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STATUS ATTAINMENT ACROSS SOCIAL CONTEXTS
Abstract
Informal groups form hierarchies and allocate social status in order to coordinate action
and make collective decisions. Although researchers have identified characteristics of people
who tend to get status, the extent to which these characteristics are context-dependent is unclear.
In two studies, participants from the United States (N = 157) and Germany (N = 95) engaged in
affiliative or competitive group interactions. We investigated whether the nature of the group’s
task moderated the relationship between status attainment and personality. As in previous
research, we found that extraversion predicted status in both competitive and affiliative contexts.
In contrast, agreeableness was only associated with status in affiliative contexts. These findings
underscore the importance of examining the relationship between personality and social status in
context.
KEYWORDS: Status, Person Perception, Individual Differences, Interpersonal Processes,
Personality

STATUS ATTAINMENT ACROSS SOCIAL CONTEXTS
Who Attains Status? Similarities and Differences Across Social Contexts
Status-based hierarchies are formed through dynamic processes that aim to facilitate
collective decisions and coordinate actions. Without a formally assigned leader, group members
distribute status amongst themselves and grant more status to some people than to others.
Researchers have identified numerous strategies and characteristics that contribute to status
attainment (e.g, Anderson, John, Keltner & Kring, 2001; Berger, Cohen & Zelditch, 1972;
Cheng, Tracy, Foulsham, Kingstone & Henrich, 2013). But do these characteristics predict status
across situations, or are they context-dependent?
In the current investigation, we examined whether the same personality traits predicted
status in groups performing different tasks. We were particularly interested in determining the
degree to which individual differences in agreeableness and extraversion would be associated
with status in affiliative versus competitive contexts. Previous investigations of status attainment
have tended to neglect the role of different contexts, even though status differentiation processes
may vary across situations. Individuals with status are instrumental in directing their group in
social and organizational settings, and understanding when certain individuals tend to attain
status may inform future research aimed at increasing group efficacy in these settings.
Who Attains Status?
When people interact in groups without formally designated leaders, they spontaneously
form informal hierarchies based on social status—how much respect, esteem or influence group
members confer onto one another (Berger, Rosenholtz & Zelditch, 1980; Magee & Galinsky,
2008). The primary function of a hierarchy is to facilitate efficient performance toward a
common goal (Magee & Galinsky, 2008), and the person who attains status often becomes an
informal leader who coordinates the group’s actions.
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Groups allocate status based, in substantial part, on who will help the group complete its
task. When characteristics that contribute directly to the task are known and can be observed by
group members, they are used to confer status and, thus, to select the leader (Berger et al., 1980).
People with abilities specifically related to the group’s task (e.g., math proficiency when solving
math problems; Anderson & Kilduff, 2009a), or who demonstrate broad competencies through
general intelligence (Lord, De Vader & Alliger, 1986), tend to attain status.
Personality traits might also contribute to status attainment because they subsume stable
individual differences in how people act in social groups. In fact, extraversion—how outgoing,
assertive or sociable someone is (Costa & McCrae, 1995; John & Srivastava, 1999)—
consistently predicts status attainment (Anderson et al., 2001; Judge, Bono, Ilies & Gerhardt,
2002). Individual differences in dominance, a facet of extraversion, are associated with being
seen as a leader (Lord, et al., 1986) and having influence over the group’s actions (Anderson &
Kilduff, 2009a).
Although researchers have focused on extraversion, other traits might also be important.
Here we consider agreeableness. Status is usually assigned based on a group member’s ability to
positively contribute to the group, and agreeable people may promote group cohesion and
cooperation. However, the results linking status to individual differences in agreeableness are
less robust than those for extraversion. In previous studies, agreeableness has been only weakly
correlated with status (Anderson, et al., 2001) and the related construct of leadership (Judge, et
al., 2002). There are at least two potential explanations for this small and unreliable association.
First, individual differences in agreeableness may not affect status. Second, the relationship
between agreeableness and status could be variable and context-dependent. That is,
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agreeableness may be positively associated with status in some situations, but negatively or not
associated in others, resulting in a small net effect when context is not accounted for.
Personality, Status Attainment, and Context
How might the relationship between personality and status attainment vary across
contexts? We propose that the answer lies in a circumplex model of interpersonal behavior,
defined by dominance on the vertical axis and warmth on the horizontal axis (Leary, 1957;
Wiggins, 1991). Dominance is closely related to Big Five extraversion and warmth to
agreeableness (DeYoung, Weisberg, Quilty & Peterson, 2013), and these interpersonal
dimensions describe individuals’ personalities as well as interpersonal relationships (Fiske &
Haslam, 2005; McCrae & Costa, 1989; Wiggins, 1991).
Studies of complementarity—how one person’s behavior affects another person’s
behavior—indicate that dominant behavior tends to invite submissive behavior and vice versa,
whereas warm behavior invites similarly warm responses, and cold behavior invites cold
responses (Horowitz et al., 2006; Markey, Funder & Ozer, 2003; Tiedens & Fragale, 2003).
Based on this model, an extraverted individual would be expected to attain status across many
contexts. Extraverts may attain status because they are assertive and make themselves more
visible (e.g., by speaking up), which allows them to be socially engaged with their group
members (Anderson & Kilduff, 2009b; Keltner, Van Kleef, Chen & Kraus, 2008) without being
overtly controlling or aggressive. Because people who are low in extraversion are submissive
and withdrawn, they are not expected to attain status in any context.
On the other hand, agreeableness may only contribute to status attainment when the
group will benefit from warmth. When the group’s task requires trust and cooperation, an
agreeable leader may both demonstrate the qualities necessary to complete the task and draw
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those qualities out of other group members. In contrast, if the task calls for group members to
compete with each other, generating closeness may not provide a functional benefit to the group
as a whole. In principle, agreeableness could even be detrimental to status if it inhibits
completion of the competitive task. We therefore expected either no association or perhaps a
negative association between agreeableness and status attainment in competitive situations.
Current Studies
We examined the emergence of informal status hierarchies in competitive or affiliative
situations, and tested whether these situational differences moderated the relationship between
personality traits and status attainment in two countries with two different measures of status.
Study 1
This study tested the extent to which extraversion and agreeableness predicted status in a
loosely structured interaction. Participants completed either a leaderless group discussion (LGD;
adapted from John & Robins, 1994 and Staw & Barsade, 1993) in which they competed for
limited resources, or a mutual self-disclosure task (adapted from Aron, Melinat, Aron, Vallone,
& Bator, 1997). After the task, we obtained round-robin ratings to measure each individual’s
status in the group.
Method
Participants. 181 undergraduates (71% female, Mage = 18.4, SDage = 7.95; 93% White)
from a university in the Pacific Northwest participated in exchange for partial course credit. The
University’s Institutional Review Board approved all procedures. Because we used the Social
Relations Model (SRM; see below) to obtain the dependent measure, only groups with four or
more participants were included in our analyses. Seven groups had three or fewer members, and
one group ran out of its scheduled time before participants could complete the status item. 22
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participants in these groups, which were equally distributed across both conditions, were
excluded from analysis. This exclusion resulted in a final sample size of N = 157 participants
(73% female; Mage = 19, SDage = 1.80; 92% White).
Participants who completed the LGD (n = 103, k = 22 groups) were recruited during the
fall and winter terms of the academic year, whereas participants who completed the selfdisclosure task (n = 54, k = 13 groups) were recruited during the spring term of the same
academic year. Each participant completed only one of the tasks. For practical reasons, we
determined sample size by deciding on a fixed period of time in advance (coinciding with the
academic term) and then ran as many subjects as we could during that time. No analyses were
conducted until data collection was completed.
Procedure and measures. Participants completed the Big Five Inventory (BFI; John &
Srivastava, 1999) online approximately one week before coming into the lab. Participants
answered each of 44 items on a scale from 1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly); item
responses were averaged to compute scale scores. Differences between the LGD and selfdisclosure groups on this pre-test measure of extraversion (MSelf-Disclosure-MLGD = -0.05, 95% CI [0.29, 0.19]1) and agreeableness (MSelf-Disclosure-MLGD = -0.16, 95% CI [-0.37, 0.05]) were very near
zero, and the confidence intervals indicate that the difference was negligible between these two
samples. Descriptive statistics and alpha coefficients can be found in Table 1.
Participants arrived to the lab in mixed-sex groups of four or five participants.
Participants were unacquainted with one another prior to the lab session. All of the group
interactions lasted approximately 20 minutes.
Participants in the LGD groups were asked to take on the role of a regional representative
of the university alumni association; as a group, the representatives formed an awards committee
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that was charged with distributing prize money to the nominees. Each participant received
information about a nominee from the association chapter that they represented. Participants
were asked to advocate for their nominee, and, as a group, select a first prize winner (who would
receive the largest award), and determine how to divide the remaining prize money amongst the
rest of the nominees. Participants were instructed to give different amounts of money to each
nominee. As such, participants competed over the allocation of limited resources, and were
tasked with working both for the interest of their chapter’s nominee and the broader interest of
the committee.
Participants in the self-disclosure groups were asked to get to know one another.
Following Aron et al. (1997), participants took turns drawing cards from an envelope. Questions
were printed on each card, and participants were instructed to take turns reading the questions
aloud. After a question was read, each participant in the group answered the question; questions
became more intimate as the game proceeded. The participants’ goal in this group task was to
simply get to know one another by sharing information about themselves.
After the interaction, participants rated themselves and each of their group members.
Participants were instructed to provide different ratings for each group member (i.e., they were
not supposed to give ties in their ratings). To obtain our measure of status, participants indicated
whether each group member “had high status (influence, power) in the group” on a 0 (disagree
strongly) to 10 (agree strongly) scale (M = 6.27, SD = 1.66). Because of the round-robin design
of the study, in which each participant rated a different set of others, we used the social relations
model (SRM; Kenny, 1994) to obtain unbiased ratings of each participant’s status in the group.
Individual differences in how certain perceivers tend to view others can bias ratings when all of
the perceptions of a single individual are averaged together (e.g., Cronbach, 1955). SRM
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removes this bias from the ratings of each individual. SRM also removes the group mean from
each rating (i.e., the ratings are group mean centered), which eliminates group dependencies and
makes the data appropriate for single-level regression analyses. SRM analyses were conducted in
the TripleR package in R (Schönbrodt, Back & Schmukle, 2012), and the target effects (i.e., the
average rating for each participant, controlling for group and perceiver differences) for the status
item obtained from these analyses was our dependent measure.
Results
SRM decomposition. To determine whether group members agreed about each other’s
status, we first examined the amount of variance in status ratings explained by targets and
perceivers relative to the total variance. The proportion of variance explained by targets provides
an estimate of the extent to which group members agree about particular others (i.e., it is a
measure of consensus), whereas the proportion of variance explained by perceivers provides an
estimate of the extent to which different perceivers use different baseline levels of status ratings
across targets (i.e., it is a measure of the influence of individual differences on the tendency to
see others as leaders). In this sample, 34% of the variance in status ratings was attributable to
targets, whereas 20% was attributable to perceivers. The target estimate is similar to what has
been reported elsewhere (e.g., Anderson & Kilduff, 2009a; Anderson et al., 2006; Srivastava &
Anderson, 2011). For comparison, Srivastava and Anderson (2011) reported in a similar study of
unstructured small group interactions that 28% of the variance in status ratings was attributable
to targets, whereas 35% was attributable to perceivers. This high proportion of target variance
indicates substantial agreement amongst group members regarding who attained status.
Main analyses. To determine the extent to which people with different personalities
attained status in different situations, we predicted the standardized target effect of the status
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item from the standardized personality scale score, a contrast-coded condition variable (1 = selfdisclosure; -1 = LGD), and the interaction between the two. Full results are presented in Table 2.
As anticipated, we found a positive effect of extraversion, b = .25, with a 95% CI of [0.08,
0.42]2, and this effect was not moderated by condition (b = -.01, CI [-0.18, 0.16]). In contrast, we
did not find evidence of a clear main effect of agreeableness (b = .10, CI [-0.06, 0.26]), but we
did find that condition moderated the effect of agreeableness on status attainment (b = .19, CI
[0.03, 0.35]).3 As can be seen in Figure 1, agreeableness is clearly positively associated with
status in the self-disclosure groups (b = .29, CI [.09, .48]), but the association is negligible in the
LGD groups (b = -.09, CI [-.31, .14]).4
Summary
As in previous research, extraversion predicted status in both competitive and affiliative
contexts. In contrast, we found preliminary evidence that agreeableness does matter for status
attainment, but only in affiliative contexts. However, in this study, participants were not
explicitly told to compete or affiliate with one another. In addition, we ran the conditions
sequentially rather than randomly assigning participants. These limitations were addressed in
Study 2.
Study 2
This study estimated the same theoretical effects as Study 1 but with different tasks and a
different measure of status (a “conceptual replication”). In Study 2 we improved the
experimental manipulation by more closely matching the tasks across conditions and explicitly
instructing participants to compete or cooperate with one another. We also had every participant
complete two tasks (either both cooperative or both competitive) to obtain a more reliable
estimate of the relationship between personality and status attainment.
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Method
Participants. 104 university students (71% female; Mage = 23, SDage = 3.92) from a
university in Germany participated in exchange for 30€ or course credit. The University’s
Institutional Review Board approved all procedures. Nine participants did not provide
personality data and were excluded from all analyses including personality (N = 95, 72% female;
Mage = 23, SDage = 3.92). The experiment was completed as part of a larger longitudinal study.
For practical reasons, sample size was determined by deciding on a fixed period of time in
advance and then running as many subjects as possible within that time. No analyses were run
until the data collection was completed.
Procedure and materials. Participants completed the 15-item GSOEP Big Five
Inventory (BFI-S; Hahn, Gottschling, & Spinath, 2012) with two additional items for
agreeableness (see Rammstedt & John, 2007) online approximately one week before coming into
the lab. Participants indicated the extent to which each item described them using a 1 (not at all
true) to 7 (totally true) scale. Descriptive statistics and alpha coefficients can be found in Table
1.5
Participants arrived to the lab in mixed-sex groups of four to six participants and had
briefly met one another prior to this lab session. Each group was randomly assigned to complete
either two competitive (n = 50, k = 9 groups) or two cooperative (n = 45, k = 8 groups) tasks. The
tasks were completed in a fixed order, regardless of condition, and each task lasted up to 20
minutes. First, participants engaged in a modified Lost on the Moon (LOM) task (adapted from
Robins & Beer, 2001), in which they were told that they had just crash landed on the moon and
needed to prioritize a limited set of items to help them get back to the mother ship. Cooperative
groups were instructed to develop a list of items that would optimize the group’s ability to get
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back to the ship. Competitive groups were instructed to trade a fixed number of items amongst
themselves in order to optimize their own individual ability to get back to the ship. After
completing this task, participants indicated how well they could imagine each of their group
members as a leader, using a scale from 1 (does not apply at all) to 6 (applies perfectly) (M =
3.87, SD = 1.20).
After the LOM task, groups discussed an adjusted variant of the ticking time bomb (TTB)
scenario, a common thought experiment in ethics debates about the justification of torture
(Association for the Prevention of Torture, 2007). Participants were told that a terrorist was in
police custody and would only divulge information about an upcoming attack if tortured.
Cooperative groups were instructed to reach a consensus about whether or not the terrorist
should be tortured. Competitive group members were instructed to convince one another about
their own individual positions. After completing the TTB scenario, participants again rated each
of their group members using the same leadership item (M = 3.86, SD = 1.23).
As in Study 1, we obtained unbiased estimates of leadership by conducting SRM analyses
using the TripleR package (Schönbrodt et al., 2012) in R. The dependent variables were the
target effects of leadership from both tasks obtained from these analyses.
Results
SRM decomposition. To determine whether group members agreed about each other’s
status, we again examined the amount of variance in leadership ratings explained by targets and
perceivers relative to the total variance. For leadership ratings following the LOM task, 22% of
the variance was attributable to targets, whereas 20% was attributable to perceivers. Following
the TTB scenario, 22% of the variance was attributable to targets and 19% was attributable to
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perceivers. As in Study 1, the relatively high proportion of target variance indicates substantial
agreement amongst group members regarding who attained status in the group.
Main analyses. Because the same participants completed both tasks, we analyzed the
data with a general linear model specifying task (LOM or TTB) and personality as betweensubjects variables and condition (cooperate or compete) as a within-subjects factor (Judd, Kenny
& McClelland, 1989). We did not anticipate that task would moderate any of the effects of
personality or condition on status attainment. In order to test for differences between the LOM
and TTB tasks, we first standardized both leadership ratings based on their pooled mean and
pooled standard deviation and then tested for interactions of task with personality, condition, and
both (the 3-way interaction). As anticipated, we did not find evidence for any interactions with
task. Results of this analysis can be seen in Table 3.
Because there were no interactions with task, we collapsed across the LOM and TTB
tasks for the main analyses. We then examined effects of the standardized personality score, the
contrast-coded condition variable, and the interaction between the two. As in Study 1,
extraversion had a substantial, positive effect on status, b = .36, CI [0.16, 0.55], and this effect
was not moderated by condition, b = .05, CI [-0.15, 0.25]. We did not find evidence of a main
effect of agreeableness, b = .04, CI [-0.16, 0.25], but we did find evidence that condition
moderated the effect of agreeableness on status attainment (b = .21, CI [0.004, 0.41]). Simple
effects analyses indicated that the effect of agreeableness on status attainment in the cooperative
condition was positive, b = .25, CI [-.05, .55], but this effect was negative, b = -.17, CI [-.45, .12]
in the competitive condition. This pattern of effects can be seen in Figure 2.
Mini Meta-Analysis
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The results of Study 1 were replicated in Study 2: extraversion predicted status
attainment in both competitive and affiliative conditions, whereas the relationship between
agreeableness and status attainment was moderated by condition. To summarize these effects, we
conducted a meta-analysis on the effects of extraversion and agreeableness and their interactions
with condition. To do so, we used a random effects model to combine the pairwise correlations
between status and personality trait across the competitive and affiliative conditions in each
study with Comprehensive Meta-Analysis Software (Biostat, 2014). For extraversion, the
average correlation with status in the competitive condition was r = .26, CI [.11, .41]; the
correlation in the affiliative condition was r = .34, CI [.15, .51]; and the overall correlation was r
= .29, CI [.17, .40]. Together, these estimates and intervals indicate a consistent, moderately
sized, positive relationship between extraversion and status across both types of situations. For
agreeableness, the average correlation with status in the competitive condition was r = -.11, CI [.26, .06]; the correlation in the affiliative condition was r = .32, CI [.13, .49]; and the overall
correlation was r = .07, CI [-.06, .19]. Unlike extraversion, the relationship between
agreeableness and status varies based on the context: although the overall effect of agreeableness
is near zero, there is a moderately sized positive effect in affiliative contexts, and a small
negative effect in competitive contexts. See Figure 3 for the forest plots of the confidence
intervals associated with these estimates.
Discussion
We examined whether the same personality traits were associated with status in different
contexts. Extraversion was positively associated with status attainment across situations,
consistent with previous research. Agreeableness was positively associated with status in
affiliative contexts, but either had no or a small, negative effect in competitive contexts.
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Importantly, these results replicated across samples in two countries and with two measures of
status.
These findings underscore the importance of examining personality and status attainment
in context. Previous investigations revealed correlations between agreeableness and status very
near zero. For instance, in their meta-analysis, Judge et al. (2002) reported an average correlation
of just r = .06 (p. 771, Table 2), and Anderson et al. (2001) reported an average of r = .12 for
men and r = .08 for women (p. 126, Table 5) across three studies. However, neither paper
distinguished between the different goals and contexts of the groups in question. Our results are
consistent with these effects: across conditions, the average correlation between agreeableness
and status was r = .07.
The relationship between agreeableness and status attainment was only revealed when
warmth may have helped the group. When the group task required self-disclosure or cooperation,
the size of the effect of agreeableness approached that of extraversion. Our interpretation is that
personality contributed to task-relevant behavior in these social groups: individuals with higher
levels of task-relevant traits were given status because they helped the group pursue its collective
goals.
Limitations & Future Directions
Despite the consistency of our main findings, this study has limitations. First, it is unclear
how these results apply to longer-term, higher-stakes, or formal groups. For instance, Bendersky
& Shah (2013) found that the initially positive relationship between extraversion and status
changed over time in groups that worked together over the course of 10 weeks. Given the very
brief interlude between the two tasks in Study 2, we did not expect to find differences in the
relationship between personality and leadership across the two tasks. However, examining the
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contribution of different personality traits to status in different contexts both when the group first
forms and over time is an important area for future research. In addition, Anderson et al. (2008)
did not find a relationship between agreeableness and influence in an organization that valued
cooperation. Although there are a number of differences between this and the current study (e.g.,
formal vs. informal groups; long-term vs. short-term acquaintanceships among members), it may
be that agreeableness contributes to social status only during specific tasks that require agreeable
behavior. When agreeable behaviors are broadly valued but not necessary to complete a
particular task, agreeableness may be less likely to contribute to status.
Second, neither study included a manipulation check to determine whether participants
perceived the tasks as competitive or cooperative. This limits our ability to make claims about
the extent to which participants espoused the task goals that were given to them. However, we
used tasks that have been previously validated to engender competition and affiliation (Study 1)
and that explicitly instructed participants to either compete or cooperate with one another (Study
2), which increases our confidence that our findings were due to the differences between the task
assignments and not spurious.
Finally, future research should examine whether agreeable leaders generate more
cooperative groups. Interpersonal circumplex models predict that agreeable leaders will invite
warm behaviors from their subordinates. Although complementarity has been well-documented
elsewhere (Horowitz et al., 2006; Markey, Funder & Ozer, 2003; Tiedens & Fragale, 2003), and
the finding that agreeableness predicted status in affiliative contexts suggests that
complementarity played a role in status attainment, we did not directly test this assumption, nor
could we test whether these groups became warmer or closer over time.
Conclusion
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People tend to attain social status in informal groups when they can help the group reach
its goal. Because groups’ goals vary, different interpersonal characteristics may contribute to
status attainment in different contexts. Although extraversion consistently predicted status
attainment, we found that the relationship between agreeableness and status was moderated by
context. Agreeable individuals attained status when warmth may have helped the group achieve
its affiliative goals, but not when group members competed with one another.
Notes
1. CIs around the difference between means were computed without assuming equal variances in
ESCI (Cumming, 2011).
2. Following the recommendation of Cumming (2012), we report only effect sizes and
confidence intervals. The 95% CIs indicate that, were the study to be replicated n times, the true
value of the parameter would fall within the range provided by the CI 95% of the time.
3. Three participants (1 in the LGD condition; 2 in the self-disclosure condition) scored more
than 2.9 standard deviations below the mean on agreeableness. When removed from analysis, the
estimate of the interaction decreased slightly and the 95% CI included zero (b = .13, CI [-.06,
.31]). The leverage statistics for these participants were within an acceptable range (< .20; Judd
& McClelland, 1989), and examination of the residuals for the entire sample indicated that the
assumption of normality was not violated. Thus, we included these individuals in all analyses.
4. Please see the online supplemental material for exploratory analyses examining the effects of
conscientiousness, neuroticism and openness.
5. The GSOEP Big Five Inventory (and other similar short measures of the Big Five) was
designed to assess complementary aspects of broad Big Five domains rather than maximize
internal consistency via redundant content, so alpha coefficients underestimate the true reliability
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of these scales and are expected to be lower than the reliabilities of longer-form questionnaires
(Schmitt, 1996).
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Tables:
Table 1.
Pre-Interaction Big Five Inventory Descriptive Statistics

Trait
Extraversion

Agreeableness

Condition

M

Study 1
SD

Compete
Affiliate
Total
Compete
Affiliate
Total

3.52
3.47
3.50
4.01
3.85
3.95

0.76
0.70
0.74
0.56
0.66
0.60

α
.87
.82
.85
.76
.81
.78

M

Study 2
SD

α

4.75
5.08
4.91
5.07
4.96
5.02

1.18
1.26
1.23
0.93
0.90
0.91

.80
.84
.82
.69
.57
.63

Note: Self-reports of personality in Study 1 were made on a 1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly) scale; self-reports in Study 2
were made on a 1 (not at all true) to 7 (totally true) scale. Sample sizes by cell were as follows: Study 1, Compete n = 103, k = 22;
Affiliate n = 54, k = 13; Study 2, Compete n = 50, k = 9, Affiliate n = 45, k = 8.
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Table 2.
Effects of extraversion, agreeableness and condition on status (Study 1 results)

Extraversion
Agreeableness

Extraversion
Condition
E X Condition
Agreeableness
Condition
A X Condition

b
0.25
0.01
-0.01
0.10
0.02
0.19

SE
0.09
0.08
0.09
0.08
0.08
0.08

95% CI for b
0.08
0.42
-0.15
0.17
-0.18
0.16
-0.06
0.26
-0.14
0.19
0.03
0.35

Note: Personality traits and status are standardized. Condition is coded as -1 = LGD and 1 = self-disclosure.
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Table 3.
Effects of extraversion, agreeableness, condition and task on leadership (Study 2 results)

Extraversion

Agreeableness

Extraversion
Condition
E X Condition
Task
E X Task
Condition X Task
E X Condition X Task
Agreeableness
Condition
A X Condition
Task
A X Task
Condition X Task
A X Condition X Task

b
0.36
-0.05
0.05
-0.03
-0.04
0.00
0.08
0.04
0.00
0.21
-0.01
0.06
0.00
0.05

SE
0.10
0.10
0.10
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.10
0.10
0.10
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05

95% CI for b
0.16
0.55
-0.25
0.15
-0.15
0.25
-0.13
0.08
-0.15
0.06
-0.10
0.11
-0.03
0.18
-0.16
0.25
-0.20
0.21
0.00
0.41
-0.12
0.09
-0.05
0.17
-0.10
0.11
-0.05
0.16

Note: Personality traits are standardized. For analyses without task effects, leadership is the standardized of the
average of the two leadership ratings. For analyses that include task effects, leadership is the difference between the
two leadership ratings standardized based on the pooled mean and standard deviation. Condition is coded as -1 =
compete and 1 = cooperate.
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Figure captions:
Fig. 1.
Effect of agreeableness on status attainment moderated by condition (Study 1)

Fig. 2.
Effect of agreeableness on status attainment moderated by condition (Study 2)
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Fig. 3.
Mini Meta-Analysis Forest Plot
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Supplemental Material

Analyses of Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness

Although we did not have hypotheses about the association between the three remaining
Big Five traits and status, we conducted analyses to explore these effects. Descriptive statistics
and alpha coefficients can be found in Table S1. In Study 1, we found evidence that participants
who were highly conscientious attained status regardless of the group task, but we found no clear
relationship between neuroticism or openness and status. We did not find evidence that condition
moderated the relationship between these traits and status (see Table S2). In Study 2, we found
no evidence of associations between openness or conscientiousness and status, nor were these
effects moderated by condition. However, the data suggested that individuals higher in
neuroticism attained less status in both tasks in this study. Full results can be seen in Table S3.
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Table S1.
Pre-interaction descriptive statistics
Study 1
Trait
Conscientiousness

Neuroticism

Openness

Study 2

Condition

M

SD

α

M

SD

α

Compete

3.69

0.67

.83

4.77

0.98

.57

Affiliate

3.64

0.64

.81

5.12

1.11

.69

Total

3.67

0.66

.82

4.93

1.05

.63

Compete

2.67

0.67

.80

4.38

1.24

.71

Affiliate

2.75

0.54

.65

4.30

1.34

.75

Total

2.70

0.63

.76

4.34

1.28

.73

Compete

3.71

0.59

.80

4.89

1.04

.61

Affiliate

3.64

0.65

.80

4.85

1.01

.67

Total

3.69

0.61

.80

4.87

1.02

.63

Note: Self-reports of personality in Study 1 were made on a 1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly) scale; self-reports in Study 2
were made on a 1 (not at all true) to 7 (totally true) scale.
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Table S2.

b

SE

0.25

0.08

0.09

0.41

Condition

0.01

0.08

-0.15

0.17

C X Condition

-0.06

0.08

-0.22

0.11

Neuroticism

-0.08

0.09

-0.26

0.10

Condition

0.01

0.09

-0.16

0.17

N X Condition

-0.03

0.09

-0.21

0.16

Openness

0.14

0.08

-0.02

0.30

Condition

0.01

0.08

-0.16

0.17

O X Condition

-0.05

0.08

-0.21

0.11

Conscientiousness Conscientiousness

Neuroticism

Openness

95% CI for b

Note: Personality traits and status are z-scored. Condition is coded as -1 = LGD and 1 = self-disclosure.

Effects of Conscientiousness, Neuroticism and Openness on Status (Study 1)

Table S3.
Effects of Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, Openness, task and condition on leadership (Study 2)

Conscientiousness

b

SE

95% CI for b

Conscientiousness

-0.14

0.11

-0.35

0.07

Condition

0.02

0.11

-0.19

0.23
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Neuroticism

Openness

C X Condition

0.06

0.11

-0.15

0.27

Task

-0.01

0.05

-0.12

0.10

C X Task

0.07

0.05

-0.04

0.17

Condition X Task

-0.01

0.05

-0.12

0.09

C X Condition X Task

-0.02

0.05

-0.13

0.08

Neuroticism

-0.30

0.10

-0.50

-0.11

Condition

-0.01

0.10

-0.21

0.19

N X Condition

-0.11

0.10

-0.31

0.08

Task

-0.01

0.05

-0.12

0.09

N X Task

-0.02

0.05

-0.12

0.09

Condition X Task

0.00

0.05

-0.11

0.10

N X Condition X Task

0.02

0.05

-0.08

0.13

Openness

0.02

0.11

-0.19

0.23

Condition

0.00

0.10

-0.21

0.21

O X Condition

0.09

0.11

-0.12

0.30

Task

-0.02

0.05

-0.12

0.09

O X Task

-0.10

0.05

-0.20

0.01

Condition X Task

0.00

0.05

-0.11

0.10

O X Condition X Task

-0.08

0.05

-0.19

0.02

Note: Personality traits are z-scored. For analyses without task effects, leadership is the z-score of the average of the
two leadership ratings. For analyses that include task effects, leadership is the difference between the two leadership
ratings z-scored based on the pooled mean and standard deviation. Condition is coded as -1 = compete and 1 =
cooperate.
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Discussion
Whereas the hypothesized effects of extraversion and agreeableness were stable across
our studies, we found inconclusive evidence regarding the associations between the other Big
Five personality traits and status. These traits may be less relevant to status. Alternatively, like
agreeableness, these traits may only matter when they are relevant to the group’s task—their
relationships with status attainment might be moderated by contextual constraints that were not
systematically manipulated or measured in this study. Recent work on person-environment fit—
“the compatibility between an individual and a work environment” (Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman
& Johnson, 2005, p. 281)—lends credence to this idea. In one study, peer-rated influence (a
construct related to status) was associated with conscientiousness in an organization where
detail-orientation was highly valued, but not in one that valued teamwork (Anderson, Spataro &
Flynn, 2008).

References

Anderson, C., Spataro, S.E. & Flynn, F.J. (2008). Personality and organizational culture as
determinants of influence. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 702-710. doi:
10.1037/0021-9010.93.3.702
Kristof‐Brown, A. L., Zimmerman, R. D., & Johnson, E. C. (2005). Consequences of
individuals’ fit at work: A meta-analysis of person-job, person-organization, persongroup, and person-supervisor fit. Personnel psychology, 58, 281-342. doi: 10.1111/j.17446570.2005.00672.x

STATUS ATTAINMENT ACROSS SOCIAL CONTEXTS

