 

current work.  

I hypothesized that acceptance and status would be naturally confounded, such 

that the effects of social status on emotional outcomes and self-esteem would lessen after 
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accounting for acceptance effects (Studies 1, 2 & 3). Because both acceptance and status 

represent primary routes to inclusion, I hypothesized that both conferrals would 

uniquely predict emotional outcomes and self-esteem (Studies 1, 2 & 3). However, 

acceptance should be the stronger predictor (Studies 1, 2 & 3). I also predicted that 

acceptance would buffer the effects of low social status to a greater degree than high 

social status would buffer low acceptance (Studies 1 and 3). It was predicted that, when 

forced to choose between acceptance and status in their lives overall, the majority of 

people would choose acceptance over status (Study 4). I also predicted that people 

would report spending more of their day pursuing acceptance than status (Study 4). In 

addition, when faced with impression management scenarios where status comes at a 

cost to acceptance and vice versa, people should choose to pursue acceptance over status 

more so than the reverse (Study 4). 
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2. Study 1 

The purpose of Study 1 was to examine the relative importance of perceived 

acceptance versus perceived social status for emotional outcomes and self-esteem in a 

naturalistic setting. On college campuses each year, sororities and fraternities recruit 

new members through a formal recruitment process that spans multiple days. During 

this recruitment process, called Greek recruitment, potential new members visit 

individual chapters on their campus to meet current members who interview them for 

membership. Study 1 examined the relationship between acceptance, social status, and 

emotional outcomes and self-esteem at three time-points: directly before Greek 

recruitment, directly after Greek recruitment, and three months later.  

The Greek recruitment season is a particularly appropriate time period to study 

the effects of acceptance and status on emotional outcomes and self-esteem because both 

social status and acceptance are affected by students’ experiences during recruitment 

week (Krendl, Magoon, Hull & Heatherton, 2011). Furthermore, because men and 

women visit fraternity and sorority chapters over a series of rounds and get cut from 

chapters after each round, the recruitment period represents a significant and stressful 

social evaluation experience for college students.  The longitudinal design of Study 1 

allowed not only an examination of the relationships between acceptance, social status 

and emotional outcomes and self-esteem at each time-point, but also examine whether 
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changes in social status and acceptance following recruitment predict corresponding 

changes in emotional outcomes and self-esteem.  

2.1 Method 

2.1.1 Participants 

Data for these analyses were combined from two consecutive years of data 

collection. Six hundred and thirty-one undergraduate students completed the Time 1 

survey (166 men, 465 women), 498 completed the Time 2 survey (116 men, 382 women), 

and 513 completed the Time 3 survey (116 men, 397 women). The sample consisted of 

people who did (Ntime1=401) and did not participate (Ntime1=230) in Greek recruitment. 

Panhellenic sororities and Interfraternity Council (IFC) fraternities were the specific 

Greek organizations that were involved in the recruitment process. Roughly 41% of 

participants were White, 35% were Asian or Pacific Islander, 13% were Hispanic/Latino, 

7% were Multiracial, and 3% were Black or African American. Nine percent of 

participants had an annual family income under $50,000, 18% had a family income 

between $50,000 and $100,000, and 62% of the sample had a family income above 

$100,000. Eleven percent of participants did not know their family income. Participants 

received monetary compensation for completing all three surveys. 

2.1.2 Procedure 

Participants completed online questionnaires assessing their emotional outcomes 

and self-esteem at three time-points: immediately before Panhellenic Sorority or IFC 
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Fraternity Recruitment (Time 1), immediately after Recruitment (after bid day; Time 2), 

and three months later (Time 3). At each time-point, participants completed measures of 

self-esteem, happiness, depressive symptoms, and satisfaction with life. 

2.1.3 Measures 

Acceptance was measured with the single item, “I feel accepted at this school,” 

on a five-point scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree (adapted from Buckley, 

Winkel & Leary [2004] and Weeks, Asher & McDonald [2012]). Perceived social status 

was measured by asking students to select the location on a 10-rung ladder that best 

represented their social status at Duke (adapted from Adler, Epel, Castellazzo, & 

Ickovics [2000] and Goodman et al. [2001]; 1=highest status, 10=lowest status). Self-esteem 

was measured with four-items from the Rosenberg Trait Self-Esteem scale (Rosenberg, 

1965). Depressive symptoms were measured with the brief 10-item CES-D scale (Radloff, 

1977). Happiness was measured with the single item, “In general, how happy have you 

been the past few days?” (Abdel-Khalek, 2006). Satisfaction with life was measured with 

the five-item Satisfaction with Life scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). 

Although satisfaction with life is not a strictly emotional measure, it is an important 

facet of subjective well-being that is often included in social status studies (Anderson et 

al., 2015), and was thus included in the current investigation. See Appendix A for all 

measures and scale reliabilities.   
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2.2 Results 

Hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to examine the unique effects of 

acceptance and social status on the outcome measures at each time-point. In these 

models, social status was entered into the model first to assess the effects of social status 

when not considering acceptance. The second model then included acceptance to assess 

the unique effects of both predictors on the outcome measures. The third model 

included the interaction between social status and acceptance.  

To examine whether the significance of social status decreased significantly after 

adding acceptance to the model, 95% confidence intervals were estimated around the 

beta estimates for social status in model 1 versus model 2. To examine whether 

acceptance and status significantly differed in the strength of their effects on the 

outcome variables, I employed relative weight analysis with null hypothesis significance 

tests using bootstrapping procedures. (Johnson 2000, 2004; Tonidandel & LeBreton, 

2015). Relative weight analysis measures the proportionate contribution each predictor 

makes to R2 after correcting for the inter-correlations among predictors (Lorenzo-Seva, 

Ferrando & Chico, 2010). This method allowed statistical examination of the hypothesis 

that acceptance explains significantly more of the accounted-for variance in the outcome 

measures than social status. Relative weights are preferable over standardized beta 

estimates, which are more context dependent (Budescu, 1993; Courville & Thompson, 
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2001) and can become very unstable in the presence of substantially correlated 

predictors (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2015; Johnson, 2000).  

The majority of these analyses are correlational. However, the longitudinal 

design of this study allows us to assess whether changes in status and acceptance 

following Greek recruitment (a significant social event in college) predict corresponding 

changes in emotional outcomes. Multiple regressions analyses were conducted for each 

outcome measure in which the relationship between social status, acceptance and each 

outcome measure was assessed after controlling for social status, acceptance and the 

relevant outcome measure at Time 1. This methodology was taken from Anderson and 

colleagues (2012, Study 4). 

All statistical assumptions necessary to perform multiple linear regressions were 

met. Multicollinearity was not a notable issue in any of the regression analyses, as 

tolerance was above .20 and VIF was below 5 for all tests. Durbin-Watson tests showed 

satisfactory independence of residuals (1.5 < d < 2.5), and a review of the scatterplots 

suggested that heteroscedasticity was not a sizable concern. 

2.2.1 Time 1 Analyses   

Social status significantly predicted depressive symptoms, happiness, self-

esteem, and satisfaction with life when it was the only predictor in the model. When 

acceptance was entered into the model, the effect of social status on the outcomes 

remained significant but decreased in all cases (see Tables 2-5 for statistics). The 
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confidence intervals around the social status beta estimates in Model 1 versus Model 2 

were overlapping for depressive symptoms (95% CIs [.056, .106], [.022, .073]), happiness 

(95% CIs [-.263, -.136], [-.196, -.063]), and self-esteem (95% CI [-.144, -.092], [.107, -.053]), 

but did not overlap for satisfaction with life (95% CI [-.278, -.164], [-.161, -.050]), 

demonstrating that the decrease in the explanatory power of social status after 

controlling for acceptance was statistically significant for satisfaction with life. 

Acceptance and status at Time 1 were also significantly correlated, r (631) = .35, p < .001.  

The interaction between social status and acceptance was not significant for any 

measures at Time 1. 

2.2.1.1 Relative Weight Analyses  

Relative weight analysis was conducted to examine whether acceptance 

contributed significantly more to the model’s explained variance than social status. For 

depressive symptoms at Time 1, analyses revealed that acceptance accounted for 70.25% 

of the explained variance (R2) in depressive symptoms, whereas social status accounted 

for 23.75%. The difference between these relative weights was statistically significant, as 

indicated by zero not being within the bootstrapping analysis bias-corrected confidence 

interval, 95% CI [.005, .115]. For satisfaction with life, acceptance accounted for 78.88% of 

the explained variance (R2) in satisfaction with life, whereas social status accounted for 

21.12% of the explained variance, which was a statistically significant difference, 95% CI 

[.076, .207]. For self-esteem, acceptance accounted for 59.12% of explained variance and 
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social status accounted for 40.88%, which was not a statistically significant difference, 

95% CI [-.03, .10]. For happiness, acceptance accounted for 60.61% of explained variance, 

and social status accounted for 39.39% of the variance, but the difference was not 

statistically significant [-.026, .08]. See Table 1 for relative weights at each time-point. 

2.2.2 Time 2 Analyses  

The questionnaire administered at Time 2 assessed students’ scores on the four 

outcomes directly after a stressful socially evaluative experience: Greek Recruitment. 

Time 2 social status was a significant predictor of all Time 2 outcome measures before 

controlling for acceptance. The effects of status remained significant but decreased in all 

cases when acceptance was included in the model, again suggesting a conflation 

between the two predictors.  An examination of the confidence intervals around status’s 

beta estimates revealed that the predictive relationship between social status and 

depressive symptoms decreased significantly, 95% CIs [.080, .141], [.017, .078]. The 

difference was also significant for satisfaction with life, (95% CIs [-.334, -.205], [-.194, -

.069]) and self-esteem (95% CIs [-.148, -.091], [-.09, -.033]). The confidence intervals still 

overlapped slightly for happiness, 95% CIs [-.462, -.315], [-.330,-.180]. Acceptance and 

status at Time 2 were significantly correlated, r (608) = .41, p < .001. No interactions were 

significant at Time 2. See Tables 2-5 for all multiple regression statistics. 
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2.2.2.1 Relative Weight Analyses  

At Time 2, the predictive strength of acceptance was significantly greater than 

the predictive strength of social status for depressive symptoms (95% CI [.077, .207]), 

self-esteem (95% CI [.072, .215], and satisfaction with life, 95% CI [.074, .255]. 

Interestingly, social status was a stronger predictor of happiness than acceptance at Time 

2, 95% CI [-.17, -.006]. 

Table 1: Study 1 Raw and Rescaled Relative Weights of Social Status and 

Acceptance 

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 

 Raw 

R.W. 

Rescaled 

R.W. 

Raw  

R.W.  

Rescaled  

R.W. 

Raw  

R.W. 

Rescaled  

R.W. 

Depress Sym.  * * * 

Social Status .04 30% .05 22% .03 18% 

Acceptance .10 70% .20 78% .16 82% 

Satisf. w. Life  * * * 

Social Status .02 22% .09 26% .07 23% 

Acceptance .13 78% .25 74% .24 77% 

Happiness  *  * 

Social Status .04 39% .14 69% .06 31% 

Acceptance .06 61% .06 31% .14 69% 

Self-Esteem   *   

Social Status .08 41% .07 25% .08 37% 

Acceptance .12 59% .22 75% .13 63% 

Note. * denotes a statistically significant difference between status and acceptance. 

2.2.2.2 Analyses Controlling for Predictors at Time 1 

To assess whether changes in status and acceptance following Greek recruitment 

led to changes in the outcome measures, four hierarchical multiple regression analyses 
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were conducted that included Time 1 acceptance, Time 1 status and the relevant Time 1 

outcome measure in Model 1, and added acceptance and status in Model 2.  

A multivariate analysis of variance showed that, controlling for Time 1 

acceptance and social status, the effect of rejected status (rejected, accepted, or did not 

participate) on perceived acceptance at Time 2 (η2 = .054) was equal to the effect of 

rejected status on perceived social status at Time 2 (η2 = .058), and both tests were 

significant, Faccept (2, 481) = 18.70, p<.001; Fstatus (2, 481) = 26.76, p<.001. Similarly, a repeated 

measures analysis of variance showed similar effect sizes for the change in social status 

from Time 1 to Time 2 (η2 = .03) and the change in acceptance from Time 1 to Time 2 (η2 = 

.05). Thus, the recruitment process did not affect acceptance more strongly than status, 

or vice versa. 

For depressive symptoms, acceptance and status at Time 2 significantly 

predicted depressive symptoms at Time 2 (βaccept = -.30, t (475) = - 8.83, p<.001; βstatus =.08, t 

(475) = 3.97, p<.001), after controlling for Time 1 status, acceptance, and depressive 

symptoms. Furthermore, Time 1 social status and acceptance on their own both did not 

significantly predict Time 2 depressive symptoms (βaccept =.005, t(475) = .136, p = .89; βstatus 

=.009, t (475) = .50, p = .615), which lends support to the hypothesis that significant 

changes in social status and acceptance after recruitment drove changes in depressive 

symptoms after recruitment. Relative weight analysis revealed that acceptance still 

explained significantly more of the predicted variance (R2) in depressive symptoms than 
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social status, 95% CI [.042, .152], after controlling for Time 1 factors. The same pattern of 

results was observed for the multiple regression analyses and the relative weights for 

satisfaction with life, 95% CI [.037, .179] and self-esteem, 95% CI [.299, .470].    

For happiness, acceptance and status at Time 2 significantly predicted happiness 

at Time 2, after controlling for Time 1 happiness, social status and acceptance, βaccept = .71, 

t(475) = 7.84, p<.001; , βreject = -.41, t (475) = - 8.05, p<.001. Consistent with the prior relative 

weight analysis for happiness at Time 2, a relative weight analysis with Time 1 

predictors included in the model showed that Time 2 social status accounted for 

significantly more of the explained variance in happiness than Time 2 acceptance, 95% 

CI [-.206, -.035].  

2.2.3 Time 3 Analyses 

Social status significantly predicted satisfaction with life, happiness, depressive 

symptoms, and self-esteem before adding acceptance to the model at Time 3. After 

adding acceptance into the model, the effects of social status decreased but remained 

significant. The decrease in social status’s beta estimates was significant for satisfaction 

with life (95% CIs [-.309, -.194], [-.179, -.071]), but was not significant for happiness (95% 

CIs [-.325, -.189], [-.220, -.084]), self-esteem, 95% CIs [-.158, -.098], [-.112, -.052], or 

depressive symptoms, 95% CIs [.061, .122], [.009, .070]. As with the other time-points, 

acceptance tended to have greater standardized beta coefficients than status, and 

acceptance and status at were significantly correlated, r (585) = .36, p < .001.  
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There were significant interactions between social status and acceptance at Time 

3 for depressive symptoms and happiness, such that acceptance had a stronger positive 

effect on the outcomes when status was low than when status was high. Although the 

relationship between acceptance and depressive symptoms was stronger at low levels of 

status B = -.34, t (545) = -9.14, p < .001, acceptance had a significant negative relationship 

with depressive symptoms at all levels of status Blow= -.21, t (545) = -4.58, p < .001; Bmoderate = 

-.27, t (545) = -8.54, p < .001. Looking at the interaction with acceptance as the moderator, 

social status had no effect on depressive symptoms among participants who reported 

high acceptance (B = .008, t (545) = .37, p =.712); however, higher social status predicted 

lower depressive symptoms among students who were low or moderate in feelings of 

acceptance (Blow= .07, t (171) = 3.36, p < .001; Bmoderate = .04, t (545) = 2.41, p =.016). The 

interaction between acceptance and status for happiness followed these same patterns. 
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Figure 1: Status by Acceptance Interaction for Depressive Symptoms at Time 3 
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2.2.2.1 Relative Weight Analyses  

Acceptance at Time 3 accounted for significantly more (82%) of the explained 

variance in depressive symptoms than social status (18%) at Time 3, 95% CI [.063, .188]. 

Acceptance also accounted for significantly more of the explained variance than social 

status for happiness (R.W.accept = 69%, R.W.status=31%; 95% CI [.018, .135]) and satisfaction 

with life at Time 3, (R.W.accept = 77%, R.W.status=23%; 95% CI [.085, .247]. For self-esteem, 

acceptance accounted for 63% of R2 and social status accounted for 37% of R2, but this 

difference was not statistically significant, 95% CI, [-.018, .123]. 
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Table 2: Study 1 Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables 

Predicting Depressive Symptoms at Each Time-Point 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Predictor B SE B Β B SE B Β B SE B β 

Time 1 (N = 622)          

Status   .08  .012  .25** .047  .013 .15** .047  .013 .15** 

Acceptance      -.19  .027 -.29**     -.19  .027  -.29** 

Status x Accept           -.004   .015    -.01 

R2 .06 

41.59** 

.136 

    52.73** 

.137 

  .07   F for Δ in R2 

Time 2 (N = 491)          

Status   0.11  0.02  .31** 0.05  0.02 .13*    .04   .02 .12* 

Acceptance      -.31  .03  -.43**     -.30  .03  -.42** 

Status x Accept          -.02    .01     -.06 

R2 .095 

51.43** 

.25 

97.79** 

.25 

 2.21 F for Δ in R2 

Time 3 (N = 508)          

Status   .09  .02  .24** .04  .02 .12*    .04  .016 .12* 

Acceptance      -.27  .03  -.35**     -.25  .03  -.33** 

Status x Accept           -.04    .02     -.09† 

R2 .056 

30.18** 

.16 

65.45** 

.17 

5.10† F for Δ in R2 

Note. Status and acceptance were centered at their means.  For status, lower scores signal 

higher status (1=highest status, 10= lowest status).   †p < .05  *p < .01  **p < .001 
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Table 3: Study 1 Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables 

Predicting Happiness at Each Time-Point 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Variable B SE B Β B SE B Β B SE B β 

Time 1 (N = 624)          

Status   -.20  .03  -.24** -.13  .03 -.16**    -.13  .03 -.15** 

Acceptance      .40  .07  .24**     .39  .07  .23** 

Status x Accept           .03    .04      .03 

R2 .06 

37.97** 

.11 

33.52** 

.11 

.53 F for Δ in R2 

Time 2 (N = 492)          

Status   -.39  .04  -.43** -.25  .04 -.28**    -.24  .04 -.27** 

Acceptance      .67  .08  .36**     .64  .08  .35** 

Status x Accept           .06    .03     .07 

R2 .18 

108.73** 

.29 

73.84** 

.29 

3.12 F for Δ in R2 

Time 3 (N = 509)          

Status   -.26  .04  -.30** -.16  .04 -.19**    -.16  .04 -.19** 

Acceptance      .57  .08  .32**     .53  .08  .30** 

Status x Accept           .12    .04      .11* 

R2 .09 

50.78** 

.18 

57.05** 

.20 

7.49* F for Δ in R2 

Note. Status and acceptance were centered at their means.  For status, lower scores signal 

higher status (1=highest status, 10= lowest status).   †p < .05  *p < .01  **p < .001 
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Table 4: Study 1 Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables 

Predicting Self-Esteem at Each Time-Point 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Variable B SE B Β B SE B Β B SE B β 

Time 1 (N = 624)          

Status   -.12  .01  -.33** -.08  .01 -.23**    -.08  .01 -.23** 

Acceptance      .22  .03  .30**     .23  .03  .31** 

Status x Accept           -.02    .02     -.04 

R2 .11 

78.10** 

.08 

61.14** 

.002 

  1.26 F for Δ in R2 

Time 2 (N = 492)          

Status   -.12  .01  -.35** -.06  .02 -.18**    -.06  0.02 -.18** 

Acceptance      0.29  0.03  .41**     0.29  0.03  .42** 

Status x Accept           -.01   .01      -.04 

R2 .12 

69.25** 

.26 

93.04** 

.26 

.79 F for Δ in R2 

Time 3 (N = 510)          

Status   -.13  .01  -.35** -.09  .02 -.24**    -.09  .02 -.23** 

Acceptance      .26  .03  .33**     .25  .03  .32** 

Status x Accept           .12    .04      .04 

R2 .12 

68.62** 

.21 

60.86** 

.22 

.90 F for Δ in R2 

Note. Status and acceptance were centered at their means.  For status, lower scores signal 

higher status (1=highest status, 10= lowest status).   †p < .05  *p < .01  **p < .001 
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Table 5: Study 1 Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables 

Predicting Satisfaction with Life at Each Time-Point 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Variable B SE B Β B SE B Β B SE B β 

Time 1 (N = 624)          

Status   -.22  .03  -.29** -.11  .03 -.14**    -.11  .03 -.14** 

Acceptance      .66  .06  .43**     .66  .06  .43** 

Status x Accept           .00    .03     .00 

R2 .09 

58.31** 

.24 

129.65** 

.24 

  .00 F for Δ in R2 

Time 2 (N = 388)          

Status   -.27  .03  -.39** -.13  .03 -.19**    -.13  0.03 -.19** 

Acceptance      .69  .07  .48**     0.69  0.07  .48** 

Status x Accept           -.01   .03      -.01 

R2 .15 

68.57** 

.34 

109.26** 

.34 

.06 F for Δ in R2 

Time 3 (N = 510)          

Status   -.25  .03  -.34** -.14  .03 -.19**    -.14  .03 -.19** 

Acceptance      .72  .06  .47**     .70  .06  .46** 

Status x Accept           .04    .03      .04 

R2 .12 

68.29** 

.31 

142.60** 

.31 

1.62 F for Δ in R2 

Note. Status and acceptance were centered at their means.  For status, lower scores signal 

higher status (1=highest status, 10= lowest status).  †p < .05  *p < .01  **p < .01 
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2.3 Discussion 

The results of Study 1 showed that social status and acceptance are naturally 

confounded constructs, but they also both uniquely predict self-esteem, happiness, 

depressive symptoms, and satisfaction with life. Across the multiple regression analyses, 

the predictive strength of social status for the emotional outcomes and self-esteem 

decreased after including acceptance in the model. These decreases were statistically 

significant for all analyses at Time 2, as well as for the Time 1 and Time 3 analyses for 

satisfaction with life (as indicated by non-overlapping CIs for social status’s regression 

coefficients from Model 1 to Model 2). Although social status’s regression coefficients 

decreased after including acceptance in the model, social status remained a significant 

predictor of the outcome measures in all of the tests.  

Study 1 also demonstrated that acceptance tended to have a stronger relationship 

with the outcomes than social status when both were included in the model. In every 

multiple regression analysis, the standardized beta coefficients for acceptance were 

larger than those for social status. More informatively, across the 12 relative weight 

analyses, acceptance had a larger relative weight than social status in 11 of the tests, and 

this difference was statistically significant in nine of the tests. Social status had a larger 

relative weight than acceptance for only one of the 12 tests, happiness at Time 2, which 

was a statistically significant difference. However, at Time 1 and Time 3, acceptance had 
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larger relative weights than social status in predicting happiness, with this difference 

being statistically significant at Time 3.  

The occurrence of Greek Recruitment, a significant social life event in college 

between Time 1 and Time 2, allowed examination of whether changes in the emotional 

outcomes and self-esteem after recruitment corresponded with changes in acceptance 

and social status. After controlling for Time 1 social status, acceptance, and the outcome 

measures at Time 1, social status and acceptance both significantly predicted the 

outcome measures at Time 2, suggesting that changes in social status and acceptance 

following recruitment led to changes in the four outcomes. Relative weight analyses 

showed that Time 2 acceptance was a significantly stronger predictor than Time 2 social 

status of Time 2 depressive symptoms, SWL and self-esteem, after controlling for the 

Time 1 predictors. Interestingly, Time 2 was the only time-point at which the difference 

in relative weights for self-esteem was statistically significant. As already noted, status 

had a stronger relative weight than acceptance for happiness at Time 2, and this finding 

held up after controlling for Time 1 predictors. The effect of social status on happiness 

was examined further in the next two studies. 

At Time 3, the interaction between social status and acceptance was significant 

for depressive symptoms and happiness, but not for satisfaction with life or self-esteem. 

Acceptance and status interacted such that social status did not contribute to depressive 

symptoms or happiness at high levels of acceptance, whereas acceptance did contribute 
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to depressive symptoms and happiness even at high levels of status. It is unclear why 

these interactions were found at Time 3 but not at Time 1 or Time 2, but they 

nevertheless suggest that acceptance can buffer the negative effects of low status, at least 

in certain instances. 

It is important to note that acceptance and social status were not explicitly 

defined for participants in this study. Rather, participants were asked in single-item 

measures to rate their perceived social status and perceived acceptance at their 

university. Our status measure was largely consistent with how the “community 

ladder” status measure (Goodman et al., 2001) is presented to participants, but it 

nevertheless did not provide any adjectives to define status for participants. The 

following studies provided more explicit definitions to participants to more clearly 

examine the independent effects of status and acceptance.  
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3. Study 2 

Study 1 demonstrated that the relationship between social status and emotional 

and self-esteem outcomes weakened after controlling for acceptance, and that 

acceptance tended to have a stronger relationship with emotional outcomes than social 

status. However, the correlational nature of the Time 1 and Time 3 analyses and the 

quasi-experimental nature of the Time 2 analyses do not allow us to make the strongest 

causal inferences. Study 2 manipulated status and also measured acceptance to tease 

apart the unique effects of status after acceptance is considered. The social status 

manipulation was taken directly from social status research conducted by Anderson, 

Krauss, Galinsky and Keltner (2012), in which acceptance was not measured or 

controlled for. To ensure that the manipulation was conducted correctly, I solicited the 

materials directly from the paper’s authors. Study 2 also used the same outcome 

measure as they did, which was subjective well-being, in addition to our own measures 

of emotion, self-esteem and control. The primary hypothesis of Study 2 was that the 

effect of social status on subjective well-being, emotions and self-esteem would be 

reduced, if not eliminated, once acceptance was considered in the model. 

3.1 Method 

3.1.1 Participants 

Using the effect size of the status manipulation on subjective well-being in 

Anderson et al. (2012, d=.566), power analysis conducted using G power (Faul, Erdfelder, 
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Lang, & Buchner, 2007) revealed that a sample size of 136 participants would be needed 

to achieve a power level of .95. However, because I predicted that part of the social 

status effect found in Anderson et al. (2012) is an acceptance effect, I wanted to recruit 

more than 136 participants to increase the likelihood of detecting a status effect (if one 

was present) after controlling for acceptance. Thus, I recruited 220 people to participate 

in this study in exchange for Amazon credit on Amazon Mechanical Turk. Four 

participants were excluded from analyses for taking less than a minute to complete the 

study, and six participants were deleted for not following the instructions for the status 

manipulation essay (not writing more than a word or two for the essay). Thus the final 

study sample was 210 participants. The study sample consisted of roughly 54% men and 

45% women, with one transgender person. The racial makeup was 86 White, 42 Asian, 

and 29 Underrepresented Minority participants, with four participants choosing not to 

respond. The mean age was 33 years old (range = 19-65 years old). Ninety-two percent of 

participants had at least some college, and the remaining 8% of participants had a high 

school degree or less. Demographic information was not recorded for the first 49 

participants due to a Qualtrics glitch.   

3.1.2 Procedure and Materials 

Participants were shown a ladder with 10 rungs (Adler et al., 2000) and told to 

“Think of the ladder above as representing where people stand in important groups to which they 

belong.” Participants were assigned to either a high status (n=113) or low status (n = 97) 
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condition. Participants in the high status condition saw the following instructions “Now 

please compare yourself to the people at the very bottom rung of the ladder. These are people who 

have absolutely no RESPECT, ADMIRATION, and INFLUENCE in ALL of their important 

social groups. In particular, we’d like you to COMPARE YOURSELF TO THESE PEOPLE in 

terms of your own respect, admiration and influence in your important groups.” Participants in 

the low social status condition received the same instructions but were asked to compare 

themselves to the people at the top rung, who have “A GREAT DEAL OF RESPECT, 

ADMIRATION, and INFLUENCE” in their social groups.  

Following the prompt, all participants were asked to think of how “the 

similarities and differences” between them and the comparison target would affect a 

getting-acquainted interaction, and write about it for at least one minute. As a 

manipulation check, participants then rated their own standing on the ladder relative to 

the people they just imagined (at the very bottom or very top of the ladder). Responses 

were made from 1 (bottom) to 10 (top). This check was meant to assess whether the 

manipulation was successful in inducing high or low perceptions of social status and 

was taken directly from Anderson, Krauss, Galinsky and Keltner (2012). In addition, 

participants completed a three-item bipolar adjective manipulation check measuring 

status (High Status-Low Status; Respected-Not Respected; High Ranking-Low Ranking) which 

was adapted from Leary, Cottrell and Phillips (2001).   
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Following the manipulation check, participants were asked to rate how accepted 

they were feeling in the current moment on a three-item bipolar adjective scale (adapted 

from Leary et al., 2001). Participants then completed the subjective well-being measures 

used in Anderson and colleagues’ study (2012), which included the Satisfaction with Life 

Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985), and the Positive and Negative Affect 

Schedule (Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988). In addition, participants completed a 12-item 

bipolar adjective measure of self-esteem feelings (Leary, Tambor, Terdal, & Downs 

1995), a single item self-esteem measure assessing how good or bad participants felt 

about themselves in the current moment (Leary et al., 2001), and a five-item measure of 

perceived control (Williams et al., 2000). Due to some concerns with the validity of 

PANAS as a measure of emotions, an additional emotions measure (Buckley et al., 2004) 

was assessed, consisting of six subscales: Anger, Sadness, Happiness, Anxiety, Hurt 

Feelings, and Pride. See Appendix B for full instruments. 

3.2 Results 

Between-subjects ANOVAs were conducted to assess the relative impact of the 

status manipulation on subjective well-being. ANCOVAS were then conducted for the 

significant tests with acceptance included as a covariate in each test. Levene’s test of 

homogeneity of variance was not significant for any of the dependent variables besides 

standardized subjective well-being (p=.033), so I conducted an adjustment using the 

Welch test method for this ANCOVA.  
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3.2.1 Manipulation Check 

The ladder manipulation check did not show a significant difference between the 

high and low status conditions, F (1,208) = 1.04, p = .308, Mlow = 4.96, SD = 2.06; Mhigh = 5.23, 

SD = 1.79. However, the status adjectives manipulation check did show a significant 

effect of status, with high status participants scoring higher on the status items F (1,208) 

= 8.84, p = .003, η2 =.04 (Mlow = 4.85, SD = 1.88; Mhigh = 5.57, SD = 1.65). 

3.2.2 Feelings of Acceptance 

Although the manipulation was intended to manipulate status, I hypothesized 

that it would influence feelings of acceptance as well. Analyses showed that the status 

manipulation had a significant effect on feelings of acceptance, F (1,208) = 4.32, p = .039, 

η2 =.02 (Mlow = 5.81, SD = 1.87; Mhigh = 6.35, SD = 1.84). 

3.2.3 Subjective Well-being  

Consistent with Anderson et al. (2012), a composite variable was created for 

subjective well-being that consisted of the satisfaction with life (SWL) and PANAS 

scales. Based on the description of the composite variable in Anderson et al. (2012), it 

appears that the researchers did not standardize the scales before combining their 

averages into the composite variable, despite the fact that SWL is a 7-point scale and 

PANAS is a 5-point scale. This methodology is questionable because it weights SWL 

more heavily than the other two variables, and it is not the methodology used in the 

article that the researchers cited for creating their composite variable (Sheldon, King, 
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Houser-Marko, Osbaldiston, & Gunz, 2007). However, for the sake of replication, I 

created an unstandardized composite that was consistent with what Anderson et al. 

(2012) created. For this SWB variable, the effect of status on SWB was marginally 

significant, F (1,208) = 2.94, p = .088, η2 =.01; Mlow = -.09, SD = .90; Mhigh = .08, SD = .81. After 

controlling for acceptance, this effect was no longer close to significance, F (1,207) = .35, p 

= .556.  

Because the composite should be standardized, a subjective well-being 

composite was also created in which SWL, Positive Affect, and Negative Affect (after 

reverse scoring it) were standardized before averaging the scores and this composite 

variable was then mean-centered. The effect of the status manipulation on standardized 

SWB was not significant, F (1,208) = 2.45, p=.119, η2 =.01, and after correcting for a 

homogeneity of variance assumption violation using the Welch test, the adjusted 

significance became p = .123 (Mlow = -.07, SD =.76; Mhigh = .08, SD=.66).   

Because neither composite variable was statistically significant, I decided to 

examine the effect of the status manipulation on each of the SWB components 

separately. There was a significant effect of the status manipulation on satisfaction with 

life, F (1,208) = 4.83, p = .029, η2 = .02 (Mlow = 4.16, SD = 1.61; Mhigh = 4.64, SD = 1.55). After 

controlling for feelings of acceptance, however, the effect became non-significant, F 

(1,207) = 1.92, p=.167. There was no effect of status condition on positive affect (F (1, 208) 

= .17, p=.680, η2 = .001; Mlow= 3.20, SD=.98; Mhigh = 3.14, SD= 1.01). The main effect of status 
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condition was marginally significant for negative affect (F (1, 208) = 2.73, p=.10), with 

means in the predicted direction (Mlow=1.71, SD=.81; Mhigh=1.53, SD=.78). Not 

surprisingly, this barely marginal effect was no longer close to significant after 

controlling for feelings of acceptance, F (1, 207) = 1.02, p = .314. 

3.2.4 Control 

The effect of the status manipulation on control was marginally significant, F (1, 

208) = 2.83, p=.094, η2 = .01, Mlow = 3.06, SD=.93; Mhigh = 3.27, SD=.89. After controlling for 

acceptance, the effects of status on perceived control were no longer close to significant, 

F (1, 207) = .16, p=.686. 

3.2.5 Self-Esteem 

The effect of the status manipulation on self-esteem was marginally significant (F 

(1, 208) = 3.07, p = .081, η2 =.02), and trended in the predicted direction, Mlow = 4.57, SD = 

.90; Mhigh = 4.78, SD = .86. However, after controlling for feelings of acceptance, the effect 

became much less significant, F (1, 207) = .17, p=.684. As a second measure of self-esteem, 

participants rated how good or bad they felt about themselves at the current moment on 

a single item 12-point scale. This effect was also marginally significant F (1, 208) = 3.51, 

p=.063, η2 =.02, but was no longer close to significant after controlling for feelings of 

acceptance (F (1, 207) = .598, p = .440. 
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3.2.6 Emotions 

A MANOVA was conducted to assess the effect of the status manipulation on the 

emotion subscales of the additional emotions measure (Buckley et al., 2004). There was 

not a significant multivariate effect of the manipulation on the emotion items, F (6, 203) = 

1.30, p=.261, η2 =.04, so the univariate tests were not examined.  

3.3 Discussion 

The lack of a significant difference on the ladder manipulation check taken from 

Anderson and colleagues (2012) was concerning. However, review of the Anderson et al. 

(2012) analyses shows that they examined the manipulation check while lumping 

together two conditions, a socioeconomic status manipulation and a sociometric status 

manipulation (the one I used), and they don’t report the manipulation checks for the two 

conditions separately. Thus, it is possible that, like us, they didn’t find a significant effect 

of the sociometric manipulation on their manipulation check, but the significant main 

effect of level (high, low) was driven by the socioeconomic condition. The manipulation 

check itself is a bit odd, as it asks not how the participants would rank themselves 

following the manipulation, but rather how they would rank themselves relative to the 

people at the [top] bottom of the ladder with whom they just imagined interacting. 

Thus, people in either condition could be equally likely to rate themselves as being in 

the middle of the 10-rung ladder (which is what, on average, both groups did: Mlow = 

4.85, SD = 1.88; Mhigh = 5.57, SD = 1.65)). In contrast, the status adjectives manipulation 
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check did yield a highly significant effect, which provides confidence in the effectiveness 

of the manipulation. 

The status manipulation had no statistically significant effects on any dependent 

measures besides satisfaction with life, although state self-esteem, mean-centered 

subjective well-being, negative affect, and control were marginally significant and 

trended in the predicted directions. For all of these outcome measures, the effects lost 

significance after controlling for feelings of acceptance. In addition, the status 

manipulation had a significant effect on feelings of acceptance. Together, these findings 

suggest that the status manipulation also affected feelings of acceptance, not just status, 

and that these feelings of acceptance contributed significantly to the effects of the status 

manipulation on subjective well-being, emotional outcomes, self-esteem, and control. 
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4. Study 3 

 Study 2 examined the effects of social status on emotional outcomes, self-esteem 

and control after controlling for acceptance. Study 3 manipulated both status and 

acceptance to examine the distinct, relative importance of acceptance versus status. 

Study 3 also tested whether high status buffers the negative effects of low acceptance to 

the same extent that high acceptance buffers the negative effects of low status. 

Furthermore, Study 3 gave explicit definitions of both social status and acceptance to 

participants, increasing confidence in the distinctness of the status and acceptance 

manipulations. Participants also completed two individual difference measures, need to 

belong and concern with status, to see if they moderated the effects of acceptance and 

status. 

The results of Study 2 suggested that there were no significant effects of the 

status manipulation after controlling for acceptance. This finding suggests one of two 

things: either social status does not have effects on these outcomes above the effects of 

acceptance, or the way that status was defined (respect, admiration and influence) was 

too similar to how people think of acceptance. Most social status researchers agree that 

status is conferred to people who are perceived as possessing value in contributing to 

the groups’ collective goals (Anderson & Kilduff, 2009; Blader & Chen, 2014; Berger, 

Cohen & Zelditch, 1972; Leary et al., 2014). Thus, in order to distinguish more clearly 

between status and acceptance for participants in Study 3, status was described to 
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participants as reflecting instrumental social value, and acceptance was described as 

reflecting relational social value. Status was also described as respect, prestige, and 

prominence in groups (Blader & Chen, 2014; Fiske, 2010), but words such as admiration, 

esteem and regard did not appear in the description, as they tend to imply liking. In 

addition to describing acceptance as relational value, I also described acceptance as how 

liked and personally important one is to others within the group. 

For all of the outcome variables, the primary prediction was that there would be 

significant main effects of both acceptance and status, such that lower acceptance would 

predict lower scores on outcomes and lower status would predict lower scores on 

outcomes. Given the acceptance by status interactions observed at Time 3 in Study 1, I 

was also interested in whether high acceptance would buffer the negative effects of low 

status on the emotional outcomes. Specifically, a two-way interaction was predicted in 

which participants in the high acceptance conditions would not differ in their emotional 

outcomes as a function of whether they received high or low status feedback. Finally, 

ancillary predictions were that participants high in the need to belong would be more 

affected by the acceptance feedback than participants low in need to belong, and 

participants high in concern with status would be more affected by the status feedback 

than participants low in concern with status. 
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4.1 Method 

4.1.1 Participants 

Power analysis recommended a sample size of 192 participants for this study, 

assuming a small effect size (power=.95, expected f=.1). A small effect size was assumed 

because I was not able to find a comparable study from which to estimate an effect size. I 

aimed to recruit 15 more participants than needed in order to account for suspicious 

participants. Thus, 207 undergraduates participated in this study in exchange for course 

credit. Seventeen participants were excluded from analysis due to suspicion, leaving 190 

participants. Of these 190 participants, 129 were female and 61 were male. The sample 

consisted of 111 first-years, 56 second-years, 15 juniors, and eight seniors. Fifty-two 

percent of participants were White, 22% were Asian or Pacific Islander, 11% were Black, 

9% were Hispanic/Latino, 4% identified as Multiple Races or “Other,” and one 

participant was North American Indian or Alaskan Native. Twenty percent of 

participants reported an annual family income of less than $100,000, 67% reported a 

family income above $100,000, and 13% reported they did not know their family income. 

4.1.2 Procedure 

Prior to the study, participants completed an online questionnaire. This 

questionnaire included the self-esteem and emotional outcome measures as well as trait 

measures of their need to belong (Leary, Kelly, Cottrell, & Schreindorfer, 2013) and 
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concern with status (Blader & Chen, 2011). Once participants completed that short 

questionnaire, they were automatically eligible to sign up for the lab-based study.  

 When participants arrived at the lab, they were informed that they were taking 

part in a study on group formation and decision-making. Up to three participants took 

part in each experimental session, although they were always led to believe that there 

were five participants in the session (including themselves). Participants completed a 

personal information questionnaire that they were told the other participants would use 

to make decisions. The questionnaire asked for information related to personality 

characteristics, hobbies, political and moral attitudes, decision making-skills and status-

relevant questions (See Appendix C for all materials). After they completed the 

questionnaire, the experimenter ostensibly went and made copies of all of the 

participants’ questionnaires. The experimenter gave each participant 4 completed 

information questionnaires to use to make their ratings of the other “participants.”  

For the rating, participants were told that they had eight acceptance points and 

eight status points to divide up among the participants as they saw fit. Participants were 

verbally reminded that the acceptance points were meant to be distributed based on 

how likely they thought a given participant would be “personally liked and wanted as a 

member of a group,” and the status points were meant to be distributed based on how 

likely they thought it was that a given person would be “respected and be able to 
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contribute positively to a group’s goals.” Participants could not give themselves any 

points.  

After rating the other “participants,” participants received a feedback form 

detailing how many points each person received. Participants received either a low or 

high number of points on status and on acceptance (four conditions). In total, 43 

participants were assigned to the low acceptance, low status condition, 50 participants 

were assigned to the low acceptance, high status condition, 50 participants were 

assigned to the high acceptance, low status condition, and 47 participants were assigned 

to the high acceptance, high status condition. Participants in the high number of points 

conditions received 12 or 14 points on status and/or acceptance. Participants in the low 

number of points conditions received 2 or 4 points on status and/or acceptance. The two 

different patterns of low and high feedback points were used so that participants who 

received low feedback on both status and acceptance or high feedback on both status 

and acceptance would not receive the same number of points for both status and 

acceptance. Receiving the same number of points for both ratings could decrease 

believability. This methodology was taken from Leary et al. (2001).  Due to believability 

issues in the high acceptance, high status condition, the 12 and 14 points feedback was 

changed to 11 and 12 points feedback for the high/high condition only.  See Appendix C 

for all study materials. 
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After viewing the feedback form, participants completed a questionnaire 

consisting of a number of outcome measures. Participants completed three self-esteem 

scales: the Self-Esteem Feelings scale (Leary et al., 1995; same as used in Study 2), the 

Social and Performance subscales of the State Self-Esteem scale (Heatherton & Polivy, 

1991), and a Self-Ratings scale (Leary et al., 2001).  Participants also completed an 

emotions measure consisting of six emotion subscales: happiness, sadness, anger, 

anxiety, hurt feelings, and pride (Buckley et al., 2004; same as used in Study 2). Lastly, 

participants completed a 5-item measure of perceived control (adapted from Williams et 

al., 2000; same as used in Study 2). See Appendix C for all outcome measures.  

As manipulation checks, participants rated the degree to which they felt that the 

other participants rated them highly on potential acceptance (“To what extent do you feel 

that the other participants accepted and liked you as a member of the group?”) and rated them 

highly on potential status (“To what extent do you feel that the other participants granted you 

status and respect as a member of the group?”). These ratings were done on a 12-point scale 

with five labeled points (1=not at all, 12= extremely). Participants were also asked to rate 

their feelings of acceptance and of status on three-item bipolar adjective scales, (not 

respected-respected, low status-high status, low ranking-high ranking for status, and rejected-

accepted, disliked-liked, distant-close for acceptance). On these nine-point scales, 

participants were instructed to indicate how they felt after seeing the other participants’ 

ratings of them and the other participants. These ratings served as part of the 
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manipulations check but were also included to examine whether people fully 

differentiated status from acceptance based on of the manipulation. Participants were 

probed for suspicion before being fully debriefed and asked not to share the details of 

the study with anyone.  

4.2 Results 

Two multivariate ANCOVAs and one univariate ANCOVA were conducted to 

assess the relative impact of the manipulations on state self-esteem, emotions, and 

perceived control respectively. In each test, social status (low vs. high) and acceptance 

(low vs. high) were entered as between-subjects factors, and the participants’ pre-study 

scores on the relevant outcome measures were included as covariates.  Levene’s test of 

the equality of error variances was significant for four of the six emotion subscales, but 

examination of the within-condition variances revealed that the largest variance was not 

more than 10 times the size of the smallest variance, so analysis of these dependent 

variables continued. Box’s test of the equality of the variance-covariance matrices was 

significant (p<.001) for the emotions MANCOVA. I used Pillai’s trace as our multivariate 

test statistic, as this test is the most robust to homogeneity of variance violations.  

To examine whether the effect of status on emotional outcomes remains after 

controlling for feelings of acceptance, ANCOVAs were conducted (again, two 

multivariate and one univariate) in which feelings of acceptance were included as a 

covariate in the model, in addition to the relevant pre-study outcome scores. This 
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analysis tells us whether there is an effect of the status manipulation on emotional 

outcomes that is independent from the effect of acceptance feelings. Feelings of social 

status were also controlled for in separate ANCOVAs to examine whether the effect of 

acceptance remains after controlling for feelings of social status. 

Lastly, multiple linear regression analyses were performed for each outcome to 

examine whether the effects of the acceptance or status manipulations differed as a 

function of people’s need to belong or concern with status. Pre-test outcome measures 

were included as covariates in the models. Because the focus was to determine whether 

the effects of acceptance and status were different based on peoples’ individual 

differences, acceptance and status were treated as the independent variables and the 

individual difference measures as moderators when exploring the significant 

interactions.  

4.2.1 Manipulation Checks 

To assess whether the acceptance and status manipulations were effective, 

participants completed two direct manipulation check items. To assess the acceptance 

manipulation directly, participants responded to the question “To what extent do you feel 

that the other participants accepted and liked you as a member of the group?” An ANOVA 

revealed that acceptance (F (1, 185) = 1175.19, p< .001, Mlow=2.31, SD=1.16; Mhigh=9.92, 

SD=1.81) but not status (F (1, 185) = .30, p=.587, Mlow=6.43, SD=4.23; Mhigh=5.94, SD=3.99) 

had a significant main effect on the acceptance manipulation check question. There was 
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no interaction between acceptance and status for the acceptance manipulation check, F 

(1, 185) = 1.46, p=.229.  

To assess the status manipulation directly, participants responded to the 

question, “To what extent do you feel that the other participants granted you status and respect 

as a member of the group?” An ANOVA showed that the status manipulation had a 

significant effect on the status manipulation check, F (1, 185) = 811.72, p< .001, Mlow = 2.59, 

SD = 1.70; Mhigh = 9.89, SD = 1.87, whereas the acceptance manipulation did not, F (1, 185) 

= .20, p = .659. In addition, there was a significant interaction between status and 

acceptance on the status manipulation check, (F (1, 185) = 7.17, p = .008), such that 

participants in the low status, low acceptance condition reported lower status than 

participants in the low status, high acceptance condition, F (1, 185) = 4.73, p = .031, Mlow = 

2.16, SD = 1.09; Mhigh = 2.96, SD = 2.04. Participants in the high status conditions did not 

report significantly different status as a function of acceptance condition, F (1, 185) = 

2.57, p= .111, Mlow = 10.17, SD = 1.68; Mhigh = 9.60, SD = 2.02. 

In addition to the direct checks mentioned above, participants also reported their 

feelings of status following the feedback through a three-item, bipolar adjective scale 

status measure (not respected-respected, low status-high status, low ranking, high ranking) and 

a three-item, bipolar adjective scale acceptance measure (rejected-accepted, disliked-liked, 

distant-close). There were significant main effects of the status manipulation (F (1, 184) = 

345.27, p < .001, d= 2.57; Mlow = 3.34, SD = 1.57; Mhigh = 7.28, SD = 1.50) and acceptance 
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manipulation (F (1, 184) = 16.69, p < .001, d= .26; Mlow = 5.04, SD = 2.69; Mhigh = 5.69, SD = 

2.27) on feelings of status. There was also a marginally significant interaction between 

status and acceptance on the status adjectives (F (1,184) = 2.67, p = .104). Specifically, 

participants in the low status, low acceptance condition reported feeling lower status 

than participants in the low status, high acceptance condition (F (1,184) = 15.81, p< .001) 

whereas this contrast was only marginally significant in the high status conditions, F 

(1,184) = 3.11, p = .080.  

For the acceptance adjectives measure, the main effects of status (F (1, 185) = 

10.40, p = .001, d= .18; Mlow = 4.92, SD = 2.44; Mhigh = 5.35, SD = 2.43) and acceptance (F (1, 

185) = 435.55, p < .001, d= -2.95; Mlow = 3.09, SD = 1.54; Mhigh = 7.12, SD = 1.17) were both 

significant. The interaction between acceptance and status on the acceptance adjectives 

was not significant, F (1, 185) = .02, p = .882. Thus, even though the acceptance and status 

feedback clearly had its strongest effects on measures of the relevant domain, status 

feedback still significantly affected participants’ feelings of acceptance, and acceptance 

feedback still significantly affected their feelings of status.  

4.2.2 Self-Esteem 

A MANCOVA was performed on the three state self-esteem measures with 

acceptance and status as the independent variables and the pre-test self-esteem 

measures as the covariates. The multivariate tests were significant for the main effects of 

status (F (3,178) =20.01, p<.001) and acceptance, F (3,178) =17.60, p<.001, suggesting that 



 

61 

higher status and acceptance feedback increased state self-esteem. The interaction was 

not significant, F (3,178) =1.02, p=.384. The follow-up univariate tests showed a 

significant main effect of status on the state self-esteem feelings scale (F (1,180) =51.37, 

p<.001, d=.76; Mlow = 4.43, SDlow = 1.14, Mhigh = 5.27, SDhigh =1.07) and the social and 

performance self-esteem scale, F (1,180) =15.76, p<.001, d=.54; Mlow = 3.48, SDlow = .76, Mhigh 

= 3.88, SDhigh = .73. The univariate tests also showed a significant main effect of 

acceptance on the state self-esteem feelings scale (F (1,180) =40.34, p<.001, d=.90; Mlow = 

4.38, SDlow = 1.17, Mhigh = 5.33, SDhigh =.92) and the social and performance self-esteem scale 

(F (1,180) =22.75, p<.001, d=.47; Mlow = 3.51, SDlow = .84, Mhigh = 3.85 SDhigh = .60). No effects 

were significant for the self-ratings scale (F’s (1,180) < .29, p’s>.59).  

To further assess the unique contributions of status and acceptance to state self-

esteem, I conducted two additional MANCOVAs. These MANCOVAs were identical to 

the previous one, with the exception that I added feelings of status as a covariate in the 

first MANCOVA, and feelings of acceptance as a covariate in a second MANCOVA. 

When feelings of status were added to the MANCOVA, the multivariate main effect of 

status became nonsignificant, F (3,176) =1.90, p=.131, as would be expected, but the 

multivariate main effect of acceptance remained significant, F (3,176) = 13.73, p < .001. 

The univariate effects of acceptance on the self-esteem feelings scale (F (1,178) =33.37, 

p<.001) and social and performance self-esteem scale (F (1,178) =6.77, p=.01) were both 

still significant.  
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When feelings of acceptance were added to the MANCOVA, the multivariate 

main effect of acceptance and the multivariate main effect of status both remained 

significant, Faccept (3,177) = 2.87, p = .038; Fstatus (3,177) = 12.71, p < .001. The univariate 

effects of status on the self-esteem feelings scale (F (1,179) =26.35, p < .001) and social and 

performance self-esteem scale (F (1,179) =12.92, p < .001) were both still significant. Thus, 

it appears that status had an independent effect on self-esteem after controlling for 

feelings of acceptance, and acceptance had an independent effect on self-esteem after 

controlling for feelings of status.  

To assess the relative importance of the acceptance manipulation versus status 

manipulation for self-esteem outcomes, I conducted relative weight analyses. Like the 

MANCOVAs, these analyses include the pre-test self-esteem measures in addition to 

acceptance and status. Analyses revealed that acceptance had slightly larger relative 

weights than status for the self-esteem feelings scale and social and performance self-

esteem scale, but these differences were not statistically significant. See Table 6 for 

relative weights. 
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Table 6: Raw and Rescaled Relative Weights of Acceptance and Social Status 

on Self-Esteem Scales 

 Raw Relative 

Weight 

Rescaled Relative 

Weight 

Bias-corrected C.I. Test of 

Significance 

S.E. Feelings (R2=.43)    

Pre-test S.E. Feelings .13 31%  

Acceptance .18 42%  

Social Status .12 27% [-.06, .18] 

Social & Perform S.E. 

(R2=.44) 

   

Pre-test Soc. & Perf. S.E. .32 73%  

Acceptance .07 15%  

Social Status .05 12% [-.07, .09] 

Note. No statistically significant difference between the acceptance and social status 

relative weights for self-esteem. 

 

4.2.3 Emotions 

A MANCOVA was conducted to assess the effects of status and acceptance on 

the six emotion subscales: anger, happiness, hurt feelings, anxiety, sadness and pride. 

The analysis revealed a significant multivariate main effect of acceptance on emotions (F 

(6,175) = 17.91, p < .001) and a significant multivariate main effect of status on emotions, 

F (6,175) = 9.33, p < .001. The interaction between status and acceptance was not 

significant, F (6,175) = 1.15, p = .338. Examination of the univariate tests for the emotion 

items showed that acceptance had a significant effect on all of the emotion measures, 

and the effects were in the predicted direction. In contrast, the status manipulation had a 

significant effect on happiness, sadness and pride, but not anger, anxiety, or hurt 

feelings. Again, significant effects were in the predicted direction. See Table 7 for all 

statistics for the status and acceptance main effects on the emotion subscales.  
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Table 7: Effects of Status and Acceptance on Emotion Subscales 

 F P Mlow  SDlow Mhigh SDhigh  d 

Acceptance      

Happiness 72.62 <.001 2.19 .95 3.20 .77 1.16 

Sadness 60.30 <.001 1.92 .85 1.23 .37 -1.05 

Anger 43.47 <.001 1.70 .77 1.16 .30 -.92 

Anxiety 10.73 .001 1.78 .84 1.47 .60 -.42 

Hurt Feelings 43.08 <.001 1.75 .83 1.17 .37 -.90 

Pride 27.02 <.001 2.12 .86 2.65 .77 .65 

Social Status      

Happiness 26.77 <.001 2.39 .97 3.00 1.03 .61 

Sadness 4.51 .035 1.67 .73 1.48 .74 -.26 

Anger 1.85 .176 1.49 .61 1.38 .67 -.17 

Anxiety 1.06 .306 1.67 .75 1.57 .75 -.13 

Hurt Feelings 1.85 .176 1.52 .69 1.40 .71 -.17 

Pride 52.17 <.001 2.02 .72 2.76 .80 .97 

Note. df (1, 180). Means are adjusted for pre-test covariate effects. 

After adding feelings of acceptance into the model, the multivariate main effect 

of acceptance was no longer significant (F (6,174) = .87, p = .522), as expected. The main 

effect of status, however, remained significant, F (6,174) = 7.08, p < .001. Looking at the 

univariate tests for status, happiness (F (1,179) = 16.20, p < .001, d= .45) and pride (F 

(1,179) = 39.70, p < .001, d=.84) were still significantly affected by the status manipulation, 

but sadness was not, F (1,179) = 1.11, p = .294, d= .12. Once feelings of status were added 

as a covariate into the model, the effect of status was no longer significant (F (6,173) = 

1.13, p = .349), but the multivariate effect of acceptance remained significant (F (6,173) = 

13.89, p < .001), with all six univariate tests for the emotion subscales remaining 

significant as well.  
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Relative weight analyses were conducted for the emotion subscales, with Time 1 

outcomes included as predictors in addition to acceptance and social status. Analyses 

showed that acceptance accounted for significantly more of explained variance than 

social status in four of the six emotion subscales, which were happiness, sadness, anger 

and hurt feelings. See Table 8 for the relative weights.  

Table 8: Raw and Rescaled Relative Weights of Acceptance and Social Status 

on Emotion Subscales 

 Raw Relative 

Weight 

Rescaled Relative 

Weight 

Bias-corrected C.I. Test 

of Significance 

Happiness (R2=.39)    

Pre-test Happiness .08 19%  

Acceptance .23 58%  

Social Status .09 23% [.01, .26]* 

Sadness (R2=.32)    

Pre-test Sadness .08 25%  

Acceptance .23 71%  

Social Status .01 4% [.13, .31]* 

Anger (R2=.26)   

Pre-test Anger .07 27%  

Acceptance .18 71%  

Social Status .004 2% [.11, .26]* 

Anxiety(R2=.20)   

T1 Anxiety .14 73%  

Acceptance .05 25%  

Social Status .004 2% [-.003, .12] 

Hurt Feelings (R2=.19)    

Pre-test Hurt Feelings .01 6%  

Acceptance .18 91%  

Social Status .005 3% [.09, .26]* 

Pride (R2=.29)    

Acceptance .09 30%  

Social Status .20 70% [-.24, .01] 

Note. Asterisks denote a statistically significant difference between the acceptance and 

social status relative weights. No Pride measure was collected at Time 1. 
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4.2.4 Control 

A 2 (low/high acceptance) x 2 (low/high status) ANCOVA was conducted to 

assess the impact of status and acceptance on feelings of control, after controlling for 

pre-test feelings of control. Analysis revealed that the main effect of status (F (1, 184) = 

1.06, p = .305), the main effect of acceptance, (F (1, 184) = .08, p = .775) and the interaction 

between status and acceptance (F (1, 184) = 2.49, p = .116) were not significant. The 

difference between the relative weights of acceptance (Raw R.W. = .001, Rescaled R.W. = 

1.58%) and status (Raw R.W. = .005, Rescaled R.W. = 6.44%) were not statistically 

significant, 95% CI [-.002, .17]. Mean control at pre-test accounted for 74% of the 

explained variance in perceived control (Raw R.W. = .07). 

4.2.5 Individual Differences 

I conducted multiple linear regression analyses to assess whether the main 

effects of acceptance and status were moderated by the need to belong or concern with 

status. For the self-esteem feelings measure, there was a significant main effect of need 

to belong on self-esteem (B= -.76, t (170) = -2.77, p =.006), with higher need to belong 

predicting lower self-esteem, but there was no main effect of concern with status (B= -

.02, t (170) = -1.61, p =.87).  The same effects were found for the social and performance 

self-esteem measure: there was a main effect of need to belong (B= -.47, t (171) = -2.63, p 

=.009), but no main effect of concern with status (B= -.04, t (171) = -.41, p =.68). None of 

the two, three, or four way interactions were significant (t’s < 1.57, p’s > .118). 
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A number of interactions were significant for the emotions subscales. For anger, 

there was a main effect of need to belong (B= .50, t (171) = 2.77, p =.006), an interaction 

between need to belong and acceptance (B= -.54, t (171) = -2.21, p =.028), an interaction 

between need to belong and status (B= -.59, t (171) = -2.79, p =.006), as well as a three way 

interaction between acceptance, status and acceptance (B= .60, t (171) = 1.98, p =.05). 

Examining the three way interaction, I found that the status manipulation had no effect 

on anger for low need to belong participants at either level of acceptance (Blow accept= .21, t 

(171) = 1.47, p =.14; Bhigh accept = -.05, t (171) = -.40, p =.692). However, for people high in the 

need to belong, status had a significant effect on anger for participants who received 

high acceptance feedback (B= -.44, t (171) = -3.07, p =.003), but not for participants who 

received low acceptance feedback (B= -.17, t (171) = -1.21, p =.226). Thus, low or high 

status feedback did not make high need to belong participants more or less angry than 

they already were from the low acceptance feedback, but it did affect their anger if they 

had received high acceptance feedback. Acceptance feedback significantly affected anger 

across all possible levels of need to belong and status feedback. 

A similar pattern of result was found for hurt feelings. There was a significant 

main effect of need to belong (B= .60, t (171) = 3.18, p =.002), a two way interaction 

between need to belong and acceptance (B= -.79, t (171) = -3.05, p =.003), and a three way 

interaction between acceptance, status and need to belong (B= .73, t (171) = 2.25, p =.026). 

The three way interaction for hurt feelings mirrored the three way interaction for anger, 
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with the status manipulation only affecting hurt feelings for the high need to belong 

participants in the high acceptance feedback condition, B= -.30, t (171) = -1.89, p =.06. 

There was no effect of the status manipulation on hurt feelings for participants low in 

need to belong at either level of acceptance (Blow accept= -.06, t (171) = -.37, p =.71; Bhigh accept = -

.16, t (171) = -1.07, p =.29). 

For sadness, there was a main effect of need to belong (B= .60, t (171) = 3.13, p 

=.002) and an interaction between need to belong and acceptance (B= -.70, t (171) = -2.76, 

p =.006). Examining the two way interaction, acceptance affected sadness regardless of 

whether participants were high or low in need to belong, BlowNTB = -.39, t (171) = -3.24, p < 

.001; BhighNTB= -1.00, t (171) = -8.21, p < .001. Thus, need to belong did not moderate the 

effects of acceptance; rather, acceptance moderated the relationship between need to 

belong and sadness, such that need to belong predicted sadness in the low acceptance 

feedback condition (B= .43, t (171) = 4.95, p <.001) but not the high acceptance feedback 

condition, B= -.01, t (171) = -.08, p =.94.  

For anxiety, there was a significant interaction between need to belong and status 

(B= -.58, t (171) = -2.19, p =.03), such that there was no effect of the status manipulation 

among participants low in need to belong (B= .01, t (171) = .07, p =.94), but there was a 

marginally significant effect of status on anxiety among participants high in need to 

belong, B= -.26, t (171) = -1.82, p =.069. There were no statistically significant individual 

difference effects for happiness (t’s <1.45, p’s > .149) or pride, t’s <1.92, p’s > .057.  
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For control, there was no main effect of need to belong (B= -.36, t (171) = -1.51, p 

=.131), but there was a marginally significant main effect of concern with status (B= .25, t 

(171) = 1.92, p =.057), with participants higher in concern with status reporting higher 

control. None of the two, three, or four way interactions were significant (t’s <1.20, p’s > 

.234. 

4.3 Discussion 

The results of Study 3 show that both acceptance and status assert unique effects 

on state self-esteem. Even after controlling for perceived acceptance, status still had 

significant effects on self-esteem, and, even after controlling for perceived status, 

acceptance still had significant effects on self-esteem. Status and acceptance had 

significant main effects on the first two self-esteem measures but not the third self-

esteem measure. Unlike the state self-esteem feelings scale and the social and 

performance self-esteem scale, the third self-esteem measure (the self-ratings scale) is a 

measure of trait self-esteem. Given that trait self-esteem is by definition less susceptible 

to momentary changes, and all of the variables measured at pre-test were controlled, the 

lack of significant findings for the self-ratings measure makes sense. The relative 

weights of acceptance and status did not differ significantly for the self-esteem 

measures, suggesting one conferral was not a stronger predictor than the other. 

The acceptance manipulation affected more of the emotions subscales than the 

status manipulation did. Acceptance influenced all six emotions, and status influenced 
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three emotions: happiness, sadness and pride, but not anger, anxiety, or hurt feelings. 

Furthermore, as seen in Table 7, the effect sizes for acceptance’s effects were notably 

larger than those for the effects of status. After controlling for feelings of acceptance, the 

multivariate effect of social status remained, as did the univariate effects of social status 

on happiness and pride, but the univariate effect on sadness became nonsignificant. 

After controlling for perceived status, the multivariate main effect of acceptance 

remained significant, as did the univariate tests for all six of the emotion subscales.  

Relative weight analyses further supported the notion that acceptance accounted 

for more of the variance in emotions than social status. The relative weights for 

acceptance were significantly larger than the relative weights for social status for 

happiness, sadness, anger and hurt feelings. The difference was not significant for 

anxiety. Social status had a larger relative weight than acceptance for pride, but this 

difference was also not significant. 

Neither status nor acceptance had a significant effect on sense of control. The raw 

relative weights of social status and acceptance for control were low and not 

significantly different from each other. Inter-item reliability for the control scale was low 

in this study (α =.57), which suggests this measure of control may not have been the 

best-suited measure. 

Contrary to hypotheses, high acceptance did not buffer the negative effects of 

low status. None of the main effects of status and acceptance were qualified by a two 
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way interaction between acceptance and status. The only significant interactions 

involving both acceptance and status were the three way interactions between 

acceptance, status and need to belong, and those interactions actually suggested that, for 

anger and hurt feelings, status only had effects at high levels of acceptance, and this was 

true only for high need to belong participants. 

Acceptance feedback significantly affected all of the emotional outcomes and 

self-esteem regardless of need to belong or concern with status. The failure to find 

moderating effects of need to belong or concern with status on acceptance was not likely 

due to invalid measures or inadequate power. Need to belong did significantly 

moderate the effects of status on three emotion measures, and a marginal main effect 

(p=.057) of concern with status was obtained for perceived control, suggesting that it was 

possible to find effects of need to belong and concern with status in this experiment. 

Thus, our analyses provide evidence that the effects of status on emotional outcomes 

may differ as a function of individual differences in need to belong, whereas the effects 

of acceptance on emotional outcomes are not confined primarily to certain individuals. 

The results also suggest that concern with status did not play a significant role in 

people’s affective reactions to low acceptance or status. 
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5. Study 4a and 4b 

The previous studies examined the relative importance of acceptance versus 

social status for self-esteem, emotional outcomes, and control. Study 4 examined 

whether there is a difference in the extent to which people report valuing acceptance 

versus social status. Previous research has uncovered some of the strategies that people 

use to promote status versus liking when specifically given the goal to either promote 

status or promote liking (e.g. Godfrey, Jones & Lord, 1986; Jones, Gergen & Jones, 1963; 

Matteucci, 2014), but less research has focused on people’s own actual goals. 

Furthermore, some researchers have argued that people are motivated to pursue status 

even when it comes at a cost to acceptance (Anderson et al., 2015), but this question, to 

our knowledge, has not been directly examined.  

In Study 4, participants were directly asked which conferral, acceptance or social 

status, they value more overall and across a variety of contexts and impression 

management scenarios (Study 4a). They were also asked which goal they spend more 

time pursuing in their daily lives (Study 4a). In a separate study, participants were 

presented with a behavioral choice between prioritizing acceptance and prioritizing 

status (Study 4b). Together, these studies allow us to understand the relative importance 

that people place on status versus acceptance. As secondary questions, these studies also 

examined how easy or difficult the choice was, and whether the choice differed as a 

function of participants’ trait need to belong or concern with status. The primary 
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prediction was that significantly more participants would prioritize acceptance over 

status than status over acceptance when forced to make a choice, and that they would 

report spending more of their day pursuing acceptance than status. Also, participants 

should find the choice between acceptance and status to be more easy than difficult, and 

individual differences in need to belong and concern with status should predict choices. 

5.1 Study 4a 

5.1.1 Method 

5.1.1.1 Participants 

I was not able to find a previous study with a comparable aim to the current 

study that I could use to determine a projected effect size. Assuming a small effect size 

(g=.15), power analysis suggested a minimum sample size of 149 participants for this 

study. Because the questions in Study 4a were a bit repetitive, I split them up across two 

surveys, which were administered to two separate groups of participants. Participants in 

the first group saw only the global choices questions, and participants in the second 

group saw only the impression management scenario vignettes. One-hundred and sixty-

one participants were recruited for the global questions survey, 93 men and 68 women. 

The mean age of the participants was 36 years old (range = 18-79 years old), and 85% of 

the sample had at least “some college.” The sample was 71% White, 15% Asian, and 14% 

Underrepresented Minority participants. 
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One-hundred and sixty-three participants were recruited to complete the 

impression management scenario vignettes. Three participants finished the study in less 

than 10 seconds, so they were excluded from analysis, leaving 160 participants. The 

mean age for participants was 36 years old (range= 18-75 years old), and 87% of the 

sample had at least “some college.” Eighty-nine men and 71 women participated in the 

study. The racial makeup of the sample was 70% White, 19% Asian, and 11% 

Underrepresented Minority participants. 

5.1.1.2 Procedure 

For the global questions, participants were shown 4 dichotomous choice 

questions asking them to choose between acceptance and status in overall terms. In each 

question, acceptance was defined for the participant as being “liked and accepted,” and 

status was defined for the participant as being “respected and prominent.”  First, 

participants were asked, “In your life overall, if you had to choose between having acceptance 

(being liked and accepted) and having status (being respected and prominent), and you could not 

have both, which would you choose?” Second, participants were asked whether they would 

choose acceptance or status if they could only have one or the other in five different 

settings: family, friends, significant other, school, and work. This question was meant to 

assess whether people’s preferences for different conferrals vary in different settings. 

Third, participants were asked whether they spend more of their day trying to be 

accepted or trying to have status. Lastly, participants were shown descriptions of two 
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people and asked to choose which person they would rather be (vignettes based off of 

Snyder, Kirkpatrick, & Barrett, 2008). One vignette described a high status, low 

acceptance individual, while the other described a high acceptance, low status 

individual. The descriptions were gender neutral, and presentation of the descriptions of 

these two individuals was counterbalanced. See the vignettes below: 

This year Riley was pleased when teammates unanimously voted to make Riley 

president of their club. Riley’s teammates regularly ask Riley to hold club 

meetings, which Riley does. At these meetings, it is clear that everyone looks to 

Riley as the leader of the group. They are always eager to hear what Riley has to 

say, and Riley consequently winds up speaking most of the time. When Riley 

speaks, the other club members always listen intently, and they never interrupt 

Riley. Riley is seen this way in all of his clubs. Outside of meetings, Riley doesn’t 

hang out much with other club members. Despite Riley’s strengths and skills 

within the club setting, the club members are not very interested in hanging out 

with Riley.  In fact, despite the fact that Riley is respected as a leader, Riley does 

not relate well with peers (this includes all peers, not just teammates). Whenever 

members have social plans, they don’t think to invite Riley. Riley is displeased 

about not having many close friends. 

Jessie is also a member of the same club. This year Jessie was displeased when no 

teammates voted for Jessie to be president of their club. Jessie’s teammates have 

never asked Jessie to lead club meetings, and Jessie never does. At these 

meetings, it is clear that no one looks to Jessie as the leader of the group. No one 

is eager to hear what Jessie has to say, and Jessie winds up not speaking most of 

the time. When Jessie does speak, the other club members do not listen intently, 

and they often interrupt Jessie. Jessie is seen this way in all of his clubs. Outside 

of meetings, Jessie hangs out a lot with the other club members. Despite Jessie’s 

lack of strength and skills in the club setting, the club members are very 

interested in hanging out with Jessie. In fact, despite the fact that Jessie is not 

respected as a leader, Jessie relates well with peers (this includes all peers, not 

just teammates). Whenever members have social plans, they always think to 

invite Jessie. Jessie is pleased to have so many close friends.  

Following each of the global questions, participants rated how difficult the choice 

was, and also indicated how strong their preference for their choice was on a six-point 

Likert scale. Participants also completed a brief version of the Need to Belong scale 
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(Leary et al., 2005) and the Concern with Status scale (Blader & Chen, 2011). All 

questions in the survey were presented in random order, with the exception of the 

individual difference measures and demographic questions, which were presented at 

the end. See Appendix D for materials.  

A second group of MTurk participants completed a questionnaire consisting of 

impression management vignettes in which they had to make a choice between 

promoting status at a cost to acceptance and promoting acceptance at a cost to status. In 

each vignette, status was paired with the descriptor “respect,” and acceptance was 

paired with the descriptor “liking.” These vignettes and questions assessed which form 

of social value participants found more important across a variety of settings. 

Participants saw five impression management scenarios that differed in a variety of 

ways, including setting. Although each of the scenarios was in a different context 

(school, work, family, friends, and significant other), the impression management 

scenarios were not meant to be a strict or exhaustive test of the specific causal role of 

each of these settings. Rather, the goal was to see whether a pattern would emerge in 

preference for one conferral over the other (status or acceptance) across a variety of 

different situations and contexts. See below for an example impression management 

scenario: 

Imagine that you recently were incredibly successful at attaining a big client for 

the company. Do you bring this personal success up with your co-workers, or do 

you keep it to yourself? Bringing this up will increase your status and respect in 

their eyes, but decrease their liking and acceptance of you. With this in mind, 

would you bring it up to them? 
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I would bring it up 

I would not bring it up 

 

Following each scenario, participants were also asked how difficult the choice 

was and how strong their preference for their choice was on a six-point Likert scale. All 

questions were randomly presented to participants to decrease order effects, with the 

exception of the demographic questions, which were presented at the end. See 

Appendix D for materials. 

5.1.2 Results 

Analyses of data from Study 4a involved binomial tests (difference from 

constant, one sample case) for each dichotomous outcome to assess whether participants 

chose acceptance or chose status at a rate higher than 50%. Descriptive statistics were 

used to report how difficult it was for participants to choose between acceptance and 

status. One-way ANOVAs were also conducted to examine whether participants’ 

reported difficulty of the choice varied as a function of which conferral they chose. In 

cases where Levene’s tests of homogeneity of variance were violated, I conducted Welch 

test adjustments to correct for the violations. Finally, multiple regression analyses were 

conducted to examine whether participants’ preferences for status versus acceptance (as 

assessed on seven-point Likert scales) were predicted by their need to belong or concern 

with status.  
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5.1.2.1 Global Questions 

When asked whether they would choose having acceptance or having status in 

their lives overall, 73% of participants chose acceptance, and 27% chose status, which 

was a statistically significant difference, p<.001, two-tailed. Roughly 73% of participants 

reported that this choice was either slightly, moderately or extremely easy, whereas 27% 

of participants reported that the choice was slightly, moderately or extremely difficult. 

The mean for difficulty, on the six-point scale (1= extremely difficult, 6 = extremely easy), 

was 4.29, and the mode was 5 (moderately easy). Mean difficulty did not differ as a 

function of which conferral participants chose, t (159) = .73, p = .467. 

When asked whether they spend more time in their day trying to be accepted or 

trying to have status, 62% of participants said they spent more time trying to be 

accepted, and 38% of participants said they spent more time trying to have status, which 

was a statistically significant difference, p = .003, two-tailed. When asked how difficult it 

was for them to choose which goal they pursue more, 68% of participants reported that 

the task was slightly, moderately, or extremely easy, and 32% reported that the task was 

slightly, moderately or extremely difficult. The mean response on the six-point scale was 

4.08, with a mode of 4 (slightly easy). Mean difficulty did not differ as a function of 

which conferral participants chose, t (159) = .34, p = .734. 

Participants were also asked to choose between having acceptance and having 

status in five different social settings. Participants significantly preferred to have 
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acceptance over status in the family, significant other, and friends contexts (p’s < .001, 

two-tailed), whereas they reported significantly preferring status over acceptance in the 

work context, p<.001, two-tailed. There was not a significant departure from a 50/50 

distribution in the school context, p = .529, two-tailed.  Most participants reported that 

the choice was slightly, moderately or extremely easy in each of the contexts (range = 

79% - 90%; See Table 9 for percentages). The modal response to the difficulty question 

for the family, friends, and significant other contexts was 6 (extremely easy), and the 

mode difficulty for the work and school contexts was 5 (moderately easy). 

Interestingly, mean difficulty differed as a function of which conferral 

participants choose in the family (F (1, 26) = 16.74, p < .001), friends (F (1, 25) = 12.15, p = 

.002) and significant other (F (1, 32) = 19.02, p < .001) settings, and was marginally 

significant in the work setting, F (1,109) = 2.80, p = .097.1  In each of these analyses, 

participants who chose status over acceptance reported significantly more difficulty in 

making the choice than the participants who choose acceptance over status. The 

difference in difficulty as a function of conferral choice was not significant in the school 

setting, F (1,159) = 2.14, p = .149. See Table 9 for choice percentages and difficulty 

statistics. 

                                                      

 

1 Statistics have been adjusted using the Welch test to account for violation of the homogeneity of variance 

assumption. 
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Table 9: Acceptance vs. Status Choice and Difficulty of Choice Percentages 

across Five Settings. 

  

% 

Choosing 

Acceptance 

 

% 

Choosing  

Status 

 

 

 

p 

% 

Reporting 

Decision  

Difficult 

% 

Reporting 

Decision  

Easy 

Mean(SD) 

Ease for 

Acceptance 

Choosers 

Mean(SD) 

Ease for 

Status 

Choosers 

Family 86% 14% <.001 12% 88% 5.28 (1.07) 3.96 (1.49)* 

Friends 86% 14% <.001 10% 90% 5.29 (1.03) 4.23 (1.38)* 

Sig.Oth 83% 17% <.001 11% 89% 5.32 (1.06) 4.04 (1.45)* 

Work 32% 68% <.001 21% 79% 4.88 (1.22) 4.53 (1.32) † 

School 53% 47% .529 12% 88% 4.96 (1.12) 4.70 (1.20)   

Note. % Difficult represents percentage reporting the choice as slightly, moderately or 

extremely difficult; % Easy represents slightly, moderately or extremely easy.  

*p< .01, †p < .10   

 

 

The final global question was a dichotomous choice task in which participants 

read two vignettes, one describing a high acceptance, low status person (Jesse), and the 

other describing a low acceptance, high status person (Riley).  Participants were 

significantly more likely to choose to be Jessie (63%) than choose to be Riley (37%; p = 

.001, two-tailed). Furthermore, the participants who chose to be Riley (M = 3.97, SD = 

1.41) reported marginally more difficulty with the decision (F (1, 159) = 3.13, p = .079) 

than participants who chose to be Jessie (M = 4.37, SD = 1.40). Twenty-nine percent of 

participants said the choice was slightly, moderately or extremely difficult, and 71% said 

the choice was slightly, moderately, or extremely easy. The mean difficulty was 4.22 and 

the mode was 5 (moderately easy).  
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5.1.2.2 Individual Differences 

To examine whether individual differences in the need to belong and concern 

with status predicted participants’ preferences, a multiple regression analysis was 

conducted with the individual differences as predictors and the seven-point Likert scales 

for preference (1=strong preference for acceptance choice, 7=strong preference for status choice) 

on each question as the criterion. Both need to belong and concern with status 

significantly predicted preferences to pursue either status or acceptance for all of the 

global questions, with the exception that need to belong did not significantly predict 

preference in the work setting. Specifically, higher need to belong predicted a stronger 

preference for choosing acceptance, and higher concern with status predicted stronger 

preference for choosing status. None of the interactions between need to belong and 

concern with status were significant. See Table 10 for statistics. 

Table 10: Individual Differences in Preference for Acceptance vs. Status 

 T P B  SE B β 

Life Overall (R2=.31)                               

NTB -5.58 <.001 -.89 .16 -.39 

CWS 7.06 <.001 .69 .10 .48 

NTBxCWS -.12 .279 -.12 .11 -.07 

Family Setting (R2=.21)      

NTB -4.27 <.001 -.67 .16 -.32 

CWS 5.29 <.001 .51 .10 .38 

NTB x CWS .23 .821 .03 .11 .02 

Friends Setting (R2=.27)      

NTB -3.85 <.001 -.57 .15 -.27 

CWS 7.01 <.001 .64 .09 .49 

NTB x CWS .82 .414 .08 .10 .06 

Sig. Other Setting (R2=.21)      
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NTB -3.20 .002 -.49 .16 -.24 

CWS 6.11 <.001 .58 .10 .44 

 NTB x CWS .029 .98 .003 .11 .002 

Work Setting (R2=.10)      

NTB -1.39 .166 -.25 .18 -.11 

CWS 3.98 <.001 .44 .11 .31 

NTB x CWS 1.06 .289 .13 .12 .08 

School Setting (R2=.19)      

NTB -2.58 .011 -.47 .18 -.19 

CWS 5.51 <.001 .62 .11 .40 

NTB x CWS 1.74 .084 .22 .13 .13 

Time Spent (R2=.24)      

NTB -5.57 <.001 -.798 .12 -.41 

CWS 5.10 <.001 .451 .14 .36 

NTB x CWS -.58 .562 -.058 .09 -.04 

Global Vignette (R2=.13)      

NTB -4.33 <.001 -.81 .19 -.34 

CWS 2.87 .005 .33 .12 .22 

NTB x CWS .39 .698 .05 .13 .03 

Note. Need to belong and Concern with Status are mean-centered. df = 157 

5.1.2.2 Scenario Vignettes 

Binomial tests revealed that participants were significantly more likely to pursue 

acceptance over status in three of the impression management scenarios, which were in 

the school (p < .001, two-tailed), significant other (p = .003, two-tailed), and work settings 

(p = .048, two-tailed). Participants were marginally more likely to pursue acceptance in 

the impression management scenario in the family setting (p < .069, two-tailed). The 

scenario in the new friends setting was the only vignette for which participants were 

equally likely to pursue status as acceptance (p = .937, two-tailed). Participants did not 

pursue status over acceptance in any of the scenarios. The mode difficulty for the 

scenarios in the family, friends, significant other, and work setting was 5 (moderately 
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easy), and the mode difficulty in the school setting was 6 (extremely easy). See Table 11 

for choice and difficulty percentages and difficulty means. Mean difficulty did not differ 

as a function of which conferral participants chose for any of the impression 

management scenarios, F’s < 1.23, p’s > .269. 

Table 11: Acceptance vs. Status Choice and Difficulty of Choice Percentages 

across Five Impression Management Scenarios 

 % Choosing 

Acceptance 

% Choosing 

Status 

 

p 

%  

Difficult 

%  

Easy 

Mean (SD) 

Ease 

Family 58% 43% .069 23% 77% 4.51 (1.21) 

Friends 49% 51% .937 25% 75% 4.41 (1.25) 

Sig. Other 62% 38% .003 26% 74% 4.39 (1.38) 

Work 58% 42% .048 22% 78% 4.42 (1.15) 

School 64% 36% <.001 18% 82% 4.78 (1.23) 

Note. % Difficult represents percentage reporting the choice as slightly, moderately or 

extremely difficult; % Easy represents slightly, moderately or extremely easy.  

 

5.2 Study 4b 

Study 4b was similar to Study 4a in that it examined whether people will choose 

acceptance or status when forced to make a choice between the two. However, instead of 

reading and responding to hypothetical scenarios, participants were presented with a 

real-life behavioral choice between promoting status at a cost to acceptance and 

promoting acceptance at a cost to status. 
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5.2.1 Method 

5.2.1.1 Participants  

Study 4b had the same power analysis suggestions as Study 4a. Participants were 

recruited at a university’s student/visitor center (n=75) and through a community 

sample pool (n=75). A total of 150 students, visitors, and community members 

participated in the study. The sample was 36% White, 30% Black, 21.3% Asian, 5.3% 

Hispanic, and 7.3% “Other” or Multiple Races. Twenty-one percent of the sample had a 

total household income of less than $25,000 a year, 45% fell between $25,000 and 

$100,000, and 34% had a family income of $100,000 or more. The sample consisted of 81 

women, 67 men, 1 genderqueer participant, and 1 gender fluid participant.  The mean 

age was 30 years old, with a range from 18 to 65 years old. Forty-three percent of 

participants were undergraduates, 16.7% were graduate students, and 40% of 

participants were not students. 

5.2.1.2 Procedure 

Participants were told that they were going to be rated by other participants on 

their potential for acceptance and on their potential for status. Half of participants were 

told that their essay would be read by future participants (n = 75), and half were told 

that their essay would be read and evaluated by current participants while they were 

still in the lab, and that they would also be reading the other participants’ essays (n = 75). 

They were then told that they had a choice between writing about a topic that tends to 



 

85 

increase status ratings at a cost to acceptance ratings, or a topic that tends to increase 

status ratings at a cost to acceptance ratings. The order in which status and acceptance 

were mentioned in the instructions was counterbalanced.  Importantly, participants 

were not told what the actual topics were, only that they needed to choose between a 

topic that tends to increase status ratings at a cost to acceptance ratings and a topic that 

tends to increase acceptance ratings at a cost to status ratings. See the instructions for the 

“evaluation from current participants” condition below. These instructions were read 

aloud to participants and presented on the computer screen. 

IMPORTANT INSTRUCTIONS 

Your task for this study is to write a brief essay. Your essay will then be read by 

the other participant(s) in this session. They will use your essay to make ratings 

on how much they see you as having potential for acceptance (potential to be 

liked and accepted by others) and potential for status (potential to be respected 

and prominent in the eyes of others).  

You can choose to write your essay on a topic that is known to lead to high 

acceptance ratings, at a cost to status ratings, or you can choose to write your 

essay on a topic that is known to lead to high status ratings, at a cost to 

acceptance ratings. Please make your choice based on which rating is more 

important to you. You cannot write about both topics. Once you choose between 

these two options (on the next page), you will see the specific topic for your 

essay.  

After participants selected which conferral they would prioritize, they saw their 

specific essay topic. Participants who chose the acceptance prioritization topic saw the 

prompt, “Please write a brief essay on something you enjoyed doing with your friends recently.” 

Participants who chose the status prioritization topic saw the prompt, “Please write a brief 

essay on a recent accomplishment of yours that you’re proud of.” Participants wrote an essay 
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for 5 minutes. They then completed a seven-point item assessing the difficulty of their 

choice, an open-ended question asking why they chose the prioritization they did, and 

some demographic questions before being debriefed. 

5.2.2 Results 

A binomial test was conducted to test the prediction that more people would 

choose to write an essay on a topic that tends to increase acceptance ratings than a topic 

that tends to increase status ratings. Analyses indicated that the proportion of 

participants selecting acceptance over status was significant, p = .008, two-sided. Thirty-

eight percent of participants chose to write the essay that prioritized status over 

acceptance, whereas 62% of participants chose to write the essay that prioritized 

acceptance over status. The prioritization did not vary as a function of whether the 

participants thought their essay would be evaluated by future participants or current 

participants in the lab with them (χ2 = .61, p = .737). There was not a significant gender 

difference either, although it approached marginal significance (χ2 = 2.51, p = .128) with 

women prioritizing acceptance over status (68%) more often than men (55%). 

Prioritization did not vary significantly as a function of racial minority status either, χ 2= 

.11, p = .860. Prioritization did vary as a function of income, with higher income 

predicting higher likelihood of choosing the topic that would purportedly lead to high 

status ratings, χ2 = 4.77, p = .036. 
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Thirty-two percent of participants reported that the choice was slightly, 

moderately or extremely easy, whereas 53% reported that the decision was slightly, 

moderately, or extremely difficult. Fifteen percent reported that they were neutral on the 

difficulty. The mean on this seven-point scale was 3.87, and the mode was 3 (slightly 

difficult). Difficulty did not vary as a function of which conferral participants 

prioritized, F (1, 149) = .06, p = .815.  

In addition, participants answered an open-ended question on why they made 

the choice that they did in the task. The majority of people who chose acceptance wrote 

that they did so because they valued acceptance more than status (63/93; 68%). The 

majority of people who chose status wrote that they picked status because they didn’t 

need strangers’ acceptance (34/57; 60%), and status was a more objective measure of 

accomplishment. As one participant put it “the only acceptance rating I care about is my 

own.” For both the acceptance and status prioritizers, a portion said they picked the 

conferral they personally thought would be easier for them to write about (15% of 

acceptance choosers, 21% of status choosers).   

5.3 Study 4a and 4b Discussion  

Results across Studies 4a and 4b suggest that, when forced to make a choice, the 

majority of participants will choose to prioritize acceptance over status rather than the 

reverse. This effect was particularly strong for the global questions in Study 4a. 

Participants also reported that they spend more of their day in the service of acceptance 
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goals than status goals. In the five impression management scenario questions, the 

preference for acceptance over status was significant for three scenarios, marginally 

significant for one of the scenarios, and nonsignificant for one of the scenarios.  

Participants did not prioritize status over acceptance in any of the impression 

management scenarios. 

Furthermore, participants’ responses indicated that the choice between 

acceptance and status was fairly easy for most of the questions. Study 4b was the only 

exception to this finding, with more participants reporting that the choice was slightly 

difficult. This may have been partly due to participants’ difficulty in understanding the 

task instructions in Study 4b. Participants were expecting to be able to see the specific 

essay prompts to choose from, rather than have to choose “the topic that tends to 

increase acceptance ratings at a cost to status ratings” or “the topic that tends to increase 

status ratings at a cost to acceptance ratings” before seeing the actual essay prompts. 

In addition, the results suggest that the preference for acceptance or status may 

vary depending on context. For the global questions, participants preferred acceptance 

over status in the friends, family and significant other settings, whereas they preferred 

status in the work setting, and had no preference in the school setting. In the impression 

management scenarios that took place in the school and work settings, however, 

participants showed a preference for acceptance over status. Furthermore, although 

people said they’d prioritize acceptance over status in the friends setting, there was not a 
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significant difference in the impression management scenario with potential new 

friends. Because more than just setting varied across the impression management 

scenarios, it is not possible to make firm conclusions from the impression management 

scenarios on the role of setting in acceptance versus status goals. The role that context 

plays in social goals could be a dissertation in and of itself, and future research should 

examine the role of context in influencing people’s status and acceptance goals. In broad 

terms, Study 4 suggests that, when forced to make a choice, people choose to pursue 

acceptance more often than status. 
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6. General Discussion  

The aim of the current investigation was to examine the relative importance of 

acceptance and social status for emotional outcomes and self-esteem. Many studies have 

examined the effects of acceptance on these outcomes, and a growing literature has 

investigated the effects of social status on these outcomes as well. However, little of this 

work has accounted for the conceptual and empirical overlap between acceptance and 

status. In order to explore the unique and relative importance of acceptance and social 

status for emotional outcomes and self-esteem, the present investigation explored the 

relationships between these constructs in a naturalistic setting (Study 1) and in two 

experiments (Studies 2 & 3). In addition, Study 4 examined the relative importance that 

people place on acceptance versus status as well as how difficult it is for people to 

choose between status and acceptance. 

6.1 Natural Confounds 

The results of these studies suggest that, as hypothesized, acceptance and social 

status are naturally confounded. Across the first three studies, the effects of status on 

self-esteem and emotional outcomes lessened after accounting for acceptance effects. In 

Study 1, the strength of the relationship between social status and the four outcome 

measures (depressive symptoms, satisfaction with life, happiness, and self-esteem) 

weakened after controlling for acceptance, and this decrease was statistically significant 

for satisfaction with life at all three time-points, as well as self-esteem, happiness, and 
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depressive symptoms at Time 2. In Study 2, which was a replication of the highly cited 

Anderson et al. (2012) study on social status and subjective well-being, most of the 

effects of the status manipulation were marginal, and, after controlling for acceptance, 

all effects became nonsignificant.  Furthermore, in Study 3, the effect of social status on 

sadness became non-significant after controlling for feelings of acceptance. 

Perhaps the greatest evidence for the natural confound between acceptance and 

status comes from Study 3, in which both acceptance and status were experimentally 

manipulated. Analyses showed that, although the manipulations most strongly affected 

feelings in their relevant domain, the status manipulation also significantly affected 

feelings of acceptance, and the acceptance manipulation significantly affected feelings of 

status. This finding is particularly interesting in that it existed despite the fact that 

acceptance and status were clearly defined for the participants multiple times 

throughout the study, using the very adjectives with which they rated their feelings of 

acceptance (accepted-rejected, liked-disliked) and status (high status-low status, respected-not 

respected) at the end of the study.  

6.2 Unique Effects and Relative Importance 

In Study 1, after including acceptance and social status in the same model, both 

constructs significantly predicted satisfaction with life, self-esteem, depressive 

symptoms, and happiness at each time-point. Thus, even though status’s relationship 
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with these outcomes lessened after including acceptance in the model, the relationship 

was still statistically significant.  

At Time 3 in Study 1, there was a significant interaction between status and 

acceptance for happiness and depressive symptoms, such that status did not contribute 

to happiness or depressive symptoms at high levels of acceptance, but acceptance did 

contribute to these outcomes at high levels of status. However, this interaction was not 

significant for any measures at Time 1 or Time 2, and this relationship was also not 

observed in Study 3.  

In Study 3, the acceptance manipulation significantly affected all six of the 

emotion subscales, even after controlling for feelings of status. Status, on the other hand, 

predicted only happiness, sadness and pride, and, after controlling for feelings of 

acceptance, the effect on sadness became nonsignificant. The effects of social status and 

acceptance on self-esteem were significant, and they persisted after controlling for 

feelings of status and feelings of acceptance respectively. Thus, acceptance significantly 

and uniquely affected more emotions than social status in Study 3, but both acceptance 

and social status uniquely affected self-esteem. 

In Study 2, the status manipulation significantly manipulated both status and 

acceptance feelings. Prior to controlling for acceptance, status significantly predicted 

satisfaction with life, and it had marginal effects on self-esteem, control, negative affect, 

and non-standardized subjective well-being. However, after controlling for feelings of 
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acceptance, none of these effects even approached significance. The lack of significant 

findings could indicate that social status does not have any unique effects on self-esteem 

and emotion outcomes, but the findings in Study 1 and Study 3 suggest differently. 

Thus, it is also possible that Study 2’s manipulation of status may not have been 

particularly strong, even though the study replicated the exact procedure used by 

Anderson and colleagues (2012). Study 3 arguably used a stronger manipulation of 

social status than Study 2, and there were unique effects of social status on self-esteem 

and some emotional outcomes in Study 3. 

Relative weight analyses in Study 1 showed that acceptance had larger relative 

weights than status for self-esteem, but this difference was only statistically significant at 

Time 2 (directly after Greek recruitment). The relative weights of acceptance and status 

for self-esteem also did not differ in Study 3. Taken together, these results suggest that 

there are not strong differences in the effects of acceptance and status on self-esteem. 

However, in periods of high social stress (such as the end of Greek Recruitment), 

acceptance may play a larger role than status in predicting self-esteem. 

For emotions, the relative weight analyses in both Study 1 and Study 3 suggested 

that acceptance was a stronger predictor of emotional outcomes than social status, 

especially for negative emotions. In Study 1, acceptance had a larger relative weight than 

social status for depressive symptoms at all three time-points, satisfaction with life at all 

three time-points, and for happiness at Time 3. In Study 3, acceptance had significantly 



 

94 

larger relative weights than social status for happiness, anger, sadness and hurt feelings; 

social status did not even uniquely predict anger, sadness, hurt feelings, or anxiety, 

which explains why its’ relative weights were so low (R.W.’s ≤ 4%) for those emotions. 

The lack of significant effects of status on negative emotions is consistent with Anderson 

and colleagues’ (2012) finding that status did not significantly predict negative affect in 

two of their four studies.   

In Study 1, social status did have a larger relative weight than acceptance for 

happiness at Time 2, and this difference was statistically significant. However, 

acceptance had a significantly larger relative weight than status for happiness at Time 3. 

Furthermore, in Study 3, acceptance accounted for significantly more of the explained 

variance in happiness than social status. Perhaps acceptance generally has a stronger 

effect than social status on happiness, but happiness can be more strongly affected by 

social status in contexts where social status is particularly salient, such as at the end of 

the Greek Recruitment period.  

In addition to emotional outcomes and self-esteem, this research also examined 

perceived control in Studies 2 and 3 to test the hypothesis that both status and 

acceptance have independent effects on control, as previous theorizing has supported 

both claims (Williams, 1997; Kemper, 1990). In Study 2, the effect of the status 

manipulation on control was marginally significant and became nonsignificant after 

controlling for acceptance.  In Study 3, neither the acceptance manipulation nor status 
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manipulation had a significant effect on perceived control. Although inter-item 

reliability was high for the control measure in Study 2 (α = .80), it was low in Study 3 (α 

= .57). The fact that the control measure has mainly been validated in studies using the 

Cyberball paradigm (Williams et al., 2000) may suggest that it was not the best measure 

of control to use in the present studies. Unlike self-esteem and emotional outcomes, for 

which multiple measures were used across the first 3 studies, only one measure assessed 

control. Therefore, I caution against making any strong conclusions regarding the effects 

of status and acceptance on perceived control on the basis of these findings alone. 

6.3 Pursuing Acceptance versus Status 

When forced to choose between acceptance and status in a broad sense, the 

majority of participants tended to choose acceptance over status. Furthermore, they 

tended to report that this choice was slightly, moderately, or extremely easy more so 

than slightly, moderately, or extremely difficult. They also reported that they spend 

more of their day pursuing acceptance goals than status goals. In more specific 

impression management scenarios, participants also tended to choose acceptance over 

status, and they didn’t prefer the impression management strategy that favored status 

over acceptance in any of the scenarios. Participants also chose to pursue acceptance 

over status in the behavioral choice task in Study 4b. Interestingly, for a number of the 

dichotomous choice questions, the participants who chose status reported that the choice 

was significantly more difficult than the participants who chose acceptance, suggesting 
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that participants who chose status were more on the fence about their choice than the 

people who chose acceptance. The results from Study 4 suggest that people value 

acceptance over status across a variety of scenarios in which they have to choose 

between them. 

6.4 Individual Differences 

In Study 3, the acceptance manipulation had a significant impact on the emotion 

and self-esteem measures regardless of individual differences in need to belong or 

concern with status. The effects of status on some of the emotional outcomes were more 

conditional. For anger, anxiety and hurt feelings, the status manipulation had effects 

only on participants high in the need to belong. Concern with status did not moderate 

any of the effects of acceptance or status on self-esteem or emotional outcomes.  

Study 4a provided evidence that both need to belong and concern with status 

predict the strength of people’s preferences to pursue status versus acceptance across a 

variety of settings, with higher need to belong predicting acceptance preferences and 

higher concern with status predicting status preferences. Given that acceptance feedback 

was a stronger predictor of emotional outcomes than status feedback in Study 3, and this 

effect was not moderated by concern with status, the preference that people high in 

concern with status have for pursuing status at a cost to acceptance may be misguided, 

at least insofar as it is expected to bring more desirable emotional outcomes.  
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Furthermore, the finding that the effects of status on some emotional outcomes 

were moderated by the need to belong provides additional evidence for the confound 

between acceptance and status. The Need to Belong Scale is meant to assess trait 

differences in the need for acceptance (Leary et al., 2013), yet it still uniquely predicted 

reactions to status threats. The finding that concern with status did not moderate the 

effects of status, or even predict any emotional or self-esteem measures, was surprising. 

These results suggest that either the measure of concern with status developed by Blader 

and Chen (2011) had low validity for our undergraduate sample (the scale has largely 

been used on M.B.A. students), or trait concern with status does not have a unique 

relationship with emotional outcomes or self-esteem.  

6.5 Additional Contributions of this Work 

In addition to shedding light on the relative importance of status versus 

acceptance for self-esteem and emotional outcomes, an additional contribution that this 

research makes is to provide more data on the effects of social status on emotional 

outcomes and self-esteem. Anderson et al. (2012) is highly cited whenever researchers 

want to provide evidence of social status’s effects on emotional outcomes, despite the 

fact that only one study in the article manipulated status. Furthermore, the other most 

frequently cited article making this claim (Anderson et al., 2015) is a review paper that 

largely draws from studies in which organizational rank, income, and unemployment 

status were the predictors, rather than social status more specifically. Although there are 
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many studies on the effects of socioeconomic status on emotional outcomes, few studies 

have specifically examined social status as it is collectively defined by leading 

psychologists (Blader & Chen, 2014). Thus, Study 3 of this dissertation provides a much 

needed additional examination of the claim that social status has direct effects on 

affective outcomes.  

Acceptance has been asserted as a fundamental need, and recent work has 

postulated that social status is a fundamental human need as well. Some have argued 

that two of the criteria for a desire to be considered a fundamental need are that the 

construct is not derivative of another need, and that failure to fulfill the need must have 

significant negative emotional consequences (Baumeister & Leary, 1995).  If a constructs’ 

effects on emotional outcomes disappear after controlling for another construct, then 

there is a high likelihood of derivativeness. The present examination showed that 

acceptance and status are naturally confounded, which is a necessary prerequisite for 

derivativeness. The failure to find any unique effects of social status on emotional 

outcomes in Study 2, using a manipulation that status researchers frequently use, offers 

further support for the derivativeness hypothesis. However, the results from Study 3 

suggest that status does assert unique effects on self-esteem, happiness, and pride, but 

not on anger, sadness, anxiety, or hurt feelings. Acceptance, on the other hand, had 

unique effects on self-esteem and all six emotion subscales after controlling for status 

effects in Study 3. The longitudinal analyses from Study 1 suggest that threatened status 
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does independently predict happiness, depressive symptoms, satisfaction with life, and 

self-esteem, although the quasi-experimental nature of the design limits the causal 

conclusions that can be drawn. Overall, it appears that acceptance plays a larger role 

than social status in predicting emotional outcomes, and this is especially true for 

negative emotions, but social status still plays a significant role in predicting some 

emotions as well. Thus, acceptance and status are confounded constructs, but not 

necessarily derivative of one another. 

Another requirement for a construct to be considered a fundamental need is that 

people must be highly motivated to pursue the need across a wide array of settings. In 

the argument for social status as a fundamental need, researchers reason that people 

often pursue status even when it comes at a cost to acceptance (Anderson et al., 2015). 

The results of Study 4 offer preliminary evidence that this, as a rule, does not seem to be 

the case. Social status was preferred over acceptance in only one setting, which was the 

work setting, in which status is sometimes important. However, in the impression 

management scenario that took place in the work setting, participants were significantly 

more likely to pursue acceptance over status than status over acceptance. Thus, even in a 

setting where status would seem to be more important, people still chose to pursue 

acceptance over status. 

Of course, this dissertation was not meant to serve as a final determination of 

whether acceptance and status are fundamental needs but to provide new knowledge to 
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further inform these arguments. There are many criteria for a desire to be considered a 

need, such as universality and long-term pathological consequences of failure to satisfy 

the need, and they certainly were not all examined in these studies. 

6.6 Limitations 

One of the difficulties in conducting this research was reconciling participants’ 

lay conceptions of status and acceptance with current definitions in social psychology. 

Study 1 contextualized the conferrals but provided no descriptions of what status and 

acceptance were, relying instead on participants’ lay conceptions (the items were, I feel 

accepted at this school and Thinking about social life at Duke as a hierarchical system, where 

would you rank yourself relative to others? Click on the place on the ladder corresponding to your 

perceived social status).  In Studies 2, 3, and 4, status and acceptance were clearly defined, 

but participants also likely brought their own conceptions of the constructs with them 

into the studies. This was particularly apparent in the open-ended question for Study 4b, 

in which I asked participants why they chose to pursue either acceptance or status. A 

number of the participants wrote that they chose to pursue acceptance because they 

didn’t care about material objects and wealth, even though I did not define status in that 

way for participants. On the reverse side, some participants interpreted pursuing 

acceptance as reflecting not being true to oneself (changing oneself in order to be liked), 

even though that was not how I defined acceptance. Although these misconceptions 
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were not expressed by the majority of participants, they still present a limitation, as well 

as interesting issues to be studied in their own right. 

Another limitation of the current work is that only one of the studies (Study 3) 

manipulated both status and acceptance. Study 2 was important as a replication of one 

of the most highly cited articles on social status and subjective well-being (Anderson et 

al., 2012), but it did not manipulate acceptance and status simultaneously. Furthermore, 

although examining acceptance and status effects in a naturalistic and longitudinal 

setting (Study 1) increased the ecological validity of the research, the quasi-experimental 

nature of the design prevents strong causal conclusions.  

When I measured the individual difference indicators (need to belong and 

concern with status) in Study 4a, they were measured within the same survey as the 

acceptance versus status choice questions. Thus, the significant relationships between 

the preference for status versus acceptance and need to belong and concern with status 

may have been partially driven by a motivation to remain consistent across survey 

items. In Study 3, need to belong and concern with status were measured prior to 

participants coming into the lab. 

Finally, in regards to the populations studied in this work, college students were 

overrepresented relative to the general population. Study 1 took advantage of the 

occurrence of Greek Recruitment, so a college sample was required for that study, and 

because I wanted to minimize pre-existing status differences between participants in 
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Study 3, college students lent themselves well to that design as well. MTurk samples 

were used in Studies 2 and 4a, which mostly consist of non-college students, but the 

Mechanical Turk samples had their own demographic skews (highly educated and 

mostly White and Asian).  

Using a community sample in Study 4b revealed no differences in any effects as a 

function of gender or racial minority status, but this study did not examine effects of 

acceptance and status on emotional outcomes or self-esteem. Income did significantly 

predict likelihood of choosing to pursue status over acceptance in Study 4b, with people 

with higher income being more likely to pursue status. Because our college student 

samples in Study 1 and Study 3 had high median family incomes, they may have been 

more status-driven than the average U.S. population. Income was not measured in 

Study 2 or Study 4a, but MTurk samples tend to have a median household income on 

par with the median in the U.S. population (≈$50,000; Ipeirotis, 2015). 

6.7 Future Directions 

As further research is conducted, it is important to clarify for readers and lay 

audiences what social status is and what it is not. Social status is not social rank, power, 

dominance, or socioeconomic status. A more precise definition of social status is 

“prestige, respect, and esteem” afforded by others (Blader & Chen, 2014).  In a recent 

study, prominent status researchers Li, Chen, and Blader (2016) remarked on their 

contentment that the field is finally moving in a direction where status is being 
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operationalized more consistently by psychologists as the “respect, esteem, and 

influence” afforded by others. However, this definition still confounds status with a 

number of other constructs, such as acceptance (which is also esteem) and power (which 

is also influence). Future work on status should be cognizant of the overlaps between 

acceptance and status when making conclusions about the effects of status. 

Furthermore, although status researchers are hopeful about more consistent 

conceptualization and operationalization of social status, many investigators still use 

subjective socioeconomic status as the primary predictor in their social status studies 

(Akinola & Mendes, 2014; Muscatell et al., 2012; Brown-Ianuzzi, Payne, Rini, DuHamel, 

& Redd, 2014). Research suggests that subjective sociometric status (defined as respect, 

admiration, and influence) has stronger implications for emotional well-being than 

subjective socioeconomic status (Anderson et al., 2012), so researchers who study the 

psychological consequences of social status may be limiting their own chances of finding 

significant results by not conceptualizing the construct more tightly. 

Acceptance and status are naturally confounded, conceivably because both 

represent social evaluation from others. Perhaps it would be more fruitful in future 

research on psychological well-being to combine acceptance and status into a single 

construct (i.e. being liked and respected) rather than continue to examine and talk about 

them separately. Acceptance and social status represent two primary routes to social 

integration (Blau, 1960): one can gain inclusion into a group either by providing 
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instrumental value (status conferral) or relational value (acceptance conferral; Leary et 

al., 2014). Future work should further examine the possibility that acceptance and status 

feed into a general inclusion or social evaluation construct that is more predictive of 

emotional outcomes and self-esteem than acceptance and status separately.  

Relatedly, future work should examine the extent to which acceptance and status 

are mutually attainable. On the one hand, acceptance and status appear to line up on the 

warmth-competence diagonal (Fiske et al., 2016), suggesting a tradeoff between 

closeness and prestige. Blau (1960) also suggested an inverse relationship between status 

and acceptance, which is supported by research showing that group members who 

enhance their status tend to be less socially accepted than participants who do not 

enhance their status (Anderson et al., 2006). On the other hand, some have argued that 

status improves subjective well-being through enabling the attainment of fundamental 

needs such as belonging (Anderson et al, 2012; Anderson et al., 2015), suggesting that 

status and acceptance go hand in hand. Qualities such as social skill and charisma can 

improve both acceptance and social status simultaneously (Gardner & Avolio, 1998), 

and a number of studies have shown that people sometimes use specific strategies to try 

to minimize harm towards acceptance when pursuing status (Grams & Rogers, 1990; 

Jones, Gergen & Jones, 1963).  Thus, future work should examine the degree to which 

status and acceptance represent a trade-off in real life. 



 

105 

The current project examined six basic emotions (happiness, sadness, anger, 

anxiety, hurt feelings, and pride), as well as depressive symptoms and satisfaction with 

life. However, additional emotions may be specifically affected by status, such as envy, 

contempt, and shame (Steckler & Tracy, 2014), and these emotions should be examined 

in future status studies. In addition, only one measure of perceived control was used in 

these studies, and future work should examine whether the (lack of) effects of 

acceptance or status on control replicate using other measures of perceived control. 

The current investigation was focused on the broad effects of acceptance and 

status on self and emotional outcomes. Of course, nearly every effect has boundary 

conditions involving individual differences and contextual factors. Future studies could 

explore whether social status versus acceptance are more important in some contexts 

than others, as few studies have done so (Li, Chen & Blader, 2016).  Future work should 

also further examine whether individual differences moderate the impact of social status 

and acceptance on self-esteem and emotions. 

6.8 Conclusion 

The present project examined the relative importance of acceptance and social 

status for emotional outcomes and self-esteem. The current studies suggest that 

acceptance and status are naturally confounded. After disentangling the independent 

effects of acceptance and social status, both conferrals assert unique effects on self-

esteem and emotional outcomes. Overall, the effects of acceptance tended to be stronger 
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than the effects of social status on emotional outcomes, especially for negative emotions, 

whereas the effects of acceptance and status on self-esteem were not usually 

significantly different from one another.  People generally chose to pursue acceptance 

over status when forced to make a choice, and they reported spending more of their day 

pursuing acceptance than status goals. This preference for acceptance over status 

persisted over a number of scenarios and contexts, and the choice between acceptance 

and status was relatively easy for people to make. Future research should examine 

boundary conditions of this work, as well as conduct more experimental work to 

replicate the current findings. In conclusion, people are certainly motivated and affected 

by threats to social status, but the need for acceptance plays a more dominant role in 

people’s motivations and emotions. 
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Appendix A 

[Acceptance Measure] 

(adapted from Buckley, Winkel & Leary, 2004 and Weeks, Asher & McDonald, 2012) 

 

I feel accepted at this school. 

1-Strongly Disagree 

2-Disagree 

3-Neither Agree nor Disagree 

4-Agree 

5-Strongly Agree 

 

[Perceived Social Status Scale] 

(adapted from Adler, Epel, Castellazzo & Ickovics, 2000)  

 

Thinking about social life at Duke as a hierarchical system, where would you 

rank yourself relative to others? Click on the place on the ladder corresponding to your 

perceived social status: 
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[CES-D Brief Scale] 

(Radloff, 1977) 

 

Time 1: (α = .82) 

Time 2: (α = .87) 

Time 3: (α = .87) 

 

Below is a list of the ways you might have felt or behaved. Please tell me how often you 

have felt this way over the past few days. 

 

1- Rarely or none of the time (less than 1 day)  

2- Some or a little of the time (1-2 days)  

3- Occasionally or a moderate amount of time (3-4 days)  

4- Most or all of the time (5-7 days) 

 

1. I was bothered by things that usually don't bother me. 

2. I had trouble keeping mind on what I was doing. 

3. I felt depressed. 

4. I felt that everything I did was an effort. 

5. I felt hopeful about the future. 

6. I felt fearful. 
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7. My sleep was restless. 

8. I was happy. 

9. I felt lonely. 

10. I could not get "going." 

 

[Satisfaction with Life Scale] 

(Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) 

 

Time 1: (α = .88) 

Time 2: (α = .90) 

Time 3: (α = .89) 

 

Choose the answer that shows how much you agree or disagree with each statement. 

Please be open and honest in your responding. 

• 7 - Strongly agree  

• 6 - Agree  

• 5 - Slightly agree  

• 4 - Neither agree nor disagree  

• 3 - Slightly disagree  

• 2 - Disagree  

• 1 - Strongly disagree 

 

1. In most ways my life is close to ideal. 

2. The conditions of my life are excellent. 

3. I am satisfied with life. 

4. So far I have gotten the important things I want in life. 

5. If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing 
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[Self-Esteem] 

(Rosenberg, 1965) 

 

Time 1: α = .78 

Time 2: α = .84 

Time 3: α = .85 

 

Choose the answer that shows how much you agree or disagree with each statement. 

Please be open and honest in your responding. 

 

Strongly Agree 

Agree  

Disagree 

Strongly Disagree 

 

1. I certainly feel useless at times. 

2. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others. 

3. All in all, I am inclined to feel like I am a failure. 

4. I take a positive attitude toward myself. 

 

 

[Happiness] 

(Abdel-Khalek, 2006) 

 

In general, how happy have you been the past few days?  

Very Unhappy 

Unhappy 

Somewhat Unhappy 

Neither Happy nor Unhappy 

Somewhat Happy 

Happy 

Very Happy 
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Appendix B 

[Status Manipulation]  

(Anderson, Kraus, Galinsky & Keltner 2012) 

 

 
 

“Think of the ladder above as representing where people stand in the important groups 

to which they belong.”  

 

High- status condition: “Now please compare yourself to the people at the very bottom 

rung of the ladder. These are people who have absolutely NO RESPECT, 

ADMIRATION, and INFLUENCE in ALL of their important social groups. In particular, 

we’d like you to COMPARE YOURSELF TO THESE PEOPLE in terms of your own 

respect, admiration, and influence in your important groups.” 

 

Low-status condition: participants receive the same instructions, except that they are 

asked to compare themselves to the people at the top rung, and the instructions say that 

such people have “A GREAT DEAL OF RESPECT, ADMIRATION, and INFLUENCE” 

in their social groups.  

 

To strengthen the manipulation, participants were instructed to write about a 

hypothetical interaction with a person from the bottom or top of the ladder. 
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[Manipulation Checks]  

 

Ladder Status Manipulation Check (Anderson et al., 2012) 

 

“Where would you place yourself on this ladder relative to these people on the very 

bottom [top] rung?” Responses were made on a scale from 1 (bottom rung) to 10 (top 

rung). 

 

Additional Status Manipulation Check (adapted from Leary, Cottrell & Phillips, 2001) 

 

[α = .88] 

Indicate how you feel right now on the following scales 

 

High status_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _Low status 

Respected_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _Not respected 

High Ranking_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _Low Ranking 

 

[Acceptance Measure]  

(adapted from Leary, Cottrell & Phillips, 2001) 

 

[α = .91] 

Indicate how you feel right now on the following scales: 

Accepted_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _Rejected 

Liked_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _Disliked 

Close_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _Distant 

 

[Subjective Well-Being Measures]  

Satisfaction with Life Scale 

(Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) 
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[α = .93] 

Choose the answer that shows how much you agree or disagree with each statement. Please 

be open and honest in your responding. 

• 7 - Strongly agree  

• 6 - Agree  

• 5 - Slightly agree  

• 4 - Neither agree nor disagree  

• 3 - Slightly disagree  

• 2 - Disagree  

• 1 - Strongly disagree 

 

1. In most ways my life is close to ideal. 

2. The conditions of my life are excellent. 

3. I am satisfied with life. 

4. So far I have gotten the important things I want in life. 

5. If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing 

 

The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule  

(Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) 

 

Pos Affect [α = .93] 

Neg Affect [α = .94] 

 

This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions. Read 

each item and then list the number from the scale below next to each word. Indicate to what 

extent you feel this way right now, that is, at the present moment 

 

                      1                  2             3    4                 5  

Very Slightly or Not at All       A Little         Moderately       Quite a Bit        Extremely 

 

_________ 1.Interested      __________ 11. Irritable 
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__________ 2. Distressed  __________ 12. Alert 

__________ 3. Excited       __________ 13. Ashamed 

__________ 4. Upset      __________ 14. Inspired 

__________ 5. Strong     __________ 15. Nervous 

__________ 6. Guilty      __________ 16. Determined 

__________ 7. Scared      __________ 17. Attentive 

__________ 8. Hostile     __________ 18. Jittery 

__________ 9. Enthusiastic ________ 19. Active 

__________ 10. Proud     __________ 20. Afraid 

 

 

[Mood Questionnaire]  

(Buckley, Winkel & Leary, 2004) 

 

Anger items: irritated, annoyed, angry, mad [α = .93] 

Happy items: happy, delighted, cheerful, pleased [α = .93] 

Hurt items: Hurt pained, injured, wounded [α = .90] 

Anxiety items: anxious, nervous, tense, uneasy [α = .91] 

Sad items: depressed, dejected, sad, down [α = .91] 

Pride items: proud, ashamed, honored, respected [α = .73] 

 

Rate how you feel RIGHT NOW on these emotional feelings. 
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1 = not at all      2 = slightly      3 = Moderately      4 = Very      5 = Extremely 

 

 

_____ 1. Irritated ______ 9. Happy  _____ 17. Hurt 

 

_____ 2. Anxious ______ 10. Depressed  _____ 18. Proud 

 

_____ 3. Delighted ______ 11. Ashamed  _____ 19. Annoyed 

 

_____ 4. Dejected ______ 12. Pained  _____ 20. Nervous 

 

_____ 5. Sad       ______ 13. Cheerful  _____ 21. Tense 

 

_____ 6. Honored ______ 14. Angry  _____ 22. Injured 

   

_____ 7. Pleased ______ 15. Down  _____ 23. Mad 

 

_____ 8. Wounded ______ 16. Uneasy  _____ 24. Respected 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[State Self-Esteem Feelings Scale]  



 

116 

(McFarland & Ross, 1982; Leary, Tambor, Terdal & Downs, 1995) 

 

[α = .81] 

 

Please indicate how you feel about yourself right now using the scale below:  

 

Proud  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Embarrassed 

 

 

Unimaginative   : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Creative 

[FILLER] 

 

 

Inferior  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Superior 

 

 

Competent  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Incompetent 

 

 

Lighthearted  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Serious  

[FILLER] 

 

Inadequate  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ :  Adequate 
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Old-Fashioned  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Modern 

[FILLER] 

 

 

Valuable : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Worthless 

 

 

Important  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ :  Unimportant 

 

Bad  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Good 

 

 

Effective  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ :   Ineffective 

 

 

Confident  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Insecure 

 

 

Engaged  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Disengaged 

[FILLER] 

 

 

Useless  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ :  Useful 

 

 

Unintelligent  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ :Intelligent 
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Satisfied  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Dissatisfied 

 

 

Indicate how you are feeling right now on the following scale: 

: ______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______: 

Feel bad       No Effect       Feel good about 

about myself                  about myself 

 

[Control] 

(Adapted from Williams, Cheung & Choi, 2001) 

 

[α = .80]  

1=Not at All, 5= Extremely 

 

For each question, please circle the number to the right that best represents the feelings you are experiencing 

RIGHT NOW. 

I feel powerful 1 2 3 4 5 

I feel I have control 1 2 3 4 5 

I feel I have the ability to significantly alter events 1 2 3 4 5 

I feel unable to influence the action of others (R) 1 2 3 4 5 

I felt the other people decide everything (R)  1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix C 

[Status Concern Scale] 

(Blader & Chen, 2011) 

(α = .91) 

 

1= Not at All Characteristic of Me   

6= Very Much Characteristic of Me 

 

1. I do not consider what others think about my status. 

2. I react very negatively when my status is challenged. 

3. I am very sensitive to whether I feel my status is being threatened during my 

interactions with others. 

4. I find it important that others acknowledge my status. 

5. I try hard to maintain my status in my interactions with others. 

6. I find it upsetting when others do not seem to think the same of my status as I do. 

7. It is important to me that others agree with me about my status. 

8. I wish to have high status. 

9. When I feel my status is low, I feel very bad. 

10. I am rarely concerned how my status compares to others. 

 

 

[Need to Belong Scale]  

(Leary, Kelly, Cottrell & Schreindorfer, 2013) 

(α = .77) 

 

Instructions:  For each of the statements below, indicate the degree to which you agree or 

disagree with the statement by writing a number in the space beside the question using the 

scale below: 

  1 = Strongly disagree 

  2 = Moderately disagree 
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  3 = Neither agree nor disagree 

  4 = Moderately agree 

  5 = Strongly agree 

 

1. If other people don't seem to accept me, I don't let it bother me. 

2. I try hard not to do things that will make other people avoid or reject me. 

3. I seldom worry about whether other people care about me. 

4. I need to feel that there are people I can turn to in times of need. 

5. I want other people to accept me. 

6. I do not like being alone. 

7. Being apart from my friends for long periods of time does not bother me.   

8. I have a strong need to belong. 

9. It bothers me a great deal when I am not included in other people's plans. 

10. My feelings are easily hurt when I feel that others do not accept me. 

 

[Personal Information Questionnaire]  

(Leary, Cottrell & Phillips, 2001) 

 

                                     Personal Information Questionnaire  Participant _________ 

Part 1. In order for the other participants to form an impression of you, please answer each 

of the following questions as accurately and honestly as you can. When you are finished, the 

other participants in this session will see your answers. 

1. Class:   ______First Year ________Sophomore     ________Junior      

______Senior 

 

2. Describe your personality by marking an X along each line below: 

 

Outgoing____:____:____:____:____:____:____: Shy 

       Calm____:____:____:____:____:____:____: Nervous 
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       Depressed____:____:____:____:____:____:____: Happy 

 Peaceful____:____:____:____:____:____:____: Angry 

      Quiet____:____:____:____:____:____:____: Loud 

             Responsible____:____:____:____:____:____:____: Irresponsible 

             Unconfident____:____:____:____:____:____:____: Confident 

Energetic____:____:____:____:____:____:____: Tired 

 

3. Circle your response to the following questions. Would you rather: 

 

Read a book OR Take a walk 

Watch TV OR Go to a party 

Attend a religious service OR Visit your family 

Watch sports on TV OR Play sports 

Talk on the phone OR Text 

Buy a gift for someone OR Receive a gift 

 

4. If you had a free hour today, which of the following activities would you most likely 

do? 

 

_______study ________sleep _______watch TV 

_______listen to music ________eat  _______go shopping 

_______talk on the phone ________exercise/sports _______spend time with 

friends 

5. If you could go to one of these locations for spring break in the future, where would 

you go? 

 

_______home to family ________camping/backpacking _______to the 

beach 
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_______Europe ________to visit friends   _______stay at 

Duke 

 

6. What is your favorite movie category? 

 

_______Action ________Comedy _______Romance 

_______Drama ________Sci-Fi  _______Western 

_______Documentary ________I don’t like movies 

 

7. What is your favorite music genre? 

 

_______Country ________Alternative _______Rap/ Hip hop 

_______R&B ________Rock  _______Classical 

_______Jazz ________Reggae 

 

8. How often do you exercise? (Circle your response) 

never          rarely         once a week         a few times per week          almost everyday 

 

9. On average, how many hours do you study outside of class each week? 

________hours 

10. On average, how many hours do you sleep a night? ________hours per night 

11. How many extracurricular activities are you involved in? _________ 

12. How many hours per week do you spend on extracurricular activities? ____hours per 

week 

13. How many hours per week do you spend volunteering? _______hours per week 

14. Do you vote in student government elections? (Circle your response) 

Never       Rarely      Sometimes        Usually      Always 

15.  How often do you clean or straighten your room? (Circle your response) 
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Never       Rarely      Once a Week     A few times each week     Almost every day 

           

          Please continue on 

to next page….. 

Part 2. Below you will find three situations that may occur in everyday life. The person in 

each situation is faced with a choice between several alternative courses of action. For 

each situation, indicate what advice you would give to the person regarding this 

decision. Please read each scenario carefully and try to place yourself in the position of 

the main person in each of the situations. 

 

Situation 1. Mr. D is the captain of College X's football team. College X is playing its 

traditional rival, College Y, in the final game of the season. The game is in its final 

seconds, and Mr. D's team, College X, is behind in the score. College X has time to run 

one more play. Mr. D, the captain, must make the final decision about whether it 

would be best to settle for a tie score with a play which would be almost certain to 

work, or, on the other hand, to try a more complicated and risky play which could 

bring victory if it succeeded, but defeat if not 

Imagine that you are advising Mr. D. Listed below are several options for this decision. 

Please check the appropriate option which best indicate how you would advise Mr. D. 

  

 ___Mr. D should choose the safe play, which would likely create a tie score. 

 ___Mr. D should choose the risky play, which may create a victory. 

 ___Mr. D should ask his coach which play to run. 

 ___I don’t know which play Mr. D. should choose. 

On the following scale, circle your feeling of confidence that this is good advice. 

1  2  3  4  5 

                   Not at all             Slightly         Moderately          Very            Extremely 

 

 



 

124 

Situation 2.   Jamie is in a group project for a class. The group is dividing up 

responsibilities. Two group members want to do the same task, and there is one task 

that no one wants to do. Neither of the two group members is budging, and progress 

has stalled.  

 

Imagine that you are advising Jamie on how to handle this situation. Listed below are 

several options for this decision. Please check the appropriate option which best 

indicates how you would advise Jamie. 

 

 

 ___Jamie should suggest that they complete the task together. 

 ___Jamie should suggest that they flip a coin for it. 

 ___Jamie should not say anything and should let them figure it out for 

themselves. 

 ___Jamie should volunteer to do the task that no one wants to do and offer up his 

task. 

 ___I don’t know what Jamie should do. 

On the following scale, circle your feeling of confidence that this is good advice. 

1  2  3  4  5 

                   Not at all             Slightly         Moderately          Very            Extremely 

 

 

Situation 3. Mr. E is president of a successful corporation in the United States. The 

corporation is considering the possibility of building an additional plant in a new 

location. The choice is between building another plant in the U S. or building a plant in a 

foreign country. Lower labor costs and easy access to raw materials in that country 

would mean a much higher return on the initial investment. On the other hand, there is a 

history of political instability in the country under consideration. In fact, the leader is 

committed to taking over all foreign investments. 

 

Imagine that you are advising Mr. E on how to handle this situation. Listed below are 

several options for this decision. Please check the appropriate option which best 
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indicates how you would advise Mr. E. 

 

 ___Mr. E. should choose to build another plant in the US. 

 ___Mr. E. should choose to build another plant in the foreign country 

mentioned above. 

 ___Mr. E. should choose to investigate other sites for a new plant. 

 ___Mr. E. should choose not to build a new plant. 

 ___Mr. E. should do whatever the workers in his corporation want him to do. 

 ___I don’t know what Mr. E. should do. 

 

On the following scale, circle your feeling of confidence that this is good advice. 

1  2  3  4  5 

                   Not at all             Slightly         Moderately          Very            Extremely 

 

[Rating Form] 

(adapted from Leary, Cottrell & Phillips, 2001) 

 

RATING FORM 

In our lives, there are members of our groups who we personally accept and like, 

regardless of their ability to help us achieve goals. There are also members of our groups 

who we grant status and respect to because we feel that they possess resources and/or 

personal characteristics that are important for achieving group goals. People high in 

acceptance tend to be personally important to and liked by others. People high in status 

tend to be afforded respect, prestige and prominence by others. 

Using the table below, assign acceptance and status points to each participant based off 

of your impressions from their personal information questionnaire. You have 8 points to 

divide among the participants according to the degree to which (a) you would accept 

and like each person if you were in a group with them (b) you would grant each person 

status and respect if you were in a group with them.  
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Do not assign yourself any points. Tally the points at the bottom of the table to make 

sure you’ve assigned 8 points total for the acceptance rating and 8 points total for the 

status rating. 

 

           Acceptance Points (8 total)  Status Points (8 total) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Participant A   

Participant B   

Participant C   

Participant D   

Participant E   

   

Total   
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[Feedback Form]  

(adapted from Leary, Cottrell & Phillips, 2001) 
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[State Self-Esteem Feelings Scale]  

(McFarland & Ross, 1982; Leary, Tambor, Terdal & Downs, 1995) 

(α = .95) 

 

Please indicate how you feel about yourself right now using the scale below:  

 

Proud  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Embarrassed 

 

 

Unimaginative   : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Creative 

[FILLER] 

 

 

Inferior  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Superior 

 

 

Competent  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Incompetent 

 

 

Lighthearted  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Serious 

 [FILLER] 

 

Inadequate  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ :  Adequate 

 

Old-Fashioned  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Modern 

[FILLER] 
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Valuable : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Worthless 

 

 

Important  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ :  Unimportant 

 

Bad  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Good 

 

 

Effective  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ :   Ineffective 

 

 

Confident  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Insecure 

 

 

Engaged  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Disengaged 

[FILLER] 

 

 

Useless  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ :  Useful 

 

 

Unintelligent  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ :Intelligent 

 

Satisfied  : _______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______:_______ : Dissatisfied 

[Mood Questionnaire]  
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(Buckley, Winkel & Leary, 2004) 

 

Anger items: irritated, annoyed, angry, mad (α = .85) 

Happy items: happy, delighted, cheerful, pleased (α = .91) 

Hurt items: Hurt pained, injured, wounded (α = .81) 

Anxiety items: anxious, nervous, tense, uneasy (α = .85) 

Sad items: depressed, dejected, sad, down (α = .89) 

Pride items: proud, ashamed, honored, respected (α = .62)  

 

Rate how you feel RIGHT NOW on these emotional feelings. 

 

1 = not at all      2 = slightly      3 = Moderately      4 = Very      5 = Extremely 

 

 

_____ 1. Irritated ______ 9. Happy  _____ 17. Hurt 

 

_____ 2. Anxious ______ 10. Depressed  _____ 18. Proud 

 

_____ 3. Delighted ______ 11. Ashamed  _____ 19. Annoyed 

 

_____ 4. Dejected ______ 12. Pained  _____ 20. Nervous 

 

_____ 5. Sad       ______ 13. Cheerful  _____ 21. Tense 

 

_____ 6. Honored ______ 14. Angry  _____ 22. Injured 
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_____ 7. Pleased ______ 15. Down  _____ 23. Mad 

 

_____ 8. Wounded ______ 16. Uneasy  _____ 24. Respected 

 

 

 

[Social and Performance Self-Esteem subscales] 

(Heatherton & Polivy, 1991) 

(α = .86) 

 

Write a number in the space beside each statement to indicate how you feel right now.  

 

           1 = not at all      2 = a little bit      3 = somewhat      4 = very much      5 = extremely 

 

_____ 1.  I feel confident about my abilities. 

_____ 2. I am worried about whether I am regarded as a success or failure.  

_____ 3. I feel frustrated or rattled about my performance.  

_____ 4. I feel that I am having trouble understanding things that I read. 

_____ 5. I feel that others respect and admire me. 

_____ 6. I feel self-conscious. 

_____ 7. I feel as smart as others. 

_____ 8. I feel displeased with myself. 

_____ 9. I feel good about myself. 

_____ 10. I am worried about what other people think of me. 

_____ 11. I feel confident that I understand things. 
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_____ 12. I feel inferior to others at this moment. 

_____ 13. I feel concerned about the impression I am making. 

_____ 14. I feel that I have less scholastic ability right now than others. 

_____ 15. I feel like I'm not doing well. 

_____ 16. I am worried about looking foolish. 

 

 

 

[Control]  

(adapted from Williams, Cheung & Choi, 2001) 

(α = .57) 

 

1=Not at All, 5= Extremely 

 

For each question, please circle the number to the right that best represents the feelings you are 

experiencing RIGHT NOW. 

I feel powerful 1 2 3 4 5 

I feel I had control over the outcome of the previous task 1 2 3 4 5 

I feel I had the ability to significantly alter events 1 2 3 4 5 

I feel I was unable to influence the actions of others  1 2 3 4 5 

I feel the other participants decided everything  1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

[Self-Ratings Scale] 

(a revision of the feelings of inadequacy scale; Fleming & Courtney, 1984) 
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(α = .89) 

 

Circle a number after each question to indicate your response. Please answer honestly and 

accurately. 

1. How often do you feel inferior to most of the people you know?  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

  Never                 Always 

 

2. Do you ever think you are a worthless individual?  

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

  Never                 Always 

 

3. How confident do you feel that someday the people you know will look up to you and respect 

you?  

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

  Never                 Always 

 

4. How often do you have the feeling that there is nothing you can do well?  

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

  Never                 Always 

 

5. In general, how confident do you feel about your abilities?  
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1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

  Never                 Always 

 

6. Do you ever feel so discouraged with yourself that you wonder whether you are a worthwhile 

person?  

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

  Never                 Always 

 

7. How often do you dislike yourself?  

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

  Never                 Always 

 

[Manipulation Checks] 

(adapted from Leary, Cottrell & Phillips, 2001) 

 

To what extent do you feel that the other participants accepted and liked you as a member of the 

group? 

: ______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______: 

Not at All                  Slightly                          Moderately                         Very                      Extremely 

 

To what extent do you feel that the other participants granted you status and respect as a member 

of the group? 

: ______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______: 

Not at All                  Slightly                          Moderately                         Very                     Extremely 
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Acceptance Manip. Check Items: Accepted-Rejected, Liked-Disliked, Close-Distant (α = .90) 

Status Manip. Check Items: Respected-Not Respected, High Status-Low Status, High Ranking-

Low Ranking (α = .92) 

Indicate how you felt after seeing the other participants’ ratings of you and the other 

participants by marking an X anywhere along each line. 

 

Accepted    : _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: Rejected 

Respected   : _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: Not respected 

Liked          : _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____:   Disliked 

High status : _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____:   Low status 

Close           : _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____:   Distant 

High ranking: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: _____: Low ranking 

 

[Additional Single Items Questions] 

(Leary, Cottrell & Phillips, 2001) 

 

Mark an X anywhere along each line. 

 

1. How did the other participants’ ratings of you and the other participants on the Feedback Form 

make you feel?  

: ______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______: 

Feel bad       No Effect       Feel good about 

about myself                  about myself 

 

2. How much did you want the other participants to like and accept you? 
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: ______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______: 

Not at All                  Slightly                          Moderately                         Very                      Extremely

              

3. How much did you want the other participants to regard you as having status? 

: ______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______:______: 

Not at All                  Slightly                          Moderately                         Very                      Extremely 

 

 

[Demographic Questions] 

 

What is your gender? ___________ 

 

What is your age? ____________ 

 

What is your race? Circle all that apply: 

 

Asian or Pacific Islander  

Black or African-American 

Hispanic/Latino 

North American Indian or Alaskan Native 

White/Caucasian 

Other (please specify) ___________ 

 

What is your family’s household income for the past year? This should include income 

before taxes from all sources (wages, rent from properties, disability and/or veteran’s 

benefits, unemployment benefits, child payments and alimony, and so on). 
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____<50,000 

____50,000-75,000 

____75,000-100,000 

____100,000-150,000 

____150,000-250,000 

____>250,000 

____Don’t know 

 

[Suspicion Probe] 

What was the purpose of this study? (Open-ended) 
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Appendix D 

 

Study 4a 

 

[Global Questions] 

 

1. In your life overall, if you had to choose between having acceptance (being liked and 

accepted) and having status (being respected and prominent), and you could not have 

both, which would you choose?  

 

 Having Acceptance 

 Having Status 

 

How difficult is it for you to choose between acceptance and status? 

 

 Extremely difficult 

 Moderately difficult 

 Slightly difficult 

 Slightly Easy 

 Moderately easy 

 Extremely easy 

 

2. To what degree would you rather have acceptance or status, assuming you could only 

have one or the other? 

 

 I'd strongly prefer to have acceptance over status 

 I'd moderately prefer to have acceptance over status 

 I'd slightly prefer to have acceptance over status 

 I'd have no preference 

 I'd slightly prefer to have status over acceptance 

 I'd moderately prefer to have status over acceptance 

 I'd strongly prefer to have status over acceptance 
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In each of the following settings, if you had to choose between being accepted (being liked and 

accepted by others) and having status (being respected and prominent in the eyes of others), 

which would you choose? 

   How difficult was this choice? 

 
Being 

Accepted 

Having 

Status 

Extremely 

Difficult 

Moderately 

Difficult 

Slightly 

Difficult 

Slightly 

Easy 

Moderately 

Easy 

Extremely 

Easy 

Family 

Setting 
                

Work 

Setting 
                

Friends 

Setting 
                

Significant 

Other 

Setting 

                

School 

Setting 
                

 

 

To what degree would you rather have acceptance or status in each context, assuming you could 

only have one or the other? 

 I'd strongly 

prefer 

acceptance 

over status 

I'd 

moderately 

prefer 

acceptance 

over status 

I'd slightly 

prefer 

acceptance 

over status 

I have no 

preference 

I'd slightly 

prefer 

status over 

acceptance 

I'd 

moderately 

prefer 

status over 

acceptance 

I'd strongly 

prefer 

status over 

acceptance 

Family 

Setting 
              

Work 

Setting 
              

Friends 

Setting 
              

Significant 

Other 

Setting 

              

School 

Setting 
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Do you spend more of your day in the service of trying to be accepted (being liked and 

accepted by people) or trying to have status (being respected and prominent in people's 

eyes)? 

 

 Trying to be accepted 

 Trying to have status 

 

In the previous question, how difficult was it for you to choose which goal you pursue 

more? 

 

 Extremely difficult 

 Moderately difficult 

 Slightly difficult 

 Slightly Easy 

 Moderately easy 

 Extremely easy 

 

How much more of your day do you spend working towards one goal versus the other? 

 

 Much more time trying to maintain/gain acceptance 

 Moderately more time trying to maintain/gain acceptance 

 Slightly more time trying to maintain/gain acceptance 

 I spend equal time on both goals 

 Slightly more time trying to maintain/gain status 

 Moderately more time trying to maintain/gain status 

 Much more time trying maintain/gain status 

 

 

 

This year Riley was pleased when teammates unanimously voted to make Riley 

president of their club. Riley’s teammates regularly ask Riley to hold club meetings, 

which Riley does. At these meetings, it is clear that everyone looks to Riley as the leader 

of the group. They are always eager to hear what Riley has to say, and Riley 

consequently winds up speaking most of the time. When Riley speaks, the other club 
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members always listen intently, and they never interrupt Riley. Riley is seen this way in 

all of his clubs. Outside of meetings, Riley doesn’t hang out much with other club 

members. Despite Riley’s strengths and skills within the club setting, the club members 

are not very interested in hanging out with Riley.  In fact, despite the fact that Riley is 

respected as a leader, Riley does not relate well with peers (this includes all peers, not 

just teammates). Whenever members have social plans, they don’t think to invite Riley. 

Riley is displeased about not having many close friends. 

 

Jessie is also a member of the same club. This year Jessie was displeased when no 

teammates voted for Jessie to be president of their club. Jessie’s teammates have never 

asked Jessie to lead club meetings, and Jessie never does. At these meetings, it is clear 

that no one looks to Jessie as the leader of the group. No one is eager to hear what Jessie 

has to say, and Jessie winds up not speaking most of the time. When Jessie does speak, 

the other club members do not listen intently, and they often interrupt Jessie. Jessie is 

seen this way in all of his clubs. Outside of meetings, Jessie hangs out a lot with the 

other club members. Despite Jessie’s lack of strength and skills in the club setting, the 

club members are very interested in hanging out with Jessie. In fact, despite the fact that 

Jessie is not respected as a leader, Jessie relates well with peers (this includes all peers, 

not just teammates). Whenever members have social plans, they always think to invite 

Jessie. Jessie is pleased to have so many close friends.  

 

If you had to choose, would you rather be Riley or Jessie? 

 I'd rather be Riley 

 I'd rather be Jessie 

 

How difficult is it for you to choose which person you'd rather be? 

 Extremely difficult 

 Moderately difficult 

 Slightly difficult 

 Slightly Easy 

 Moderately easy 

 Extremely easy 

 

Why would you rather be that person? 
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To what degree would you rather be Riley or Jessie? 

 

 I'd strongly prefer to  be Riley 

 I'd moderately prefer to be Riley 

 I'd slightly prefer to be Riley 

 I have no preference 

 I'd slightly prefer to be Jessie 

 I'd moderately prefer to be Jessie 

 I'd strongly prefer to be Jessie 

 

 

[Status Concern Scale] 

(Blader & Chen, 2011) 

[α = .94] 

 

1= Not at All Characteristic of Me   

6= Very Much Characteristic of Me 

 

I do not consider what others think about my status. 

I react very negatively when my status is challenged. 

I am very sensitive to whether I feel my status is being threatened during my 

interactions with others. 

I find it important that others acknowledge my status. 

I try hard to maintain my status in my interactions with others. 

I find it upsetting when others do not seem to think the same of my status as I do. 

It is important to me that others agree with me about my status. 

I wish to have high status. 

When I feel my status is low, I feel very bad. 

I am rarely concerned how my status compares to others. 
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[Need to Belong Scale]  

(Leary, Kelly, Cottrell & Schreindorfer, 2013) 

[α = .85] 

 

Instructions:  For each of the statements below, indicate the degree to which you agree 

or disagree with the statement by writing a number in the space beside the question 

using the scale below: 

  1 = Strongly disagree 

  2 = Moderately disagree 

  3 = Neither agree nor disagree 

  4 = Moderately agree 

  5 = Strongly agree 

 

1. If other people don't seem to accept me, I don't let it bother me. 

2. I try hard not to do things that will make other people avoid or reject me. 

3. I seldom worry about whether other people care about me. 

4. I need to feel that there are people I can turn to in times of need. 

5. I want other people to accept me. 

6. I do not like being alone. 

7. Being apart from my friends for long periods of time does not bother me.   

8. I have a strong need to belong. 

9. It bothers me a great deal when I am not included in other people's plans. 

10. My feelings are easily hurt when I feel that others do not accept me. 
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[Impression Management Scenarios] 

 

1. Imagine you are doing very well in your college math class. You got an A on the last 

test, which affected the curve. The teacher announces to the class that you got a perfect 

score on the test. This increases your status and respect among your classmates but 

decreases their acceptance and liking of you. With this in mind, would you rather she 

not have told the class, or are you happy she told the class? 

 

 I wish she had not told the class 

 I am happy that she told the class 

 

How difficult was it for you to decide how you felt about her telling the class? 

 

 Extremely difficult 

 Moderately difficult 

 Slightly difficult 

 Slightly Easy 

 Moderately easy 

 Extremely easy 

 

To what degree would you prefer she told the class? 

 

 I'd strongly prefer she'd not told the class 

 I'd moderately prefer she'd not told the class 

 I'd slightly prefer she'd not told the class 

 I'd have no preference 

 I'd slightly prefer she did tell the class 

 I'd moderately prefer she did tell the class 

 I'd strongly prefer she did tell the class 

 

2. Imagine that you are at a party, and basketball comes up in the conversation. A few 

new acquaintances are talking about their love of the sport. You were an All-American 
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in basketball in college. Bringing this up will increase your status and respect in their 

eyes but decrease how much they accept and like you. With this in mind, would you 

mention that you were an All-American in the conversation? 

 

 Yes, I would mention it 

 No, I would not mention it 

 

How difficult was this choice? 

 

 Extremely difficult 

 Moderately difficult 

 Slightly difficult 

 Slightly Easy 

 Moderately easy 

 Extremely easy 

 

To what degree would you be likely to mention it? 

 Strong likelihood that I would NOT mention it 

 Moderate likelihood that I would NOT mention it 

 Slight likelihood that I would NOT mention it 

 Equal likelihood of mentioning or not mentioning it 

 Slight likelihood that I would mention it 

 Moderate likelihood that I would mention it 

 Strong likelihood that I would mention it 

 

 

3. Imagine you are on a date with a new love interest. You are both young painters and 

you start to have a conversation about art. You won several prestigious art awards in 

college. Telling your date this will increase your status and respect in their eyes, but will 

also decrease their acceptance and liking of you. With this in mind, would you mention 

the awards you won in your conversation? 

 

 I would mention my awards 

 I would not mention my awards 
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How difficult was this choice? 

 

 Extremely difficult 

 Moderately difficult 

 Slightly difficult 

 Slightly Easy 

 Moderately easy 

 Extremely easy 

 

To what degree would you be likely to mention it? 

 

 Strong likelihood that I would NOT mention it 

 Moderate likelihood that I would NOT mention it 

 Slight likelihood that I would NOT mention it 

 Equal likelihood of mentioning or not mentioning it 

 Slight likelihood that I would mention it 

 Moderate likelihood that I would mention it 

 Strong likelihood that I would mention it 

 

4. Imagine that you recently were incredibly successful at attaining a big client for the 

company. Do you bring this personal success up with your co-workers, or do you keep it 

to yourself? Bringing this up will increase your status and respect in their eyes, but 

decrease their liking and acceptance of you. With this in mind, would you bring it up to 

them? 

 

 I would bring it up 

 I would not bring it up 
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How difficult was this choice? 

 

 Extremely difficult 

 Moderately difficult 

 Slightly difficult 

 Slightly Easy 

 Moderately easy 

 Extremely easy 

 

To what degree would you be likely to mention it? 

 

 Strong likelihood that I would NOT bring it up 

 Moderate likelihood that I would NOT bring it up 

 Slight likelihood that I would NOT bring it up 

 Equal likelihood of bringing it up and not bringing it up 

 Slight likelihood that I would bring it up 

 Moderate likelihood that I would bring it up 

 Strong likelihood that I would bring it up 

 

 

5. Imagine that you are at a family gathering. You are standing in a group with your 

family members, and your cousin is telling everyone about how they made the dean’s 

list at her college this semester for their good grades. You found out recently that you 

are going to be graduating college with a 4.0 GPA. Sharing this information would 

increase your status and respect in your family members’ eyes, but would also decrease 

their acceptance and liking of you. With this in mind, would you share this information? 

 

 Yes, I would share this information 

 No, I would not share this information 
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How difficult was this choice? 

 

 Extremely difficult 

 Moderately difficult 

 Slightly difficult 

 Slightly Easy 

 Moderately easy 

 Extremely easy 

 

To what degree would you be likely to share this information? 

 

 Strong likelihood that I would NOT share this info 

 Moderate likelihood that I would NOT share this info 

 Slight likelihood that I would NOT share this info 

 Equal likelihood of sharing and not sharing this info 

 Slight likelihood that I would share this info 

 Moderate likelihood that I would share this info 

 Strong likelihood that I would share this info 

 

[Demographics] 

 

What is your gender? 

 Male 

 Female 

 Other ____________________ 

 

What is your age? 
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What is your highest level of education? 

 Graduate or Professional Degree 

 Bachelor's Degree 

 Associate's Degree 

 Some College 

 High School Degree 

 Less than High School Degree 

 

What is your race? 

 Asian or Pacific Islander 

 Black or African American 

 Hispanic or Latino 

 White 

 Native American Indian 

 Other ____________________ 

 

 

Study 4b 

 

[Essay Choice Instructions] 

 

IMPORTANT INSTRUCTIONS 

 

Your task for this study is to write a brief essay. Your essay will be read by the other 

participant(s) in this session. They will use your essay to make ratings on how much 

they see you as having potential for status (potential to be respected and prominent in 

the eyes of others) and potential for acceptance (potential to be liked and accepted by 

others).  

 

You can choose to write your essay on a topic that is known to lead to high acceptance 

ratings, at a cost to status ratings, or you can choose to write your essay on a topic that is 

known to lead to high status ratings, at a cost to acceptance ratings. Please make your 

choice based on which rating is more important to you. You cannot write about both 



 

150 

topics. Once you choose between these two options (on the next page), you will see the 

specific topic for your essay.  

 

Your name will not be attached to your essay. Please do not include identifying 

information (e.g. your name) in your essay. 

 

 

 

Which topic do you want to write your essay on? 

 The topic that tends to increase acceptance ratings, at a cost to status ratings 

 The topic that tends to increase status ratings, at a cost to acceptance ratings 

 

How easy/difficult was it for you to choose between the two options for writing the 

essay? 

 

 Extremely easy 

 Moderately easy 

 Slightly easy 

 Neutral 

 Slightly difficult 

 Moderately difficult 

 Extremely difficult 

 

 

If they choose acceptance: 

Please write a brief essay on a something you enjoyed doing with friends recently. After 

5 minutes, an arrow will appear in the corner, and you will have to option to continue. 

 

If they choose status: 

Please write a brief essay on a recent accomplishment of yours that you're proud of. 

After 5 minutes, an arrow will appear in the corner, and you will have to option to 

continue. 

 

Why did you choose the acceptance topic option over the status topic option? 
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Why did you choose the status topic option over the acceptance topic option? 

 

[Demographics] 

 

What is your age (in number format): 

 

What is your gender? 

 Female 

 Male 

 Other ____________________ 

 

What year of school are you in? 

 First-year 

 Sophomore 

 Junior 

 Senior 

 Fifth year of undergrad or above 

 I'm a graduate student 

 I'm not a student 

 

What is your race (select all that apply): 

 Asian or Pacific Islander 

 Black/African American 

 Hispanic/Latino 

 North American Indian or Alaskan Native 

 White/Caucasian 

 Other (please specify below): ____________________ 
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What is your total household income (for students, this is your family's income)? Please 

make your best guess. 

 Less than $25,000 

 $25,000-$34,999 

 $35,000-$44,999 

 $45,000-$54,999 

 $55,000-64,999 

 $65,000-$74,999 

 $75,000-$84,999 

 $85,000-$94,999 

 $95,000-99,999 

 $100,000-$149,999 

 $150,000-$199,999 

 Over $200,000 

 I have no idea 
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