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Pilot Study 

 Before beginning the main set of studies, we conducted a small pilot study (N = 30, 10 

children per age group) to assure that 3-, 4- and 5-year-old children (M = 53.0 months, SD = 9.8 

months, 20 male) understood the key dimensions of social status that we aimed to assess in our 

work (wealth, physical dominance, decision-making power, and prestige). In the pilot study, 20 

vignettes were presented to 3-, 4- and 5-year-old children. Each vignette involved reading a short 

story with corresponding pictures of one high-status individual and one low-status individual. 

For the wealth vignettes, children were asked “Who has more and better stuff?”, in the physical 

dominance vignettes children were asked “Who is bigger and stronger?”, in the decision-making 

power vignettes children were asked “Who gets to decide what to do and eat?”, and in the 

prestige vignettes children were asked “Who do people pay attention to and follow?”. Five 

vignettes were pilot tested for each of the four dimensions, and the four vignettes with the 

highest agreement were used in Study 1. Overall, children correctly answered the pilot questions 

the majority of the time in accordance with their design (for the four vignettes used in each 

dimension: 91% correct for wealth, 92% correct for physical dominance, 71% correct for 

decision-making power, and 76% correct for prestige).  
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The 16 Vignettes Used in Studies 1-5  

 

 *Note that the gender of the children in the story was matched to participant gender, and 

there were four different counterbalance orders. 

Wealth Vignettes 

• This is Jessica. This is Rebecca. Jessica has lots of things. Jessica has lots of toys to play 

with, food to eat, and a place to live. Rebecca does not have very many things. Rebecca only 

has one toy, does not have a lot of food to eat, and does not have a place to live. 

• This is Clarissa. This is Kristin. Clarissa only has one shirt and one pair of pants and she 

doesn’t have many toys. Kristin has new clothes every month and she always has the newest 

toy.  

• This is Emily. This is Amy. Emily goes on vacation with her family every month to a new 

place, where they get to do a lot of fun activities. Last spring break they went to 

Disneyworld. Amy and her family don’t go on vacation because her parents have to work all 

the time. Last spring break Amy stayed home and watched tv. 

• This is Karen. This is Lydia. Karen has a lot of food to eat and brings her own food to school. 

Karen has lots of snacks and never goes hungry. Lydia doesn’t have a lot of food to eat 

outside of school food. Lydia does not have snacks to bring to school and is often hungry. 

Physical Dominance Vignettes 

• This is Zoe. This is Sydney. Zoe is stronger than Sydney. Zoe and Sydney like to play tug of 

war and try to get the rope closest to them. Since Zoe is stronger, she always wins and gets 

the rope. 
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• This is Mariah. This is Kate. Both Mariah and Kate are playing tetherball. Mariah is bigger 

and stronger than Kate. Because Mariah is bigger, she can grab the ball and always wins the 

game.  

• This is Beth. This is Grace. Grace is taller than Beth. Both Beth and Grace really wanted to 

read a book on a tall shelf and tried to get it. Because Grace is taller, she was able to grab the 

book and read it. Beth didn’t get to read the book. 

• This is Rachel. This is Anna. Rachel and Anna are playing a game of basketball. Rachel is 

short and weak. Anna is tall and strong. Since Anna is tall and strong she can always block 

Rachel from making baskets and always wins the game. 

Decision-Making Power Vignettes 

• This is Lucy. This is Diana. Lucy and Diana like to play games. Lucy wanted to play hide 

and go seek and Diana wanted to play tag. They talked about it and decided to play hide and 

go seek like Lucy wanted. On another day they wanted a snack and Lucy wanted pretzels, but 

Diana wanted goldfish. They talked it over and decided to eat pretzels like Lucy wanted. 

• This is Sandra. This is Carrie. Sandra doesn’t get to choose what she’ll play because Carrie 

always decides for her. Carrie always gets to decide what games people will play during 

playtime, and Carrie always wants to play catch. Sandra and Carrie play catch. 

• This is Cassandra. This is Maddy. Cassandra wanted to go outside and play tag. Maddy 

wanted to stay inside and read a book. Maddy asked Cassandra if they could read books, but 

Cassandra said they were playing tag. Both Cassandra and Maddy played tag because 

Cassandra said so. 
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• This is Tara. This is Helen. Tara and Helen wanted to eat a snack. Tara wanted chips, but 

Helen wanted to eat Oreos. Tara doesn’t get to choose what to eat because Helen always 

decides. Since Helen wanted oreos, Tara and Helen ate oreos. 

Prestige Vignettes 

• This is Debbie. This is Mackenzie.  Both Debbie and Mackenzie sometimes draw pictures. 

Almost no one watches Debbie draw or looks at Debbie’s pictures. Lots of people watch 

Mackenzie draw pictures and look at her pictures. Debbie and Mackenzie also like to build 

with blocks. No one watches Debbie build with blocks, but lots of people watch Mackenzie 

build with blocks. 

• This is April. This is Stacey. April told everyone apples were better than oranges, and other 

kids now prefer to eat apples. Stacey told everyone that oranges were better than apples, but 

no one started eating oranges. April also told everyone that goldfish was better than pretzels, 

but Stacey told everyone that pretzels were better than goldfish. Everyone decided to eat 

goldfish like April said. 

• This is Paige. This is Courtney. Paige used the paper cone as a nose, but no one saw Paige 

because they were only watching Courtney. Courtney used a paper cone as a hat, and other 

kids started watching her play with the paper cone. Because Courtney used it as a hat, other 

kids decided to use the paper cone as a hat. None of the kids used the paper cone as a nose. 

• This is Claire. This is Hailey. Claire and Hailey like to read books out loud. Both Claire and 

Hailey told their class that they were going to read a book. No one listened to Claire read out 

loud. Lots of people went to listen to Hailey read out loud.  
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Study 1: Additional Analyses  

Original Pre-Registered Analyses Replaced by GEEs in the Manuscript 

Do children map wealth, physical dominance, decision-making power, and prestige onto 

social status? To determine whether it is easier for children to identify some social status 

dimensions over others, we pre-registered that we would run a repeated-measures ANOVA 

comparing the number of times children identified the high-status person as in-charge across the 

four status dimensions. In agreement with the GEE reported in the manuscript, there was no 

difference in children’s identification of high-status people based on status dimension, F(3, 141) 

= .84, p = .48, η2 = .02.  

We also pre-registered that we would investigate whether children were better at 

identifying status with age. Across all four dimensions, age was only correlated with identifying 

who was in-charge in the wealth vignettes, r(47) = .29, p = .048. Age was not correlated with 

performance on physical dominance, r(47) = .08, p = .57, decision-making power, r(47) = .15, p 

= .31, and prestige vignettes, r(47) = .10, p = .49. Additionally, when the four status dimensions 

were pooled together, children did not identify who was in-charge more (or less) as they got 

older, r(47) = .19, p = .20. Note that this is different than the GEE analysis in the manuscript 

which found that age in months was a significant predictor of children’s identification of high-

status people overall.  

Do children have preferences for people based on status? To determine whether 

children’s preferences for high- versus low-status people differed based on status dimension, we 

pre-registered that we would run a repeated-measures ANOVA comparing the number of times 

children said they preferred the high-status person across the four status dimensions. Children 
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did not hold different preferences based on the social status dimension, F(3,141) = .70, p = .55, 

η2 = .02 as we also found in the GEE. 

We also pre-registered that we would run correlations between age in months and 

children’s preferences for high-status people broken down for the four social status dimensions. 

Consistent with the GEE, we found that across all four dimensions of status, age was not 

significantly related to preferences: wealth, r(47) = .01, p = .94, physical dominance, r(47) = -

.07, p = .62, decision-making power, r(47) = .04, p = .81, and prestige, r(47) = -.002, p = .99. 

Additionally, when pooling all four status dimensions together, age was not related to liking 

based on status, r(47) = -.01, p = .94. 

Additional Analyses of Order Effects 

Order Effects for the Identification of Status. The GEE reported in the manuscript did 

find an order effect such that children who were first asked, “who is in-charge” identified high-

status characters as in-charge more than children who were first asked, “who do you like best” 

and then asked to identify who is in-charge. However, when running an ANOVA, there was no 

significant order effect for identifying high-status individuals, F(1,46) = 3.20 p = .080, η2 = .07. 

As mentioned in the manuscript, overall children identified high-status people as in-

charge regardless of whether this question first or second. We also found that children identified 

high-status people as in-charge at rates greater than chance for each of the four dimensions, 

regardless of question order. Children who were asked “who is in-charge” first identified the 

high-status person as in charge in all four dimensions: wealth (t(22) = 6.42, p < .001, d = 1.34), 

physical dominance (t(22) = 8.16, p <.001, d = 1.70), decision-making power (t(22) = 10.66, p < 

.001, d = 2.22), and prestige (t(22) = 5.01, p < .001, d = 1.04). This is also true for children who 

were asked “who is in-charge” second: wealth (t(24) = 2.85, p = .009, d = .57), physical 
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dominance (t(24) = 3.67, p = .001, d = .73), decision-making power (t(24) = 3.58, p = .002, d = 

.72), and prestige (t(24) = 3.23, p = .004, d = .65).   

Order Effects for Preferences Based on Status. The GEE reported in the manuscript also 

found an order effect for children’s preferences based on status. Children who were first asked 

“who do you like best” had preferences for high-status over low-status people, but children who 

were first asked “who is in-charge” and then asked who they liked best had no preference for 

high- or low-status people. An ANOVA was consistent with the GEE finding that counterbalance 

order significantly influenced whether children said they preferred the high- versus low-status 

character overall, F(1,46) = 5.71, p = .021, η2 = .11.  

Additionally, the same pattern of results was found when analyzing the data separately by 

dimension. Children who were first asked, “who is in-charge” before being asked, “who do you 

like best”, had no preferences for high- or low-status people across the fours status dimensions: 

wealth (t(22) = .17, p = .87, d = .04), physical dominance (t(22) = .74, p = .47, d = .15), decision-

making power (t(22) = 1.32, p = .20, d = .27), and prestige (t(22) = .47, p = .64, d = .10). 

However, children who were asked “who do you like best” first did prefer high-status over low-

status people across the board: wealth dimension (t(24) = 2.22, p = .036, d = .44), physical 

dominance dimension (t(24) = 2.37, p = .026, d = .47), decision-making power dimension (t(24) 

= 2.58, p = .016, d = .52), and prestige dimension (t(24) = 2.28, p = .032, d = .46).  
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Study 3: Additional Analyses 

Original Pre-Registered Analyses Replaced by GEEs in the Manuscript 

Do children systematically give to high- or low-status individuals? To assess whether 

children gave differently depending on the status dimension, a repeated-measures ANOVA 

across dimensions (wealth, physical dominance, decision-making power, and prestige) was 

conducted, finding no differences across status dimensions, F(3, 147) = .81, p = .49, η2 = .02. 
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Study 4: Additional Analyses 

Original Pre-Registered Analyses Replaced by GEEs in the Manuscript 

Do five- and six-year-olds systematically prefer high-status people? To determine 

whether children preferred the high- or low-status individuals overall, we added up the total 

number of times across dimensions (out of 16) that children liked the high-status individual best. 

Thus, children received a score from 0 to 16. We compared children’s scores to chance 

responding (M = 8) with a one-sample t-test, consistent with our pre-registration. Overall, 

children preferred the high-status individual significantly above chance (M = 10.77, SD = 3.33), 

t(47) = 5.77, p < .001, d = .83. 

A repeated-measures ANOVA across dimensions (wealth, physical dominance, decision-

making power, and prestige) indicated no differences across status dimensions, F(3, 141) = 1.90, 

p = .13, η2 = .04 consistent with the GEE reported in the manuscript. Also consistent with the 

GEE, a correlation between age in months and total preference for high-status individuals 

indicated that age was not related to children’s preferences r(47) = -.08, p = .59. When we 

separated participants by age, both 5-year-olds (M = 10.96, SD = 3.03), t(23) = 4.79, p < .001, d 

= .98, and 6-year-olds significantly preferred high-status individuals above chance (M = 10.58, 

SD = 3.66), t(23) = 3.46, p = .002, d = .71. 

Do five- and six-year-olds systematically give to low-status people? To determine 

whether children systematically gave to the high- or low-status individuals overall, we added up 

the number of times across dimensions (out of 16) children gave to the high-status individual. 

Thus, children received a score from 0 to 16. We compared children’s scores to chance 

responding (M = 8) with a one-sample t-test consistent with our pre-registration. Overall, 
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children systematically gave less to high-status individuals (M = 4.71, SD = 4.90), t(47) = 4.66, p 

< .001, d = .67.  

A repeated-measures ANOVA across dimensions (wealth, physical dominance, decision-

making power, and prestige) indicated no differences across dimensions, F(3, 141) = 1.22, p = 

.31, η2 = .03 consistent with the GEE reported in the manuscript. Also consistent with the GEE, a 

correlation between age in months and total distribution of resources to high-status individuals 

indicated that age was significantly related to children’s resource decisions, r(47) = -.35, p = 

.015. Overall, five-year-olds did not differentially give to high- versus low-status individuals (M 

= 6.08, SD = 5.47), t(23) =1.72, p = .099, d = .35, but six-year-olds were less likely than chance 

to give resources to high-status individuals (M = 3.33, SD = 3.90), t(23) = 5.87, p < .001, d = 

1.20. 

 

 

 

 

 


