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Abstract

Status is a valued workplace resource that facilitates career success, yet little is known regarding
whether and how cultural orientation affects status attainment. We integrate status characteristics
theory with the literature on individualism and collectivism and propose a cultural patterning in
the determinants of status. Four studies (N = 379) demonstrate that cultural orientation influences
the tendency to view high status individuals as competent versus warm (Study 1), uncover
cultural differences in both individuals’ tendency to engage in competence and warmth behaviors
to attain workplace status (Study 2) and evaluators’ tendency to ascribe status to individuals who
demonstrate competence versus warmth (Study 3), and verify that cultural differences in the
effects of competence and warmth on status perceptions, and in turn performance evaluations,
generalize to real world interdependent groups (Study 4). Our findings advance theory on the

cultural contingencies of status attainment and have implications for managing diversity at work.

Keywords: Status, Culture, Social hierarchy, Competence, Warmth, Individualism and

collectivism, Status characteristics theory
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Cultural Determinants of Status:
Implications for Workplace Evaluations and Behaviors
From the standing of countries on a global scope to the arrangement of individuals
according to their station in life, social hierarchy—defined as “an implicit or explicit rank order
of individuals or groups with respect to a valued social dimension” (Magee & Galinsky, 2008, p.
354)—is so prevalent in human societies that it is a defining feature of social relations. Social
hierarchy is not only a fundamental aspect of societies; it also serves two important functions in
organizations and is therefore inherent to work settings. Specifically, social hierarchy facilitates
the coordination of activities necessary to achieve organizational goals and incents employees to
achieve high levels of performance as a mechanism for moving up in rank (cf. Deci & Ryan,
1987; Durkheim, 1997; Magee & Galinsky, 2008; Marx, 1964; McClelland, 1975; Tannenbaum,
Kavcic, Rosner, Vianello, & Wieser, 1974; Van de Ven, Delbecq, & Koenig, 1976; Weber,
1946). Given the centrality of social hierarchy to the process of organizing, it is not surprising
that a literature has emerged on the consequences of a primary dimension of social hierarchy—
status—for a range of organizational phenomena, including team processes and outcomes, trust,
communication, procedural fairness, workplace deviance, and exchange relationships, among
others (e.g., Bowles & Gelfand, 2010; Castellucci & Ertug, 2010; Chen, Brockner, & Greenberg,
2003; Christie & Barling, 2010; Flynn, 2003; Fragale, 2006; Fragale, Rosen, Xu, & Merideth,
2009; Lount & Pettit, 2012; Perretti & Negro, 2006).
Status, defined as the extent to which an actor is respected and highly regarded in the
eyes of others (cf. Blau, 1964; Goldhamer & Shils, 1930; Ridgeway & Walker, 1995; Zelditch,
1968), is an important commodity inside and outside of organizations. People are concerned with

achieving and maintaining status, which in turn has desirable consequences (e.g., Frank, 1985;
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Sutton & Hargadon, 1996). Indeed, as compared to low status individuals, high status individuals
are more likely to be trusted by and receive help from others (Lount & Pettit, 2012; Van Der
Vegt, Bunderson, & Oosterhof, 2006), less likely to be negatively evaluated for deviant behavior
(Bowles & Gelfand, 2010), and more likely to receive inflated performance evaluations and to be
given opportunities to succeed (Darley & Gross, 1983; Magee & Galinsky, 2008). It is therefore
not surprising that the question of how individuals attain and maintain high status has been a
topic of interest to scholars (e.g., Anderson & Kilduff, 2009a, 2009b; Anderson, Spataro, &
Flynn, 2008; Berger, Rosenholtz, & Zelditch, 1980). One robust conclusion within this literature
is that perceived competence (i.e. agency, ability, efficacy, confidence) is a key determinant of
status; competent individuals and groups achieve high status and, conversely, high status
individuals and groups are also viewed as competent by others (e.g., Berger et al., 1980; Fiske,
Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002; Magee & Galinsky, 2008). Moreover, the link between competence
and status has been replicated in many cultures, suggesting that this relationship may be
pancultural (Cuddy, et al., 2009).

Nevertheless, there are several reasons to question the universality of status attainment
(i.e. what type of individual comes to be viewed as high status by others). First, recent research
shows that culturally-nurtured views of power—a related but distinct dimension of social
hierarchy—vary significantly, such that power is viewed as a mechanism for advancing one’s
own interests among individuals with certain cultural orientations but as a mechanism for
advancing the interests of others among individuals with other cultural orientations (Torelli &
Shavitt, 2010). Second, theories of status attainment suggest that the determinants of status are
context-dependent and thus allow for the possibility of cultural contingencies. More specifically,

a key tenet of status characteristics theory is that individuals attain high status if they possess
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characteristics that are valued in a given setting (i.e. status characteristics, e.g., Berger, et al.,
1980). Perceived competence is a valued status characteristic in organizations and other task-
oriented groups, yet decades of research demonstrate that valued social characteristics vary
widely among individuals with different cultural orientations (e.g., Hofstede, 2001; House,
Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2005). The robust linkage between competence and status
is consistent with values and norms among those with an individualistic cultural orientation, who
emphasize personal goals of achievement, success, and self-reliance (Triandis, 1995); however,
those with a collectivistic cultural orientation emphasize sociability and interdependence
(Triandis, 1995), which suggests that judgments regarding individuals’ generosity, kindness, and
friendliness (i.e. interpersonal warmth) may also contribute to status judgments. We therefore
integrate status characteristics theory with research on cultural differences in individualism and
collectivism and propose that the tendency to view competence and warmth—the two
fundamental dimensions of person perception (Asch, 1946; Cuddy, et al., 2009; Judd, James-
Hawkins, Yzerbyt, & Kashima, 2005; Wojciszke, Bazinska, & Jaworski, 1998)—as determinants
of status is a function of individuals’ cultural orientation.

We investigate this proposition in four studies. We first demonstrate the basic
phenomenon by showing that individualism is positively related to the tendency to perceive high
status individuals as competent, whereas collectivism is positively related to the tendency to
perceive high status individuals as warm (Study 1). We then investigate the relevance of cultural
differences in status attainment for organizations by showing that cultural orientation is related to
the behaviors individuals engage in to acquire status at work (Study 2) and the behaviors
evaluators use to ascribe status to others (Study 3). Finally, we document that culture influences

the association of competence and warmth with status in interdependent task groups, and that
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status has consequences for an important workplace outcome: appraisals of group members’
performance (Study 4). Across studies, we operationalize culture using two different measures of
individual-level cultural orientation, as well as participants from cultural groups known to vary
in their cultural orientation (Chiu & Hong, 2006; Lehman, Chiu, & Schaller, 2004), and thus
provide strong support for a cultural patterning in the determinants of status. Collectively, these
studies demonstrate that status attainment is not pancultural, but is sensitive to differences in
individualism and collectivism. Our findings therefore have important implications for managing
cultural diversity at work.
Theory Development

Status characteristics theory provides a useful framework for understanding status
attainment in task-oriented groups—that is—why some group members earn respect and
admiration in the eyes of other group members, but others do not (e.g., Berger, Cohen, &
Zelditch, 1972; Berger, et al., 1980; Webster & Driskell, 1978). According to status
characteristics theory, status attainment is driven by the extent to which group members are
perceived to possess status characteristics, defined as traits that are valued in the setting because
they are positively associated with expectations of future performance. Specifically, individuals
expect that group members who possess valued status characteristics will achieve high
performance in the future and therefore respect those group members and afford them positions
of high status within the group. Alternatively, group members perceived to lack valued status
characteristics are afforded positions of low status (Berger, et al., 1980).

In organizations and other task-oriented groups, competence (i.e. intelligence, agency,
ambition) is considered critical for achieving strong performance. It is therefore not surprising

that “the basis of respect in organizations is competence, or more precisely, judgments about a
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target individual’s competence” (Magee & Galinsky, 2008, p. 373). Indeed, a large body of
research demonstrates that perceived competence is a valued status characteristic. For example,
the degree of competence demonstrated by an employee is positively associated with the degree
of status ascribed to that employee by others (Sutton & Hargadon, 1996) and, conversely,
evaluators assume that individuals assigned to high status positions (e.g., managers) are more
competent than individuals assigned to a low status position (e.g., clerks)—even when aware that
position assignments are random (Humphrey, 1985; Sande, Ellard, & Ross, 1986).

Research has focused on perceived competence as the key antecedent of status in
organizations and other task-focused groups, yet status characteristics theory also allows for
variation in the determinants of status. Specifically, status characteristics are characteristics that
are valued in a given setting because they are positively associated with expectations of future
performance. To the extent that valued characteristics vary across settings, there may also be
variation in the determinants of status (cf. Anderson, et al., 2008; Berger, et al., 1980; Fragale,
2006). Consistent with this notion, there is some evidence that perceived warmth, like perceived
competence, at times determines who attains status. For example, early research found that some
members of problem-solving groups acquire status based on their task ability (i.e. competence),
whereas others acquire status based on their socio-emotional ability (i.e. warmth) (e.g., Slater,
1955), and more recent evidence indicates that individuals at times engage in prosocial, helping-
oriented behaviors that demonstrate warmth as a mechanism for achieving status (Flynn,
Reagans, Amanatullah, & Ames, 2006). In addition, one study provided insight into when
competence versus warmth is a stronger determinant of status. Specifically, individuals who used
speech styles that conveyed competence attained status when working on an individual task, but

individuals who used speech styles that conveyed warmth attained status when working on an
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interdependent task (Fragale, 2006). This finding is consistent with status characteristics theory,
which suggests that status characteristics (competence versus warmth) depend on what is valued
in the setting (task type).

Prior theory substantiates that the determinants of status depend on task type, yet there is
reason to believe that the characteristics associated with status are also a function of individuals’
cultural orientation, even among individuals working on the very same task. Specifically,
abundant research substantiates that cultural orientation is a robust source of differences in
valued social characteristics (e.g., Hofstede, 2001; House, et al., 2005). An integration of
research on cultural orientation—and specifically on individualism and collectivism—with status
characteristics theory therefore suggests that the determinants of status are culturally-contingent.

Individualism and collectivism are the two most widely studied dimensions of cultural
variability in the values that societies, and in turn the individuals within those societies, deem
important (Triandis, 1995). It stands to reason that these cultural dimensions should also affect
the valued characteristics that determine status. In individualistic cultures, “ties between
individuals are loose; everyone is expected to look after himself or herself and his or her
immediate family” (Hofstede, 1980, p. 51). Individuals from individualistic cultures are therefore
socialized to value individual goals, personal achievement, autonomy, and self-actualization
(Hofstede, 2001; Triandis, 1995). These values are reflected in definitions of strong performance,
which emphasize individuals’ task accomplishments and bottom-line results (Alis, 1988; Ferris
& Tredaway, 2008; Stone, Stone-Romero, & Lukaszewski, 2007). Because perceived
competence reflects self-centered traits such as efficacy, confidence, and agency (Bakan, 1966),

competence should be a valued characteristic that is positively associated with expectations of
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future performance, and thus constitute a source of status, among those with an individualistic
cultural orientation.

Alternatively, in collectivistic cultures, “people from birth onward are integrated into
strong, cohesive in-groups, which throughout people’s lifetime continue to protect them in
exchange for unquestioning loyalty” (Hofstede, 1980, p. 51). Individuals from collectivistic
cultures are therefore socialized to value group goals and loyalty, interdependence, and
sociability (Hofstede, 2001; Triandis, 1995). These values are reflected in definitions of strong
performance, which emphasize integrity, interpersonal relationships, and citizenship (Alis, 1988;
Ferris & Tredaway, 2008; Stone, et al., 2007). Because perceived warmth reflects other-centered
traits such as generosity, kindness, friendliness, and communion (Bakan, 1966), warmth should
be a valued characteristic that is positively associated with expectations of future performance,
and thus constitute a source of status, among those with a collectivistic cultural orientation.

The above logic suggests that competence is associated with status among individualists
and warmth is associated with status among collectivists. At the same time, individual
achievement is a universally desirable trait (Schwartz, 1990), particularly in work settings where
personal achievement and task accomplishment are vital for organizational success (Magee &
Galinsky, 2008). Moreover, evidence indicates that the competence-status linkage emerges in
both individualistic and collectivistic cultures (e.g., Cuddy, et al., 2009). Thus, we do not
propose that the competence-status linkage is unique to individualistic cultures. Rather, we
conceptualize individualism and collectivism as distinct continuous dimensions (cf. Oyserman,
Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998) and propose that the association

between competence and status is stronger for individuals higher (versus lower) on
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individualism. Likewise, we propose that the association between warmth and status is stronger
for individuals higher (versus lower) on collectivism. We test these propositions in four studies.
Study 1

In Study 1, we investigate the extent to which individuals perceive high status individuals
as warm and competent, as a function of their cultural orientation. Consistent with our general
propositions, we expect that the extent to which individuals have an individualistic cultural
orientation will be positively associated with perceptions of high status individuals as competent,
whereas the extent to which individuals have a collectivistic cultural orientation will be
positively associated with perceptions of high status individuals as warm. Membership in
different cultural groups (e.g., societies or countries) is a powerful source of individual
differences in cultural orientation; however, evidence demonstrates that individuals also differ in
their cultural orientation within cultural groups, including the U.S. (Vandello & Cohen, 1999).
For example, within-country variation in individualism and collectivism can be driven by
ecological (e.g., collectivistic farming practices in the Deep South of the U.S.), historical (e.g.,
the prominence of religion in the Deep South of the U.S.), and migratory (e.g., more
collectivistic Mexican and Spanish settlers in the South West of the U.S.) factors (Vandello &
Cohen, 1999). In Study 1, we therefore recruit participants in the U.S. and operationalize culture
using variation in individual-level cultural orientation (cf. Chiu & Hong, 2006; Lalwani, Shrum,
& Chiu, 2009; Torelli & Shavitt, 2010).

Hypothesis 1: Individuals higher on individualism will perceive high status individuals as

higher in competence than individuals lower on individualism.

Hypothesis 2: Individuals higher on collectivism will perceive high status individuals as

higher in warmth than individuals lower on collectivism.
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Method

Eighty-nine participants took part in the study, who were recruited using Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk (MTurk) (mean age = 33.7 years, 36% male, 57% Caucasian) and were paid
the equivalent of $2.! Following procedures adopted in past research (Torelli & Shavitt, 2008),
participants were asked to think about high-status individuals (i.e. persons with high status, that
is, people respected, admired, and highly regarded by others) that were familiar to them, and to
use six-point scales (1 = Not at all, 6 = Very much) to collectively rate these individuals in terms
of their competence (ambitious, energetic, conscientious, creative, and intelligent; o = .73) and
warmth (caring, friendly, generous, sociable, and openhearted; « = .87) (Fiske, et al., 2002).
After completing several filler tasks, participants completed a 16-item measure of individualism
(IND) and collectivism (COL; 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) (Triandis & Gelfand,
1998).2 Example items include: “I’d rather depend on myself than others” and “Winning is
everything” for IND (« = .68); and “I feel good when I cooperate with others” and “It is
important to me that I respect the decision made by my group” for COL (« = .81). Finally,
participants answered demographic questions and were debriefed.
Results and Discussion

Scale structure. We used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to assess the structure of
the study variables (competence, warmth, IND, COL). We fit the data to a four-factor model and

found a reasonable fit (CFI = .90, RMSEA = .06), which in turn was better than the fit of a

! Evidence indicates that data collected from MTurk is as reliable as data collected from more traditional samples
(Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011).

? The IND/COL scale includes horizontal (H) and vertical (V) sub-dimensions of IND and COL; however, when
V/H distinctions are not of theoretical interest (as in our case), collapsing items into a single IND scale and a single
COL scale offers reliable measures that have been widely used in past research (cf. Heinke & Louis, 2009; Lalwani,
2009; Ozdemir & Hewett, 2010). In all studies using this scale, we assessed the structural soundness of the scale
using second order CFAs (IND and COL as higher-order factors), and determined that this model offered a better fit
to the data (Ay? = 12 — 57; ACFI = .05 - .10) than a model including H and V as higher-order factors, or a model
with four separate inter-correlated factors (HI, VI, HC, VC; no second-order factor). We therefore computed IND
and COL scores by averaging across the V/H sub-scales.
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single-factor model (CFI = .42, RMSEA = .14, Ay* = 1,065, p < .01). Correlations among the
study variables appear in Table 1.

Hypothesis testing. The zero-order correlations in Table 1 provide initial support for
Hypotheses 1 and 2; IND was positively correlated with the perceived competence (r = .24, p <
.03), but not warmth (r = .12, ns), of high-status individuals, whereas COL was positively
correlated with the perceived warmth (r = .36, p < .01), but not competence (r = .17, ns), of high
status individuals. To test these hypotheses while accounting for correlation between competence
and warmth (r = .52), we used the software provided by Bentler (1995) to estimate a structural
equation model with competence (R? = .14) and warmth (R? = .19) as the dependent variables,
IND and COL scores as predictors, and age, ethnicity (dummy coded, 1 = Caucasians) and
gender (dummy coded, 1 = male) as covariates (see Figure 1). We accounted for the correlation
between competence and warmth in this model by allowing the residuals to covary. In support of
Hypothesis 1, there was a significant positive relationship between IND and the perceived
competence of high-status individuals (b = .29, p <.05). In support of Hypothesis 2, there was a
significant positive relationship between COL and the perceived warmth of high-status
individuals (b = .36, p < .05). In contrast, relationships between COL and competence (b = .18,
ns) and IND and warmth (b = .17, ns) were not significant. None of the covariates were
significantly related to either competence or warmth (b =-.11 — .18, ns)

[Insert Table 1 & Figure 1 about here]

Discussion. The Study 1 results support the proposed cultural patterning in the traits
ascribed to high-status individuals. Individualism was positively related to the tendency to
associate competence with high-status individuals, whereas collectivism was positively related to

the tendency to associate warmth with high-status individuals.
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We operationalized culture as individual-level cultural orientation within a single
culture (the U.S.) and correlated cultural orientation with competence and warmth. This
correlational approach is common in cross-cultural research (cf. Chiu & Hong, 2006; Lalwani, et
al., 2009; Torelli & Shavitt, 2010) and the use of individual-level cultural orientation is
consistent with evidence that cultural orientation varies significantly within cultures (Vandello &
Cohen, 1999). Nevertheless, to provide evidence for the robustness of the effects, in Study 2 we
operationalize culture using participants from cultural groups known to vary in individualism and
collectivism (U.S. Americans of European descent and Latin Americans). This approach also
offers an important advantage over the correlational design in Study 1. Specifically, we
measured cultural orientation after competence and warmth in Study 1 and it is therefore possible
that, contrary to our theory, competence and warmth had a causal effect on cultural orientation.
Alternatively, because it is not possible for participants’ survey responses to have a causal
impact on the cultural group to which they belong, Study 2’s design rules out the possibility of
reverse causation. Finally, Study 2 builds on Study 1 by demonstrating that the proposed cultural
patterning in the traits associated with status has implications for workplace behavior.

Study 2
Culture consists of shared meanings that provide a common frame of reference for a
human group to make sense of reality, coordinate their activities, and adapt to their environment
(Shore, 2002; Sperber, 1996). Once individuals internalize a given cultural orientation, they use
that cultural orientation to organize their experiences and guide their life practices (Chiu &
Hong, 2006). If cultural patterns exist in the traits associated with status, individuals should
behave in ways that express these traits in contexts where achieving status is important. We test

this notion by measuring individuals’ self-reports of engaging in behaviors associated with
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competence and warmth to attain status at work. Consistent with our general propositions, we
expect that individualism will be associated with seeking status by demonstrating competence,
whereas collectivism will be associated with seeking status by demonstrating warmth. In Study
2, we also seek further support for a cultural patterning in the determinants of status by
comparing individuals in a culture known to be high on individualism and low on collectivism
(the U.S.) to individuals in a culture known to be low on individualism and high on collectivism
(Latin Americans; Triandis, 1995).

Hypothesis 3: Individuals higher on individualism (U.S. Americans) are more likely to

seek status by engaging in behaviors that signal competence than individuals lower on

individualism (Latin Americans).

Hypothesis 4: Individuals higher on collectivism (Latin Americans) are more likely to

seek status by engaging in behaviors that signal warmth than individuals lower on

collectivism (U.S. Americans).
Method

The sample for Study 2 included 164 individuals from two cultural groups. The first
group comprised 63 U.S. Americans, all of whom were of European descent, recruited both
using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk) (N; = 43, mean age = 39.5 years, mean working
experience = 16.3 years, 37% male, 76% with college degree) and by surveying graduate
business students at a public Midwestern university (N, = 20, mean age = 38.9 years, mean
working experience = 15.8 years, 45% male, 100% with college degree). The second group
consisted of 101 Latin American participants, recruited both using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk
(MTurk) (N3 =42, mean age = 35.7 years, mean working experience = 12.7 years, 31% male,

79% with college degree, 83% born in Central and South America) and by surveying graduate
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business students from a private Colombian (South American) university (N4 =59, mean age =
33.0 years, mean working experience = 11.2 years, 54% male, 100% with college degree).
Participants were asked to think about jobs they have held and to remember the different
types of behaviors they enacted to attain status (i.e. “to gain respect and admiration and to be
highly regarded by their supervisor”). They were then asked to indicate how frequently they
engaged in a series of eight behaviors that were interspersed among filler behaviors using a
seven-point scale (1 = Almost never, 7 = Very frequently). The behaviors scale was developed
based on past research (Fiske, et al., 2002) and included four behaviors associated with warmth
(“Volunteer outside your working hours to help your co-workers with their personal issues,”
“Use your personal time to help a coworker outside of working hours,” “Congratulate the winner
of ‘best office employee' award,” and “Stay late at an office party even when you think everyone
is pretty shallow;” a=.77) and four behaviors associated with competence (“Work late to be
sure you did the best job possible on a work assignment,” “Display awards you have won for
your task accomplishments on your desk so your supervisor will see them,” “Work to solve a
tough problem at work even though you were not expected to,” and “Make sure that you appear
secure and able to answer questions in a coherent way when called upon by your boss;” « = .68).
After a series of filler tasks that took 15 minutes to complete, participants completed
several manipulation checks. At the country-level of analysis, the U.S. and Latin America differ
in individualism and collectivism; however, given that our focus is individual-level cultural
orientation, it was important to verify that the specific individuals in our sample varied as
expected in cultural orientation. Participants therefore completed the same IND/COL scale used
in Study 1 (IND: a=.70; COL: = .81). They also rated the competence and warmth behavioral

items in terms of the extent to which they signal competence (“To what extent does this behavior
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symbolize competence. That is, to what extent does enacting this behavior suggest that one is
competent, capable and intelligent?”’) and warmth (“To what extent does this behavior symbolize
warmth. That is, to what extent does enacting this behavior suggest that one is interpersonally
warm, good natured, and sincere?”), using a response scale that ranged from “1 = Not at all” to
“7 = A great deal.” * Finally, participants answered demographic questions and were debriefed.
U.S. participants completed the questionnaire in English, whereas Latin American participants
completed it in Spanish. Translation was done using standard back-translation procedures
(Brislin, 1970).
Results and Discussion

Manipulation checks. We assessed whether participants differed as expected in IND and
COL. Two ANOVA s revealed that, as expected, and regardless of the sample (MTurk
participants or graduate students), U.S. Americans reported higher IND than Latin Americans
(Mu.s.Americans = 5.06 and M| atin americans 4.70, F(1,160) = 6.37, p <.02), whereas the opposite was
true for COL (Matin Americans = 5.70 and Mus. americans = 5.13, F(1,160) = 20.71, p < .001).* We
also analyzed the extent to which participants indicated that the competence- and warmth-related
behaviors signaled competence and warmth. Participants rated each of the competence behaviors

as more indicative of competence than of warmth (all ts > 5.48, all ps < .001, Mcompetence = 4.89

* In addition to asking the participants to indicate the extent to which the behavioral items signaled competence and
warmth, we further validated this scale by asking a separate group of participants recruited through Mturk (N = 34)
to use the same scales to rate the behavioral items. Participants indicated that each of the competence items signaled
competence more than warmth (all ts(33) > 3.91, all ps < .001, Mcompetence = 5.11 and Myarmn = 3.54) and each of the
warmth items signaled warmth more than competence (all ts(33) > 2.83, all ps < .01, Myarmi = 5.77 and Mcompetence =
4.44).

* The between-cultural group differences in IND and COL scores in our samples were consistent with expectations
about the different cultural groups reported in past research (e.g., Hofstede, 1980, 2001), the within-cultural group
differences in IND and COL scores did not follow the same pattern. Although Latin Americans scored significantly
higher in COL than they did in IND, U.S. participants scored similarly in IND and COL. This is not such a rare
event in the literature (e.g., Chen, Brockner, & Katz, 1998; Torelli & Shavitt, 2010), as IND and COL orientations
are separate dimensions that can manifest themselves in any given individual. Importantly, our operationalization of
culture in this study focuses on the between-group differences in IND and COL, which behaved as expected.
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and Myamth = 3.57), and rated each of the warmth behaviors as more indicative of warmth than
of competence (all ts > 7.08, all ps <.001, Myarmth = 5.52 and Mcompetence = 3.70).

Scale structure. An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) of the eight behaviors yielded two
factors that accounted for 52.6% of the variance. As expected, the competence and warmth
behaviors loaded on separate factors (all factor loadings greater than .40 on the corresponding
factor and lower than .30 on the other factor). A two factor CFA model (competence behaviors,
warmth behaviors) also fit the data reasonably well (CFI = .92, RMSEA = .05), and significantly
better than a single factor model (CFI = .68, RMSEA = .17, Ay* = 68.5, p < .01). Correlations
among the Study 2 variables appear in Table 1.

Hypothesis testing. To test Hypotheses 3 and 4, we submitted the self-reports of
behaviors associated with competence and warmth to a repeated measures ANOVA with cultural
group (U.S. Americans or Latin Americans) and type of sample (MTurk participants or graduate
students) as between-subjects factors and type of behavior (competence or warmth) as a within-
subjects factor, and demographic variables (age, gender, working experience, and education) as
covariates (see Table 2). Results showed only a significant type of behavior by cultural group
interaction, F(1,156) = 45.26, p <.001, n* = .23. Simple contrasts revealed that, in order to gain
status in the workplace, U.S. Americans (higher IND; M = 5.05) reported a higher frequency of
enacting competence behaviors than Latin Americans (lower IND; M = 4.38) did; F(1,156) =
14.85, p < .001, n° = .09 (see Figure 2), which supports Hypothesis 3. In contrast, and consistent
with Hypothesis 4, Latin Americans (higher COL; M = 4.59) reported a higher frequency of
enacting warmth-related behaviors than U.S. Americans (lower COL; M = 3.73) did, F(1,156) =
13.49, p <.001, n° = .08. Although not directly relevant to our hypotheses, additional simple

contrasts revealed that U.S. Americans reported a higher frequency of engaging in competence
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behaviors than warmth behaviors, F(1,156) = 62.05, p <.001, 112 = .29, whereas Latin Americans
reported engaging in competence and warmth behaviors with equal frequency, F(1,156) = 2.91,
ns. Importantly, these patterns emerged regardless of the sample (MTurk participants or graduate
students) as the type of sample did not moderate the type of behavior by cultural group
interaction (F = .01, ns, see Table 2).

[Insert Table 2 & Figure 2 about here]

Discussion. Study 2 reveals a cultural patterning in the self-reported behaviors that
employees enact to attain status at work. Individuals higher in individualism (U.S. Americans)
were more likely to engage in competence-signaling behaviors to acquire workplace status than
individuals lower in individualism (Latin Americans), whereas individuals higher in collectivism
(Latin Americans) were more likely to engage in warmth-signaling behaviors to acquire
workplace status than individuals lower in collectivism (U.S. Americans). These findings
converge with Study 1 and were obtained using diverse samples (MTurk participants and
business students) from cultural groups that differ in individualism and collectivism instead of an
individual-level cultural orientation measure. Thus, Study 2 builds on Study 1 by ruling out
common method variance and reverse-causality as alternative explanations and substantiating
that the proposed cultural patterning in the determinants of status is robust to different
operationalizations of culture. Study 2 also demonstrates the relevance of cultural differences in
the determinants of status for self-reports of individuals’ workplace behaviors.

In addition to finding that individualism is positively associated with seeking status by
engaging in competence behaviors and collectivism is positively associated with seeking status
by engaging in warmth behaviors, Study 2 also indicates that individualists (U.S. Americans) are

more likely to engage in competence than warmth behaviors whereas collectivists are equally
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likely to engage in competence and warmth behaviors. This suggests that competence is a more
valued status characteristic than warmth among individualists, whereas competence and warmth
are equally valued status characteristics among collectivists. Notably, this finding is consistent
with the notion that personal achievement is valued in all cultures, whereas the promotion of
smooth ingroup relations is more distinctively valued in collectivistic cultures (Schwartz, 1990),
as well as with evidence that the competence-status link is pancultural (Cuddy et al., 2009).

In Study 3 we further investigate the consequences of a cultural pattern in the
determinants of status by investigating whether culture influences the extent to which evaluators
ascribe status to individuals who engage in workplace behaviors that demonstrate competence or
warmth. Moreover, we seek further evidence that competence and warmth determine status by
experimentally manipulating competence and warmth and measuring perceived status.

Study 3

Just as culture influences the behaviors individuals engage in to attain status at work,
culture should also have consequences for the behaviors evaluators interpret as a signal of status.
Consistent with our general propositions, we expect that the tendency to ascribe status to
individuals who demonstrate competence in a work setting is stronger among evaluators who are
higher (versus lower) on individualism, whereas the tendency to ascribe status to individuals who
demonstrate warmth in a work setting is stronger among evaluators who are higher (versus
lower) on collectivism.

Study 3 also builds on Studies 1 and 2, in which competence and warmth were not
mutually exclusive, by pitting competence and warmth against each other. Specifically, we asked
participants who varied in their cultural orientation to ascribe status to two individuals that

differed in their performance of competence and warmth behaviors: one individual excelled on
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competence but not warmth, and one excelled on warmth but not competence. Our theory and
prior findings indicate that individualism increases the competence-status link but is unrelated to
the warmth-status link and that collectivism increases the warmth-status link but is unrelated to
the competence-status link. It follows that, when ascribing status to others, evaluators higher (vs.
lower) on individualism will be more sensitive to others’ competence. Thus, evaluators higher on
individualism will ascribe more status to an exceptionally competent (but low warmth)
individual than evaluators lower on individualism. In contrast, when ascribing status to others,
evaluators higher (vs. lower) on collectivism will be more sensitive to others’ warmth. Thus,
evaluators higher on collectivism will ascribe more status to an exceptionally warm (but low
competence) individual than evaluators lower on collectivism.

Hypothesis 5: Evaluators higher on individualism will ascribe more status to an

individual who excels on competence, but not warmth, than evaluators lower on

individualism.

Hypothesis 6: Evaluators higher on collectivism will ascribe more status to an individual

who excels on warmth, but not competence, than evaluators lower on collectivism.
Method

The sample included 58 college students from a large Midwestern university, who
participated in the study in exchange for course credit (average age = 20.9 years, 61% male, 71%
Caucasians). The study was presented as an investigation of the validity of performance appraisal
processes in organizations. Participants were randomly presented with the performance appraisal
for one of two individuals in a midsized firm. The performance appraisals included performance
ratings along six dimensions, on a scale from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent), and was modeled after

materials used in prior research (Leslie, Manchester, Park, & Mehng, 2012). Three of the
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dimensions signaled competence (e.g., “Secures relevant information and identifies possible
causes of problems”) and three signaled warmth (e.g., “Demonstrates the ability and willingness
to express opposing viewpoints tactfully”). The exceptional competence individual excelled on
competence (M = 4.7) and was below the scale midpoint on warmth (M = 2.3). The exceptional
warmth individual excelled on warmth (M = 4.7) and was below the scale midpoint on
competence (M = 2.3). After reviewing the performance appraisal, participants evaluated the
status of the individual (five items: high-status, respected, admired by others, high prestige, and
highly regarded by others; « = .81) using a seven-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly
agree). After a series of filler tasks that took 15 minutes to complete participants filled in the
same IND/COL scale used in past studies (IND: a=.72; COL: = .78).

To serve as manipulation checks, participants rated the individual in terms of competence
(four items: competent, capable, intelligent and ambitious; « = .83) and warmth (four items:
interpersonally warm, good-natured, sincere, and trustworthy; « = .86). Finally, participants
answered demographic questions and were debriefed.
Results and Discussion

Manipulation checks. We first assessed the extent to which participants perceived the
target individuals in terms of warmth and competence as intended. ANOVAs conducted on the
competence and warmth ratings confirmed that participants perceived the exceptional
competence individual (M = 4.92) as being more competent than the exceptional warmth
individual (M = 4.05, t(56) = 3.50, p <.01), whereas they perceived the exceptional warmth
individual (M = 4.77) as being warmer than the exceptional competence individual (M = 3.49,

t(56) = 5.34, p < .01).
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Scale Structure. We fit the data to a three factor model (IND, COL, and status) and
found a reasonable fit (CFI = .90, RMSEA = .07), which was better than the fit of a single factor
model (CFI = .40, RMSEA = .14, Ay* = 235, p < .001). Correlations among the study variables
appear in Table 1.

Hypothesis testing. To test Hypotheses 5 and 6, we conducted hierarchical regression
with status perceptions (« = .94) as the dependent variable (see Table 3). The first regression
model (Model 1) included the following predictors: (a) competence/warmth performance dummy
(b) IND and COL (mean-centered), and (c) the demographic covariates of age, gender (dummy
coded 1 = male) and ethnicity (dummy coded, 1 = Caucasians). The next regression (Model 2)
incorporated the two-way interactions between the performance dummy and the IND and COL
scores. The results yielded significant coefficients for the performance dummy x IND interaction
(b =1.01, t(49) = 2.96, p < .01) and for the performance dummy x COL interaction (b =-.97,
t(49) =-2.88, p <.01). To interpret these effects, we conducted simple slope analyses. Consistent
with Hypothesis 5, IND was positively related to perceptions of status for the exceptional
competence individual (b = .60, t(49) = 2.40, p < .03), but unrelated to perceptions of status for
the exceptional warmth individual (b = -.41, t(49) = -1.60, ns; see Figure 3). Consistent with
Hypothesis 6, COL was positively related to perceptions of status for the exceptional warmth
individual (b = .68, t(49) = 2.83, p <.01), but unrelated to perceptions of status for the
exceptional competence individual (b = -.30, t = -1.20, ns; see Figure 3).

[Insert Table 3 & Figure 3 about here]

As an additional analysis, we compared the perceived status of the exceptionally

competent versus exceptionally warm individual for evaluators who are high on individualism

and collectivism. For evaluators high on individualism, the exceptionally competent (but low
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warmth) individual was ascribed more status than the exceptionally warm (but low competence)
individual (b = 1.21, t(49) = 3.01, p <.005), whereas the same was not true for evaluators low on
individualism (b = -.47, t(49) = -1.16, ns). Alternatively, for those high on collectivism the
exceptionally competent (but low warmth) individual was ascribed the same amount of status as
the exceptionally warm (but low competence) individual (b = -.61, t(49) = -1.50, ns), whereas the
same was not true for evaluators low on collectivism (b = 1.03, t(49) = 2.60, p < .02).

Discussion. Study 3 provides further evidence for the potential workplace consequences
of a cultural patterning in the association of competence and warmth with status. Consistent with
Hypothesis 5, evaluators higher on individualism ascribed more status to an exceptionally
competent (but not warm) individual than evaluators lower on individualism, but individualism
was not related to the status ascribed to an exceptionally warm (but not competent) individual.
Supporting Hypothesis 6, evaluators higher on collectivism ascribed more status to an
exceptionally warm (but not competent) individual than evaluators lower on collectivism, but
collectivism was unrelated to the status ascribed to an exceptionally competent (but not warm)
individual. Consistent with the Study 2 findings, and with the notion that competence is valued
in all cultures (Schwartz, 1990), additional analyses revealed that the exceptionally competent
individual was ascribed higher status than the exceptionally warm individual among those high
in individualism, whereas the exceptionally competent and exceptionally warm individuals were
ascribed the same status among those high in collectivism.

Studies 1-3 support the proposed cultural pattern in the determinants of status, but are not
without limitations. For example, Study 1 was correlational, allowing for the possibility that
common method variance and reverse causation may provide alternative explanations, and Study

3 was scenario-based, thus raising questions regarding whether the results will generalize to real
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world situations. In addition, in Studies 1 and 3 we used the same measure of individualism and
collectivism and assessed cultural orientations at the end of the main experimental session.
Although a common practice in cultural research (e.g., Lalwani, et al., 2009; Torelli & Shavitt,
2010), this procedure might have induced some unintended carry over effects and we cannot rule
out reverse causation. Study 2 addressed some of these limitations by operationalizing cultural
orientation using membership in different cultural groups, instead of an individual difference
measure, and assessing behaviors individuals engaged in to attain status at work, although the
behaviors were assessed via recall of past behaviors.

In light of these potential limitations, we conducted a fourth study to provide evidence
that cultural differences in the determinants of status have implications for how members of real
world, task-focused groups evaluate each other in real time. We also address methodological
limitations of Studies 1-3 by (1) assessing cultural orientation several weeks prior to the other
study measures, (2) using a different measure of cultural orientation, (3) and gathering the
measures of interest at three points in time. Finally, Study 4 further substantiates the importance
of cultural differences in the determinants of status by demonstrating that perceived status has
consequences for performance evaluations—an important outcome in organizations.

Study 4

In Study 4 we investigate whether the proposed cultural patterning in the association of
competence and warmth with status emerges in real world, task-focused groups by using
participants engaged in a team-based class project that lasted for three-and-a-half months. At the
end of the project, participants evaluated their teammates’ contributions to the final product,
which were used to determine course grades. Thus, Study 4 allowed us to test whether cultural

differences in the determinants of status have implications for performance evaluations.
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Our general propositions state that individualism is positively related to the tendency to
associate competence with status and collectivism is positively related to the tendency to
associate warmth with status. We therefore expect that team members who are higher (versus
lower) in individualism will be more likely to use perceived competence to ascribe status to their
teammates. In contrast, team members who are higher (versus lower) in collectivism will be
more likely to use perceived warmth to ascribe status to their teammates.

Hypothesis 7: Team members who are higher on individualism will use perceptions of a

teammate’s competence to ascribe status to that teammate to a greater extent than team

members who are lower on individualism.

Hypothesis 8: Team members who are higher on collectivism will use perceptions of a

teammate’s warmth to ascribe status to that teammate to a greater extent than team

members who are lower on collectivism.

Abundant evidence documents that perceived status, in turn, has numerous favorable
consequences for outcomes including performance evaluations. According to status
characteristics theory, status characteristics (e.g., competence, warmth) determine who attains
high status because individuals expect group members who possess valued status characteristics
will achieve strong performance in the future (e.g., Berger et al., 1980). Perceived status, in turn,
sets in motion a self-fulfilling prophecy with regard to performance; as compared to low status
individuals, high status individuals are given more opportunities to demonstrate strong
performance and also receive more favorable evaluations of their performance, even when
performance is equivalent (e.g., Berger, et al., 1980; Darley & Gross, 1983; Magee & Galinsky,
2008; Sutton & Hargadon, 1996). Thus, individuals ascribe high status to others based on

expectations regarding how they are likely to perform in the future and perceived status, in turn,
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positively relates to evaluations of actual performance. We therefore predict that the proposed
interactions between individualism and competence and between collectivism and warmth will
not only have a direct effect on perceived status, but also an indirect effect on performance
evaluations, through perceived status. Specifically, we expect the magnitude of the indirect effect
of competence on performance evaluations, through status, will increase with individualism and
that the magnitude of the indirect effect of warmth on performance evaluations, through status,
will increase with collectivism.
Hypothesis 9: The indirect effect of perceptions of a teammate’s competence on
evaluations of that teammate’s performance, through perceived status, will be stronger
for team members who are higher on individualism than for team members who are lower
on individualism.
Hypothesis 10: The indirect effect of perceptions of a teammate’s warmth on evaluations
of that teammate’s performance, through perceived status, will be stronger for team
members who are higher on collectivism than for team members who are lower on
collectivism.
Method
Sample and task. The participants included 68 college students enrolled in a senior-level
course in business administration at a large Midwestern university (mean age = 22.4 years, 42%
male, 94% Caucasians, 99% had working experience, mean working experience = 2.3 years).’
The participants took part in an involved team-based project in groups of 4-6 individuals that

lasted 14 weeks. The project in question required each team to devote 60-70 hours to completing

> These are aggregate demographics that came from a separate survey that was completed by the same participants at
the beginning of the course (approximately one month prior to the study). To maintain anonymity in participants’
peer evaluations, no demographic information that could help to identify the participant was collected in the main
study. As a result, we did not have individual-level demographic data that could be included as control variables in
the analyses.
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a business plan for a company. Each team submitted a report at the end of the course, which
accounted for 50% of each student’s final grade. The project required significant coordination
and interaction among group members and involved different activities (e.g., designing and
conducting market surveys, analyzing primary data, gathering secondary data, devising
alternative courses of actions for the company, writing and presenting a report). Due to the
interdependent nature of the project, each team member was required to evaluate each
teammate’s contribution to the project and peer evaluations were used by the instructor to
determine students’ grades.

Measures. Three weeks prior to the last class participants completed an IND and COL
measure as part of an in-class exercise ostensibly unrelated to the team project. We assessed
cultural orientation with Singelis’ (1994) self-construal scale, which measures the independent
self-construal associated with individualism (12-items: e.g., “Being able to take care of myself is
a primary concern for me,” “I enjoy being unique and different from others in many respects;” o
=.70), and the interdependent self-construal associated with collectivism (12-items: e.g., “It is
important for me to maintain harmony within my group,” “I often have the feeling that my
relationships with others are more important than my own accomplishments;” o = .75) using a
seven-point scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree).

Participants anonymously submitted peer evaluations of their teammates (perceived
competence, warmth, status, and performance) at two points in time. One week before the end of
the class (and two weeks after the IND/COL scores were collected) participants evaluated each
of their teammates in terms of competence (two items; “This group member is
competent/capable;” o = .92), warmth (two items; “This group member is good-natured/sincere,”

a=.91), and status (one item; “This group member is highly regarded by others in the group”)
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using a scale that ranged from “1 = Strongly disagree” to “7 = Strongly agree.” The evaluations
were conducted outside of class using an online form and participants were not aware of how
they were evaluated by their teammates. On the last day of class (one week after completing the
competence, warmth, and status measures and three weeks after completing the IND/COL
measure) participants evaluated each teammate’s performance on the project using a scale that
ranged from 0-25. They wrote each teammate’s performance appraisal on a piece of paper and
deposited it in an envelope to guarantee that peer performance appraisals remained confidential.
Participants submitted 248 complete evaluations (i.e. each of the 68 participants evaluated on
average 3.6 teammates).
Results and Discussion

Status ratings. Correlations among the Study 4 variables appear in Table 1.° To test
Hypotheses 7 and 8, we fit status perceptions to a multi-level linear model with the competence
and warmth ratings as level-1 predictors, IND and COL as level-2 predictors, and the
competence by IND and warmth by COL cross-level interactions. The model can be described as
follows: status rating = (y00 + u0) + (y10)competence + (y20)warmth + (y01)IND + (y02)COL +
(y11)competence x IND + (y21)warmth x COL + ul + u2 + r (see Table 4).

As depicted in Table 4 (Model 1), both the competence by IND (y= .42,t=2.37, p <.05)
and warmth by COL (y= .27, t = 2.26, p < .05) interactions were significant. To interpret these
interactions, we graphed the interactions and conducted simple slope analyses at one standard

deviation above and below the mean of IND and COL (Preacher, Curran, & Bauer, 2006). In

® We lacked sufficient power to conduct a full CFA on the data to assess the fit of a six-factor structure (competence,
warmth, individualism, collectivism, status rating, and performance evaluation) due to the use of 1-item and 2-item
measures and the relatively small number of participants (N = 68); however, we conducted independent analyses to
assess the discriminant validity of competence and warmth, as well as that of individualism and collectivism. A one-
factor structure including all four competence and warmth items fit the data significantly worse than a two-factor
structure that distinguished between competence and warmth (Ay? = 212.3, p < .001). Similarly, a one-factor
structure including all the individualism and collectivism items fit the data significantly worse than a two-factor
structure that distinguished between individualism and collectivism (Ay? = 52.53, p < .001).
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support of Hypothesis 7, Figure 4a reveals that the status—competence relationship was stronger
for higher-IND participants (= 1.07, se = .21, t(66) = 5.00, p <.01) than for lower-IND
participants (= .48, se = .19, t(66) = 2.56, p < .02). The significant competence by IND
interaction term indicates that the two slopes significantly differed from one another, although
both slopes were significantly different from zero. In support of Hypothesis 8, Figure 4b reveals
that the status—warmth relationship was stronger for higher-COL participants (= 1.02, se = .16,
t(66) = 6.20, p <.0001) than for lower-COL participants (y = .64, se = .15, t(66) = 4.32, p <.01).
The significant warmth by COL interaction term indicates that the two slopes significantly
differed from one another, although both slopes were significantly different from zero.

[Insert Table 4 & Figure 4 about here]

Performance evaluations. To test Hypotheses 9 and 10, we conducted mediated
moderation analyses (Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005) to examine first stage moderated
mediation (Edwards & Lambert, 2007). First, we fit the performance evaluation measure to the
same multi-level linear model estimated for status perceptions (see Table 4, Model 2). The
warmth by collectivism interaction predicted performance evaluations (y=.95,t=2.79, p <.01),
but the competence by individualism interaction did not (y= .48, t = .80, ns). A direct effect on
performance evaluations, however, is not a necessary condition for establishing mediation (i.e.
indirect effects; cf. Shrout & Bolger, 2002). Next, we estimated a second mixed linear model
adding status perceptions, the status perception by IND interaction, and the status perceptions by
COL interaction as predictors (Model 3). The competence by individualism interaction remained
non-significant (y=-.12, t = -.30, ns) and the warmth by collectivism interaction remained

significant (y=.86, t = 2.07, p < .05), but was reduced in magnitude. More importantly, status



CULTURAL DETERMINANTS OF STATUS 30

was positively related to performance evaluations (y= .97, t = 6.44, p < .01), after controlling for
IND/COL, competence/warmth, and the interactions.

The indirect effects were estimated as the product of the effect of competence/warmth on
perceived status and the effect of perceived status on performance evaluations (after controlling
for competence/warmth, IND/COL, and their interaction), calculated separately for higher and
lower levels of IND/COL (see Muller, et al., 2005, for detailed formulas). We assessed the
significance of the indirect effects using bootstrapping to calculate confidence intervals (CIs)
with the MODMED macro (Model 5) provided in Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes (2007).

Figure 5 depicts the model for the indirect effects of perceived competence on
performance evaluations, through status, at lower and higher levels of IND. For higher-IND
participants, perceived competence was positively related to perceived status (y= 1.07, p <.01)
and perceived status was positively related to performance evaluations (y = 1.38, p < .01).
Moreover, the product of these two effects was also significant, indicating that competence had a
significant indirect effect on performance evaluations, through status, for higher-IND
participants (indirect effect = 1.48, Cl = .96 to 1.99). In contrast, for lower-IND participants,
although competence was positively related to status (y = .48, p <.02) and status was positively
related to performance evaluations (y = .56, p < .05), the indirect effect of competence on
performance evaluations, through status, did not reach significance (indirect effect = .27, CI
= -.06 to .60). Moreover, the confidence intervals for the indirect effects among those higher
versus lower in individualism did not overlap. These results indicate that the indirect effect of
competence on performance evaluations, through status, was stronger for individuals higher
(versus lower) on individualism and supports Hypothesis 9.

[Insert Figure 5 about here]
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Figure 6 depicts the model for the indirect effects of perceived warmth on performance
evaluation, through status, at lower and higher levels of COL. For higher-COL participants,
perceived warmth was positively related to perceived status (y= 1.02, p < .001) and perceived
status was positively related to performance evaluations (= .84, p <.02). Moreover, the product
of these two effects was significant, indicating that warmth had a significant indirect effect on
performance evaluations, through status, for higher-COL participations (indirect effect = .86, ClI
=.39to 1.33). For lower-COL participants, warmth was positively related to status (y= .64, p <
.001), status was positively related to performance evaluations (y=1.09, p <.01), and the
indirect effect of warmth on performance evaluations, through status, was significant (indirect
effect = .69, Cl = .42 to .96). Although the two confidence intervals for the indirect effects at
high and low levels of COL partially overlapped, the ratio of the indirect effect to the total effect
(a measure of effect size, Preacher & Kelley, 2011) for higher-COL participants (Py = .66) was
larger than that for lower-COL participants (Py = .26). Although results are in the expected
direction, they fail to support Hypothesis 10.

[Insert Figure 6 about here]

Discussion. Study 4 demonstrates a cultural patterning in the tendency to use perceptions
of competence and warmth to ascribe status and evaluate performance in real world
interdependent groups. Team members who were higher (versus lower) on individualism were
more likely to ascribe status to teammates based on perceived competence (Hypothesis 7), and
the indirect effect of perceived competence on performance evaluations, through status, was
stronger among participants higher (versus lower) in individualism (Hypothesis 9). In contrast,
team members who were higher (versus lower) on collectivism were more likely to ascribe status

to teammates based on perceived warmth (Hypothesis 8). The indirect effect of perceived
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warmth on performance evaluations, through status, did not differ significantly for participants
higher (versus lower) in collectivism, although the effect was in the expected direction. These
effects emerged using real-world, on-going teams involved in an interdependent project that
required actions commonly undertaken by business professionals. Moreover, just as performance
appraisals affect valued outcomes in work organizations (e.g., promotions, salary), the
performance appraisal measure we used affected an outcome valued to the study participants—
course grades. Study 4 therefore supports the proposed cultural pattern in the determinants of
status in a context with high psychological realism and suggests that our findings likely
generalize to other business settings.

Although the effect of competence on status was stronger among individuals higher
(versus lower) in individualism, competence was positively related to status for both groups,
which is consistent with evidence that competence and individual achievement are universally
valued (Schwartz, 1990). In addition, although the effect of warmth on status was stronger
among individuals higher (versus lower) in collectivism, warmth was positively related to status
for both groups. This is also not particularly surprising, given that the team project required
coordination among team members and prior work substantiates that warmth is a status
characteristic among individuals engaged in interdependent tasks (Fragale, 2006). At the same
time, the present research also extends prior findings by demonstrating that cultural orientation is
a meaningful source of variation in the characteristics individuals associate with status, even
among individuals engaged in the same task as part of interdependent groups.

In spite of its many strengths, Study 4 was correlational. To reduce concerns regarding
reverse causality and common method variance we measured individualism and collectivism

several weeks prior to measuring competence, warmth, and status, which were measured several
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weeks prior to performance evaluations. Notably, competence, warmth and status were measured
at the same time; however, we predicted and found that the effect of competence and warmth on
status was moderated by cultural orientation. Empirical research demonstrates that common
method variance reduces power for detecting interactions (Siemsen, Roth, & Oliveira, 2009); it is
therefore unlikely that common method variance provides a plausible alternative explanation for
our findings.
General Discussion

The present research documents a cultural patterning in the determinants of status.
Specifically, we integrated status characteristics theory with the literature on individualism and
collectivism and proposed that the association between competence and status increases with
individualism, whereas the association between warmth and status increases with collectivism.
The proposed cultural pattern emerged in four studies that used a variety of methodologies.
Specifically, cultural orientation influenced the extent to which people view high status
individuals as competent and warm (Study 1), engage in behaviors that demonstrate competence
and warmth to attain status at work (Study 2), view others’ competence and warmth behaviors as
signals of status (Study 3), and use competence and warmth when ascribing status to their
teammates, and in turn evaluating their performance, when working on an interdependent task
(Study 4). Across studies we operationalized cultural orientation using two different individual
difference measures of individualism and collectivism and by sampling individuals from cultural
groups known to vary in cultural orientation. Likewise, our dependent variables of interest
included judgments of others (i.e. competence, warmth, and status; Studies 1 & 3), recall of past
workplace behaviors (Study 2), and evaluations of others’ performance that had concrete

consequences (Study 4). This multi-method approach for demonstrating cultural effects attests to
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the validity of the findings (cf. Chiu & Hong, 2006; Lalwani, Shavitt, & Johnson, 2006; Torelli
& Shavitt, 2010).
Implications for Theory and Practice

The present research offers a number of contributions to existing theory and research.
First, by uncovering cultural differences in the determinants of status, our findings help to
identify the type of behaviors and characteristics that facilitate status attainment in organizations
and other task-focused groups. A large body of research on social hierarchies in general, and
status hierarchies in particular, has begun to emerge in the organizational sciences (e.g., Magee
& Galinsky, 2008). Yet little research has investigated cultural contingencies in status
attainment, as evidenced by the exclusion of status research from a recent review of the cross-
cultural organizational behavior literature (Gelfand, Erez, & Aycan, 2007). This paucity of
research is particularly striking given how central status differentials are for defining the cultural
dimension of power distance—the first cultural dimension emerging from Hofstede’s (1980)
seminal work. The lack of research on culture and status attainment is also surprising in view of
extant research documenting cultural contingencies in leadership preferences and styles for
which notions of status are consequential (e.g., House et al., 2006). We therefore help to fill this
gap by substantiating that status is an important topic within the literature on culture and
organizational behavior.

Second, our research contributes to status characteristics theory. Although empirical work
has largely focused on perceived competence as the key determinant of status (cf. Berger, et al.,
1980; Magee & Galinsky, 2008), status characteristics theory posits that status characteristics
may differ across settings and thus allows for the possibility of variation in the determinants of

status. Consistent with this notion, past research has shown that the determinants of status are
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dependent on task type; a speech style that conveyed competence led to status among individuals
working on an independent task, whereas a speech style that conveyed warmth led to status
among individuals working on a task that required coordination (Fragale, 2006). Our theory and
findings advance research on status characteristics theory by demonstrating that valued status
characteristics vary not only with the setting (i.e. task type), but also as a function of individual
differences in cultural orientation. Specifically, even among individuals involved in an
interdependent team project (Study 4), team members’ differed in the extent to which they
associated competence and warmth with status, as a function of their cultural orientation.

Third, our findings have implications for other theories of the importance of competence
and warmth as fundamental dimensions of person perception. For example, research on the
stereotype content model (e.g., Cuddy, et al., 2009; Fiske, et al., 2002) indicates that perceptions
of status are positively related to competence-based stereotypes, whereas perceptions of
competitiveness are negatively related to warmth-based stereotypes. The stereotype content
model has received support in a variety of cultural contexts (Cuddy, et al., 2009), suggesting that
the relationship between competence and status may be pancultural (i.e. hold true both for
individualists and collectivists). Consistent with this conclusion, we found that both
individualists and collectivists associate competence with status. At the same time, our findings
suggest that the stereotype content model may be culturally contingent, such that the
competence-status relationship is stronger among individuals from cultures that are higher
(versus lower) on individualism, and that warmth is also associated with status among
individuals from collectivistic cultures.

Fourth, our research has implications for schema and attribution theories. Specifically,

culture influences the schema—or cognitive structures and processes—individuals use to
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organize information and make attributions about others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Nisbett,
2003). For example, individualists tend to have a self-centered power schema that includes
beliefs, attitudes, and goals that are relevant for the advancement of one’s personal agenda,
whereas collectivists tend to have an other-centered power-schema that includes cognitions that
are relevant for helping others (Torelli & Shavitt, 2010). Likewise, research on culturally-based
implicit theories of leadership demonstrates that collectivists” schema for the definition of a good
leader are more likely to include team-oriented behaviors than individualists’ schema (e.g.,
House et al., 2005). Our findings similarly point to cultural differences in the schemas
individuals use to attribute status to others, such that individualism increases the tendency to
apply a competence-based schema, whereas collectivism increases the tendency to apply a
warmth-based schema. Thinking about our results in terms of the application of cultural schemas
for attributing status to others suggests that such schemas might not only vary with the
perceiver’s cultural orientation, but also with the target’s orientation. This may help to explain
why women, who are typically stereotyped as interdependent, need to display competence and
warmth to influence others whereas men, who are typically stereotyped as independent, need to
display competence alone (Carli, LaFleur, & Loeber, 1995).

Fifth, our research has the potential to add further clarity to related findings in the cross-
cultural organizational behavior literature, including social influence. For example, one study
found that U.S. Americans were less likely than Polish individuals to comply with a request from
a leader who lacked competence, whereas Polish individuals were less likely than U.S.
Americans to comply with a request from a leader who lacked relational skills (Wosinska, et al.,
2009; see Leslie & Gelfand, 2011 for a reiew of simlar findings). The authors suggest that this

finding may be attributable to differences in individualism and collectivism, but do not provide
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direct evidence for this assertion. Given that influence can be a consequence of status (Winter,
1973), our theory and findings suggest that cultural differences in the tendency to associate
competence and warmth with status may explain why the leaders in this study were differentially
influential.

Finally, the present research also has potential implications for managing cultural
diversity at work, which is becoming increasingly important due to trends such as the growing
number of Hispanic individuals in the U.S. workforce (Erickson, Falzon, Mishra, & Mishra,
2012). For example, our findings suggest that an individual who is relatively high in collectivism
(e.g., a Hispanic U.S. American) may engage in warmth behaviors at work to attain status (Study
2). However, if the employee has a manager who is relatively high in individualism (e.g., a
White U.S. American), the manager may not interpret the employee’s warmth behaviors as a
signal of status (Study 3). Although we did not investigate such effects directly, such a mismatch
may lead to frustration, a lack of commitment, and perceptions of discrimination on the part of
the employee, which could promote turnover. Given that workplace diversity has the potential to
enhance organizational effectiveness, yet U.S. organizations have not been particularly
successful at retaining and growing a culturally diverse workforce (Cox & Blake, 1991), our
findings suggest that it may be in the best interest of organizations to foster greater awareness of
cultural differences in the determinants of status, for example by providing cross-cultural
training.

Limitations and Future Research

As with all research, the present studies are not without limitations. For example, the

samples used in two of our four studies consisted of undergraduate students who have limited

work experience. It is important to note, however, that prior studies of culture find similar results
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using samples of students and adults (e.g., Gelfand, et al., 2011), and that one of the
undergraduate students samples comprised senior-level students with an average of 2.3 years of
work experience. Moreover, in Study 2 the sample included both business graduate students and
adults recruited from MTurk, who had significant work experience. The results of Study 2 were
not moderated by the type of sample (graduate students versus MTurk), which further suggests
that the use of student participants in some studies is not a significant limitation of our research.

Although we operationalized culture using both individual difference measures of
cultural orientation and by sampling individuals from cultures known to vary in individualism
and collectivism, we only sampled individuals from North and South America, which somewhat
limits the generalizability of our effects to other cultures (e.g., Europe or Asia). For instance, the
rules that prescribe how emotions are displayed vary among cultures that are relatively high in
collectivism, such that outward displays of emotions are encouraged in Latin America and
discouraged in Asia (Matsumoto, Kasri, & Kooken, 1999). Given that emotional displays may
increase perceptions of interpersonal warmth, future research should investigate whether the
specific warmth-signaling behaviors associated with status differ in Latin versus Asian cultures.
Research on this topic has the potential to advance existing research that investigates differential
sensitivity to relational cues between individualists and collectivists (e.g., Sanchez-Burks, 2002;
Sanchez-Burks, Lee, Choi, Nisbett, Zhao, & Koo, 2003) by demonstrating that there may also be
differences in individuals’ reactions to different types of relational cues among collectivists from
different cultures.

We operationalized culture as individual differences in cultural orientation and focused
on individual-level outcomes (e.g., behaviors, evaluations of others); however, a cultural

patterning in the determinants of status is also likely to be evident at higher levels of analysis.
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For example, future research could investigate whether there are systematic differences across
countries in the human resource management practices used by organizations such that
competence-related behaviors are more likely to be included in performance appraisals and used
as the basis of workplace status and rewards in individualistic cultures, whereas warmth-related
behaviors are more likely to be included in performance appraisals and used as the basis of
workplace status and rewards in collectivistic cultures.

The process leading to the perception of status characteristics in certain behaviors may
unfold through socio-cultural mechanisms such as the collective construction of situational
meanings (Kitayama, Markus, Matsumoto, & Norasakkunkit, 1997). Although we did not set out
to investigate this process in the present studies, it stands to reason that cultural notions such as
valued status characteristics are collectively defined and subjectively experienced in a way that
fits the priorities of the culture. In this manner, the emergence of culturally shared definitions of
many everyday behaviors should draw upon common frames of reference regarding status.
Individualistic (collectivistic) cultures and their members may come to share an understanding of
behaviors symbolizing competence (warmth) as affording status. Future research could
investigate such a process by examining whether the same high-status individual is perceived
differently across cultures in terms of possessing competence or warmth-related traits (e.qg.,
competent vs. caring), or whether ambiguous behaviors (e.g., collaborating within a team to win
a competition) are defined more in terms of competence or warmth in a given culture.
Investigating these issues would contribute to the compelling cultural theory put forward by
Kitayama and colleagues (Kitayama et al., 1997; Markus & Kitayama, 1998).

Status and respect are important determinants of leader emergence in both organizations

and politics (Rosar, Klein, & Beckers, 2008). Thus, our findings offer interesting possibilities for
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research on leader emergence within multi-cultural organizations, as well as the drivers of
electoral success in multi-cultural societies. For example, consistent with the individualistic
orientation of the U.S., politicians in the U.S. often run for office on the basis of exhibiting
competence when running businesses and organizations (e.g., Mitt Romney’s presidential
campaign), and it is not uncommon to find highly competent businessman in public offices (e.g.,
Mike Bloomberg). This contrasts with the more caring image of politicians in Latin America,
where powerful political leaders (or “caudillos™) are frequently idealized as benefactors whose
primary goal is to protect helpless individuals (e.g., Hugo Chavez in Venezuela, Auyero, 2001).
These observations are consistent with our findings and suggest that acquiring and maintaining a
high political status in the more individualistic U.S. American culture might be closely linked to
exhibiting competence, whereas doing so in more collectivist Latin American cultures might also
depend on exhibiting warmth. Moreover, as the U.S. becomes increasingly diverse due to the
influx of Latino and Asian immigrants, both who typically have more collectivistic cultural
orientations, politicians may need to simultaneously demonstrate competence and warmth to earn
the status necessary to be elected and successful in office, and the same may be true of leaders in
culturally diverse organizations. Notably, such findings would be largely consistent with existing
research on culture and leadership, indicating for example that collectivists are more likely than
individualists to see other-oriented behaviors (e.g., team-building, participation, etc.) as
exemplary of good leadership (House et al., 2005). Future research could expand on this finding,
however, by demonstrating that perceived competence and warmth are parsimonious dimensions
that explain why a number of specific behaviors are differentially associated with good

leadership across cultures.
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Finally, we focused on individualism and collectivism, which are the most studied
dimensions of culture in the organizational literature (cf. Gelfand, et al., 2007). Our findings
substantiate the importance of individualism and collectivism for understanding the determinants
of status, yet this is not the only aspect of culture that is likely relevant. For example, cultural
differences in power distance—or the extent to which social hierarchies are seen as immutable in
society—may also have implications for understanding status attainment. Future investigations
of power distance and other cultural value differences will help enhance understanding of the
relevance of status hierarchies for workplace processes.

Conclusion

Past research suggests that the characteristics associated with status attainment may be
pancultural, by demonstrating that perceptions of competence are universally positively
associated with the status of individuals and groups (Cuddy, et al., 2009). Yet status is granted
based on characteristics that are valued because they enhance performance (e.g., Berger, et al.,
1980), and decades of research demonstrate that valued social characteristics linked to
performance vary with cultural differences in individualism and collectivism (Hofstede, 2001,
House, et al., 2005), which suggests that individuals with different cultural orientations may use
varied standards for granting status. The present research demonstrates that the association
between competence and status increases with individualism, whereas the association between
warmth and status increases with collectivism, and thus provides a more nuanced understanding
of the determinants of status. In an era of increasing globalization and cultural diversity, these

findings have important implications for successfully managing cultural differences at work.
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Figure 1
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Path model linking IND and COL with Perceptions of Competence and Warmth (Study 1). Solid
arrows indicate statistically significant paths (p < .05). Path coefficients are standardized

regression coefficients. Residuals are in italics.
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NOTE: Covariates with non-significant paths are omitted from the figure to improve readibility.
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Figure 2
Frequency of Enacting Competence- and Warmth-Related Behaviors as a Function of Culture
(Study 2)
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Figure 3

55

Status Perceptions of Each Employee as a Function of Evaluators’ IND and COL Scores (Study

3)
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Figure 4

Status Ratings of Teammates as a Function of Competence/Warmth Ratings and Participants’
IND/COL Scores (Study 4)

(@)

— B Low-IND Participants —a#—High-IND Participants

Status Ratings
wu

4 -
3 -
2 -
1 T T T T T 1
45 5 5.5 6 6.5 7 7.5
Competence Ratings
(b)
8 -~ = Low-COL Participants —#&— High-COL Participants
7 -

Status Ratings
wu

1 T T T T T 1
45 5 55 6 6.5 7 7.5

Warmth Ratings




CULTURAL DETERMINANTS OF STATUS S7

Figure 5

Model for Estimating Indirect Effect of the Interaction between Competence Ratings and
Individualism Scores on Performance Evaluations through Status Ratings (Study 4)
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Figure 6

Model for Estimating Indirect Effect of the Interaction between Warmth Ratings and
Collectivism Scores on Performance Evaluations through Status Ratings (Study 4)
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Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Studies 1-4

Correlations

M sd 1 5 3 4 5 &

Study 1 (N =89)
1. Perceived Competence 479 .70 (.73)
2. Perceived Warmth 478 4.78 52 (.87)
3. Individualism 481 4381 24 12 (.68)
4. Collectivism 522 522 17 .36 -.05 (.81)
Study 2 (N = 102)
1. Cultural Group dummy (1 = Latin Americans) -- -- --
2. Sample dummy (1 = Graduate Students) - -- 26 -
3. Competence behaviors 462 91  -37 -.03 (.69)
4. Warmth behaviors 426 1.19 27 .01 .27 (.72)
Study 3 (N =58)

1. Performance (1 = Exceptional Competence) - -- --

2. Individualism 528 .84 .-16 (.72)

3. Collectivism 541 .84 .-14 .19 (.78)

4. Status 351 1.14 12 .04 .18 (.94)
Study 4 (N = 68)
1. Perceived Competence 6.41 .84 (.92
2. Perceived Warmth 6.34 .85 .61 (.91)
3. Perceived Status 571 1.33 59 66 -
4. Performance Evaluation 22.38 3.26 45 50 .59 --
5. Individualism 477 .68 11 .07 .08 .01 (.70)
6. Collectivism 486 .68 14 24 14 .03 -.09(.75)

Notes. Values under correlations are correlation coefficients with scale reliabilities () on the
diagonal in parentheses. Correlations in bold are significant, p < .05.
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Table 2

Results from Repeated Measures ANOVA with Self-Report of Behaviors Associated with
Competence and Warmth as the Dependent Variable (Study 2)

Predictor F n?
Age 2.28 .01
Gender .00 .00
Work Experience .02 .00
Education 19 .00
Cultural Group .30 .00
Type of Sample 07 .00
Type of Behavior 2.89 .02
Cultural Group x Type of Sample 14 .00
Type of Behavior x Type of Sample  1.63 .01

Type of Behavior x Cultural Group  45.26 ** .23
Type of Behavior x Cultural Group x .01 .00
Type of Sample

Notes. N = 164; F distribution with parameters d; = 1 and d, = 156; **p < .01
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Table 3
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Results from Regression Analyses with Status Perceptions as the Dependent Variable (Study 3)

Model 1: Status

Model 2: Status

Predictor
b se t b se t

Age -13 15 -90 -17 .13 -1.23
Gender 21 34 .62 18 31 57
Ethnicity -25 .39 -.63 -30 .35 .39
Performance dummy 30 32 94 23 .29 .80
Individualism .08 .20 43 -43 25 -1.70
Collectivism 21 .20 1.04 66 .24 2.75%*
Performance dummy x Individualism 1.01 .34 2.96**
Performance dummy x Collectivism -97 34 -2.88**
R%model .08 29
AR odel 12 21%*

Notes. N = 58; *p <.05, **p <.01
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Table 4

Results from Mixed Linear Model with Status Rating and Performance Evaluations as Dependent Variables (Study 4)

Model 1: Status Model 2: Performance Model 3: Performance
Predictor y se t y se t y se t

Competence 78 .14  5.61** 1.32 37 3.53** 40 .29 1.35
Warmth 83 11 7.41** 1.49 37 4.07** .82 37 2.21*
Individualism -16 .12 -1.33 -.38 .38 -1.02 -53 39 -1.36
Collectivism 04 11 37 .08 .33 .25 17 42 41
Competence x Individualism 42 18 2.37* 48 .60 .80 -12 42 -.30
Warmth x Collectivism 27 12 2.26* .95 34 2.79*%* .86 42 2.07*
Status 97 15 6.44**
Status x Individualism 59 .26 2.26*
Status x Collectivism -.18 .26 -.68

NOteS NLeve| 1 = 248, NLeve| 2 = 68, *p < 05, **p < Ol



