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SI Methods
Overview of Status Manipulations. Participants were randomly
assigned to a high- or a low-status condition. In adults, status was
manipulated using previously established paradigms that reliably
affect participants’ perceived social standing. In the high-status
condition participants’ prestige and reputation vis-à-vis other
individuals or groups was allegedly higher. In the low-status
condition their standing was lower. In Study 1 the prestige of the
participants’ department was compared with other departments
(1). Study 2 used a well-validated minimal group paradigm (2).
In status-related minimal group paradigms participants are as-
signed to one of two groups allegedly on the basis of minimal
evaluative differentiations between the groups, here estimation
accuracy of the number of dots presented in a series of displays.
In this paradigm status differences occur in a domain that has
little meaning. Study 3 used a comparison between participants’
arts school at their university and another similar school at an-
other university. In children (Study 4) status was manipulated
using a dominance-based paradigm (3), given that hierarchies in
children are based on force (4). Participants competed for
a valuable toy in pairs twice. At time (T) 1 a dominance hier-
archy emerged based largely on trait dominance. At T2 partic-
ipants were regrouped and competed again for the valuable toy
with a participant of a similar rank level, so that half the par-
ticipants were forced to change rank positions.

Study 1.Participants were run individually and read a bogus article
titled “Are we ever going to get there?” about the ranking of
nine departments at the University College London regarding
the professional prestige that graduates attain 10 y after gradu-
ation (1). The article was comprised of a description and a table.
In the high-status condition the table indicated that participants’
department (Psychology) was ranked second. In the low-status
condition the table indicated that participants’ department was
ranked eighth. The text allegedly informed participants about
the latest statistics indicating that 10 y after graduating, in-
dividuals who had studied Medicine and Psychology (high-status
condition; vs. Medicine and Mathematics, low-status condition)
find themselves landing top professional positions, where they
enjoy high prestige.

Construct accessibility. To assess construct accessibility partic-
ipants completed a lexical decision task using Matlab (Math-
Works) software. The stimuli consisted of 76 strings of letters:
Thirty-eight strings were words related to sociality and agency
(e.g., aggressive, sociable, efficient, knowledgeable), matched
for length and frequency of occurrence in the language. The
remaining 38 letter strings were nonwords matched in length.
Participants categorized the strings as words or nonwords.

Executive functions (inhibition). The experimenter, who was un-
aware of participants’ status positions, then administered the
Hayling sentence completion test (5). First, participants’ baseline
speed in initiating dominant responses was assessed. To this end,
participants were read out-loud a set of 15 incomplete sentences
and were asked to verbally complete each sentence with an ap-
propriate word. Subsequently, participants were asked to com-
plete a set of 15 sentences with an inappropriate word. For
example, the sentence “They went as far as they. . .” could be
completed with the word “house.” Responses and response la-
tencies were recorded.

Helping behavior. Helping was assessed outside the laboratory
after the study had allegedly finished. The experimenter, who was
unaware of the status conditions, dropped a pack of 20 pens while

ostensibly handling files and papers (6). She then started picking
up the pens at a regulated time-rate. Unknown to participants
the number of pens they helped pick from the floor was counted.
Upon completion participants were thanked again, checked for
suspicion, and debriefed.

Study 2. Participants first estimated the number of dots presented
in eight slides. They were then given false feedback regarding
their perceptual style. Participants allegedly had one of two
perceptual styles (called “figural” or “background”), and their
style (vs. the other style) performed better on visual dot esti-
mation tasks. Participants were then invited to complete an
unrelated task in which they made choices regarding potential
apartments and roommates. This task assessed decision-making
quality and was adapted from Dijksterhuis (7). Participants were
presented with four apartments, each described by 12 attributes
shown in random order. Unknown to the participants, one of the
apartments was the most attractive choice, with eight positive
and four negative attributes (vs. six–six and four–eight). Partici-
pants then did a similar task to evaluate roommates. The valence
of the apartment and roommate attributes was obtained on the
basis of a pretest. Upon making their choice, participants com-
pleted a self-efficacy (8) and a sense-of-control questionnaire
(9). They were then invited to move and sit together with other
participants of the same perceptual style, to introduce them-
selves, and discuss their roommate preferences. Participants
were unobtrusively videotaped by hidden cameras during the
group interactions. After 5 min had elapsed, participants were
thanked, debriefed, and paid.
Four trained raters rated participants on traits linked to the

signaling of communal and prosocial intent, competence, agency,
and status signaling (supportive, friendly, approachable, affili-
ative, empathic, smiles, extrovert, competent, knowledgeable, knows
what he/she is doing, capable, takes initiative, task oriented, and
signals high status). Ratings were made in 9-point scales, ranged
from “not at all” to “very much.” Upon completion, participants
were thanked, debriefed, and paid.

Study 3. Participants were university art students and read a bogus
report about a national assessment exercise. The assessment
contained an overall evaluation and ratings on 14 dimensions
(e.g., facilities and equipment, institutional organization, program)
of their school and another comparable art school. Participants’
school was ranked higher (high-status condition) or lower (low-
status condition) compared with the other school. Upon com-
pleting a filler task, participants were presented with what was
supposedly a separate survey inquiring about students’ interests.
This survey consisted of the major life goals questionnaire (10),
which asked participants to rate the importance of 26 goals or-
ganized in seven broad domains: economic goals, aesthetic goals,
social goals, relationship goals, political goals, hedonistic goals,
and religious goals. Participants rated the importance of each goal
on 7-point scales. Participants also completed a translated short
version of the Schwarz Value Survey (11) that included the uni-
versal, benevolent (seven items), and power (five items) values.
Answers were given on 9-point scales ranging from −1 (opposes
my values) to 7 (extremely important). Finally, participants in-
dicated how many children they wanted to have in reality and in
their fantasy, on scales from 0 to 6.

Study 4. The study was carried out in the school premises. First,
the relative attractiveness of a series of toys was assessed with 20
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children. A single wooden building block and an interactive,
resizeable ball were then chosen as the least-valued and most-
valued toys, respectively. The paradigm was pretested on eight
children (four boys and four girls), with regard to clarity of
instructions and the understanding of the tasks.
Forty-eight (28 male) preschool English native speakers, who

did not have any identified special educational needs, took part in
the actual experiment. In each session two children of the same
age and sex were asked to choose among the two toys. The ex-
perimenter gave the following instructions:

I have brought two toys with me. This [shows the block] is one and this
[shows how the ball enlarges] is the other. You can play with one of the
toys. But there are some rules. Only one of you can play with this toy,
and one of you can play with this one [showing toys again]. You will
decide which toy you want to play with, you will choose. Once you have
chosen, it will be your toy for as long as we are in this room. You can’t
share or give your toy. It is yours and only you can play with it.

The experimenter ensured that the children understood the
instructions by asking them to repeat back part of the instructions.
Once the instructions were clear, the experimenter continued:
“Ok, are you ready to choose your toy? When I say 1, 2, 3 you
can choose your toy. You will have some time to choose. When
I’ll clap my hands like this [claps twice], whichever toy you are
holding will be your toy.” The experimenter turned away until 1
min had elapsed and then clapped her hands. All children pre-
ferred the valued toy initially and the winner of the competition
was considered the high-status child. The children were given 3
min to play with their toys, and were then tested individually
while their toy remained in view. They completed tasks related to
helping, moral reasoning, and executive functions (see below).
To force a change in rank position children were regrouped 2 wk

later in pairs with a new partner of the same rank, constituting pairs
of either two dominant or two submissive children. The pairs

competed again for the valuable toy, and new hierarchies emerged.
The procedure and tasks were identical to those at T1.

Executive functions. The happy/sad task (12) (Fig. S1) is a Stroop-
like task (13) that presents children with eight happy and eight sad
faces in random order, and requires them to say “happy” when
they see a sad face and “sad” when they see a happy face. Per-
formance is measured by the number of errors made.
The statue task measures inhibitory control and is a subtest of

the NEPSY (a developmental NEuroPSYchological assessment)
(14). Children are required to maintain a specific position and
keep their eyes closed for 75 s while the administrator distracts
them with noise at specific time-points. Body movements, eye
opening, and vocalizations are recorded.
Moral reasoning. Moral cognition and moral affect were measured
with six vignettes in which children were asked to put themselves
in the position of a transgressor (15). The six vignettes follow the
same story line, with changing names and toys, matched with the
sex of the participant (e.g., “This is Alaina. Alaina was riding
a bike. Pretend this is you. Pretend you took the bike from her,
and are now riding it”). The vignettes were read out loud by the
experimenter, together with the presentation of pictures depicting
aspects of the story. Following the story presentation, the children
were asked four questions in the domains of moral cognitions and
moral emotions: “Is your behavior right or wrong?” “Why?” “How
would you feel?” “How would X [the other child] feel?”
Helping behavior. Participants were presented with the sticker task
(16). The children were given five stickers each as reward for
their participation and were told by the experimenter:

Tomorrow I am going to the hospital to see a little boy/girl [gender
matched] who doesn’t have any stickers. If you want, you can give
him/her some of your stickers. I will take them with me and give them
to him/her tomorrow. You don’t have to give any, these are yours, but
you can give some if you want to. You can give 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or none.
Do you want to give any of your stickers?
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Fig. S1. The “happy” and “sad” stimuli used in the happy/sad task.
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