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The Gender of Status: The Laypersons’ Perception
of Status Groups Is Gender-Typed

Constantina Giannopoulos,1 Michael Conway,1,3 and Morris Mendelson2

Studies addressed the hypothesis that people perceive lower status individuals as more
feminine- than masculine-typed, and higher status individuals as more masculine- than
feminine-typed, even when the feminine and masculine descriptors are equated in terms
of their potency, evaluation, or activity; the latter are underlying dimensions of meaning
(Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957), and potency and activity are linked to status. Par-
ticipants were presented the minimal status instantiation of Conway, Pizzamiglio, and Mount
(1996) and rated low- and high-status individuals in terms of Adjective Check List (Gough
& Heilbrun, 1980) descriptors. The expected status × gender-typing interactions emerged in
Study 1 for the negative low-potency indices for male and female participants, and for the
positive low-potency indices for female participants alone. Similarly, the status × gender-
typing interactions emerged in Study 2 for the low-potency indices, for both low and high
activity. Contrary to expectation, high-potency terms were generally attributed to high-status
individuals. The findings indicated that status seems to be gendered beyond the correspon-
dence observed in prior research between status and gender for the dimensions of potency
and activity.
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As has been noted by a number of theorists, a hi-
erarchical relation between individuals is one of the
basic forms of social relations (Bugental, 2000; Fiske,
1992). Similarly, Lonner (1980) identified status as an
underlying dimension in social structure and in peo-
ple’s understanding of behavior. Given these general
points, it is of considerable significance that gender is
a key determinant of social status, as has long been
noted (Linton, 1936). That women generally have
lower status than men in Western societies (Rhoodie,
1989) is a major determinant of people’s represen-
tations of gender (Deaux & LaFrance, 1998). The
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status difference is apparent in people’s stereotypes
of women and men. For example, women are per-
ceived as more communal and less agentic than men
(Conway, Pizzamiglio, & Mount, 1996). Communal-
ity refers to an emotional, interpersonal orientation,
whereas agency refers to an assertive, instrumental
orientation. Similarly, women relative to men may
be perceived as more warm and less competent, in a
manner analogous to how other lower status groups
are perceived (Glick & Fiske, 1999).

Status can account for many other aspects of
gender representation, as well as for many gender
differences in social behavior. Some recent exam-
ples for gender representation include gender stereo-
types of unmitigated (i.e., extreme) communality and
unmitigated agency (Conway & Vartanian, 2000),
of emotions (Conway, Di Fazio, & Mayman, 1999),
and of worry (Conway, Wood, Dugas, & Pushkar,
2003). Status can account for gender differences in
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aggression observed in social psychological research
(Conway, Irannejad, & Giannopoulos, in press),
as well as certain gender differences in leadership
style (Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt, & van Engen,
2003). Status also relates to whether people in-
dividuate female and male targets in social per-
ception(Stewart, Vassar, Sanchez, & David, 2000),
how people judge female and male targets’ abil-
ity (Biernat & Kobrynowicz, 1997; Foschi, 1996), and
people’s perceptions of causality in cross-gender in-
teractions (LaFrance, Brownell, & Hahn, 1997). See
Conway et al. (1996) for a more exhaustive list of
status-related findings in the domain of gender.

A status difference between two categories of
individuals, such as women and men, refers to a “dif-
ferentiation of prestige and deference” (Mayer &
Buckley, 1970, p. 46; Shils, 1975). That is, some in-
dividuals are seen as more worthy and are given
more respect than others. As a construct, status is
best construed as unidimensional (Berger, Wagner,
& Zelditch, 1985; Rosenberg & Sedlak, 1972; Tracey,
1994). Status is also inherently linked to different
forms of power. At a psychological level, greater
prestige and deference imply referent power, in that
higher status individuals are admired and may be
emulated (Raven & Kruglanski, 1970). Status leads
to expert power, as higher status individuals are as-
sumed to be more competent (Berger et al., 1985).
Status allows for greater reward and punishment
power, as higher status individuals’ recognition is
likely to be more valuable to others. These general
statements regarding status hold for gender. For ex-
ample, status accounts for higher respect for men
than women being “an important element of con-
temporary sexism” (Jackson, Esses, & Burris, 2001,
p. 48). In research on leadership in small groups,
people behave as if men are more competent than
women: people are more likely to acquiesce to
men’s assertive behaviors (Ridgeway & Diekema,
1992).

There is another aspect to the general construct
of status, one that is apparent in society at large. Be-
yond psychological aspects of status, higher status is
usually associated with other power bases (Lenski,
1966), due, for example, to higher status individu-
als’ social position, control over various forms of re-
wards and punishments, or knowledge. It is also the
case that people with greater power are often at-
tributed greater status (Ridgeway & Balkwell, 1997):
consider, for example the status of very wealthy indi-
viduals. These societal factors are highly relevant to
gender: women are overrepresented in lower status

caretaking positions, such as secretary or nurse.
Many of the highest status social positions, such as
senior executives of major companies, are nearly ex-
clusively held by men (Jacobs, 1999; Valian, 1998).

In sum, whether related to gender or other as-
pects of identity, greater status means more prestige
and deference. The particular forms of power linked
to status may vary, depending on whether one is con-
sidering psychological aspects alone, or factors that
operate in society at large, such as differential oc-
cupation of social positions. In any case, theoretical
work on the nature of power suggests that a per-
son’s power, regardless of its particular type, is ex-
pressed in two ways (Dépret & Fiske, 1993; Ng, 1980;
Zelditch, 1992): one is in the person who has the
competence and control to pursue his or her own in-
terests and to choose activities; the other is in the
person who controls others’ outcomes, which implies
the ability to influence them.

Gender seems to be an important status cue.
Gender is an aspect of others’ identity that is likely
automatically processed in social perception. Gender
is a pervasive construct (Brewer & Lui, 1989), as
people assign a gender identity to all others with
whom they interact. Research cited above provides
strong evidence that people’s perceptions of women
and men are shaped by status. People hold a wide
range of gender-differentiated expectations regard-
ing the social roles and occupations held by others,
as well as for others’ behavior in a wide range of
public situations. One of the authors, for example,
is often amused by mentally switching the gender
of an individual behaving in a public situation, such
as a coffee or pastry shop, and imagining how oth-
ers would react. This exercise is instructive when a
man behaves very assertively, or a woman behaves
very tentatively. If the loud person were a woman,
or the tentative one a man, others might react quite
differently.

The impact of status on the social representa-
tion of gender can be largely understood in terms of
the underlying dimensions of potency, activity, and
evaluation in implicit personality theory (Ashmore,
1981; Rosenberg & Sedlak, 1972). Implicit person-
ality theory is the layperson’s representation of oth-
ers’ personality characteristics, and it defines the con-
nections that people assume exist among various
traits (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). Potency refers to the
amount of power or force implied by or associated
with a certain characteristic or construct. Activity
refers to the amount of movement or change. Eval-
uation refers to the positive or negative quality of
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a characteristic or construct. Potency, activity, and
evaluation are underlying dimensions in implicit per-
sonality theory (Ashmore, 1981; Rosenberg, Nelson,
& Vivekananthan, 1968; Rosenberg & Sedlak, 1972).
The emergence of potency, activity, and evaluation
in implicit personality theory reflects the more gen-
eral phenomenon that these dimensions underlie hu-
man judgment of both social and nonsocial objects
(Osgood, May, & Miron, 1975; Osgood, Suci, &
Tannenbaum, 1957); the term objects is used here in
the sense of targets of people’s attention (Webster,
1981).

Higher status individuals are likely to be per-
ceived as more potent and more active, which can
account for some gender stereotypes. Consider the
stereotypes of men as agentic and women as com-
munal. Agency is higher in potency and activity than
communality is (Ashmore, 1981; Rosenberg et al.,
1968; Williams & Best, 1990). That men are per-
ceived as higher in extreme or unmitigated agency,
and women are perceived as higher in unmitigated
communality, also conforms to this pattern. As well,
the fact that men are perceived as expressing more
anger than women (Brody & Hall, 1993) can be un-
derstood in terms of the high potency associated with
anger (Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson, & O’Connor, 1987).
In turn, women are perceived as expressing more fear
and sadness, which conforms to a lower potency rep-
resentation of women (Conway et al., 1999; Shaver
et al., 1987). In sum, a number of gender stereo-
types conform to a pattern of differential portrayal
of women and men in terms of the dimensions of po-
tency and activity, which themselves are linked to sta-
tus. In contrast to potency and activity, evaluation
is likely not a dimension that allows one to distin-
guish between status groups. For example, agency
and communality are not clearly distinguishable in
terms of evaluation (Ashmore, 1981). People may
value both the go-getting attitude of an agentic indi-
vidual and the interpersonal warmth of a communal
individual.

The present research concerns the association
in laypeople’s psychology between gender and sta-
tus. We took an approach different from the re-
search on gender stereotypes described above. The
focus was on whether people generally represent sta-
tus groups in gender-typed terms, even for status
groups that are objectively defined independently
from gender. This gender-typing would go beyond
differences that may emerge as a function of the di-
mensions of potency and activity in implicit personal-
ity theory. Specifically, the hypothesis in the present

research was that people would perceive lower sta-
tus individuals more in feminine than in masculine
terms, and higher status individuals more in mascu-
line than in feminine terms, even when we controlled
for the levels of potency or activity of the actual de-
scriptive terms.

In other words, the expectation was that status
is gendered in laypeople’s perception. The hypothe-
sis was addressed by presenting participants with a
description of low- and high-status individuals, and
then asking them to rate the target individuals on
trait terms that varied in their gender-typing, but
that were equated in terms of their levels of potency,
activity, or evaluation. Evaluation was also taken
into account to ensure as much correspondence
as possible between masculine- and feminine-typed
terms.

If people feminize lower status groups relative
to higher status groups, there may be significant so-
cial consequences. For example, this may be prob-
lematic for men who hold lower status social po-
sitions. The expectations others hold of them as
a function of their social position may clash with
those implied by the culturally prescribed masculine
gender role (cf., Deschamps, 1982, on the implica-
tions of membership in low-status groups; also see
Pettigrew, 1964). Conversely, women in higher sta-
tus social positions may suffer from the societal per-
ception that their higher status conflicts with their
feminine gender role (e.g., being interpersonally
sensitive).

The Present Studies

To demonstrate that the construct of status is
itself gendered in laypeople’s perception, the sta-
tus manipulation itself needed to be unconfounded
with gender. The status manipulation also needed
to be unconfounded with other characteristics that
are typically gender-related, such as social roles
(e.g., caretaker of children) and occupations (e.g.,
secretary, plumber). The description of low- and
high-status individuals used in the present stud-
ies avoids these confounds. The status manipula-
tion developed and used by Conway et al. (1996)
was adopted in the present research. Participants
were presented a description of a society, which
included an explicit statement regarding the status
difference between two subgroups. This status ma-
nipulation is said to be minimal in that the sta-
tus groups are equated on gender, age, social roles,
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and occupations. Furthermore, the status groups
are undifferentiated in terms of interpersonal be-
havior. This status manipulation has been used in
other studies (Conway et al., 1999; Conway et al.,
in press; Conway & Vartanian, 2000; Conway et al.,
2003).

Two studies were conducted that addressed peo-
ple’s perceptions of low- and high-status individu-
als by asking them to rate the individuals on traits
drawn from the Adjective Check List (ACL; Gough
& Heilbrun, 1980). The trait terms were selected
by systematically sampling terms as a function of
their levels of potency, activity, or evaluation. Most
important with regard to the hypothesis, terms
were selected as a function of their gender stereo-
typicality ratings. Gender stereotypicality refers to
the extent to which a trait term is construed as
more characteristic either of women or men. Rat-
ings of the 300 ACL terms on the dimensions of
potency, activity, and evaluation, as well as gen-
der typicality ratings, were obtained from Williams
and Best (1990). The ACL was originally designed
to allow for general personality evaluation. It has
been used to draw parallels between different con-
ceptualizations of major dimensions of personality
(John, 1990). The ACL continues to be used in a
wide range of research (e.g., Craig & Bivens, 2000;
Williams, Satterwhite, & Saiz, 1998), including re-
search on gender stereotypes (e.g., Williams & Best,
1990).

Because of the sometimes high positive correla-
tions between potency, activity, and evaluation rat-
ings for ACL trait terms in Williams and Best (1990;
for similar findings, see Rosenberg et al., 1968), the
scales for Studies 1 and 2 were based on different
combinations of dimensions.

STUDY 1

For Study 1, trait terms were selected in
terms of potency and evaluation. A sample of trait
terms was drawn from each of the following quad-
rants: low-potent/negative, low-potent/positive, high-
potent/negative, and high-potent/positive. Within
each quadrant, masculine-typed terms were selected
to define a masculine scale; similarly, feminine-typed
terms were selected to define a feminine scale. The
exception to this general scheme is noted below. The
hypothesis was that people perceive lower status in-
dividuals more in feminine than in masculine terms,
and higher status individuals more in masculine than
in feminine terms.

Method

Participants

Participants were students at Concordia Uni-
versity who were recruited from a booth on campus.
A sign indicated Psychology Project and Volunteers
Needed. Students were encouraged to complete a
packet of questionnaires at the booth with the pos-
sibility of winning lottery prizes (the questionnaires
were unrelated to the present research); those who
were interested in participating in future research
specified their names and telephone numbers. There
were 40 male and 39 female participants. Mean
age was 23.01 years (SD = 5.73); range was 18–44.
Although ethnicity and language information was
not collected from participants, the booth recruit-
ment procedure has recently been shown to result
in the following sample profile. When asked “What
cultural group, if any, do you identify most with?”,
participants’ responses could be grouped into the fol-
lowing principal categories: Canadian (24%), Middle
Eastern and South Asian (14%), Chinese (10%),
European (10%), French Canadian (6%), White
(5%), Latin American (30%), and Black (2%); 23%
left the item blank. When asked “What languages do
you speak most often at home?”, the majority of the
responses were as follows: 51% indicated English
alone, 18% indicated French alone, 7% indicated
English or French and some third language, and 19%
indicated a language other than English or French.

Materials

The ACL trait terms were selected in terms
of their potency and evaluation. A sample of trait
terms was drawn from each of the following quad-
rants: low-potent/negative, low-potent/positive,
high-potent/negative, and high-potent/positive.
Cutoffs were selected to identify 16–20 trait terms
in one contiguous area of each quadrant. The
six trait terms in each quadrant that were most
masculine-typed were selected to define a masculine
scale; similarly, the six trait terms that were most
feminine-typed were selected to define a feminine
scale. The trait terms that defined each index are
listed in Table I. There is an exception to this general
scheme. The derivation of a high-potency/negative
feminine-typed scale was not possible, due to in-
sufficient feminine-typed terms in the ACL. Only
two terms, bossy and complicated, were related
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Table I. Masculine- and Feminine-Typed Trait Terms Used in Study 1

Low potent High potent

Valence Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine

Negative Apathetic Complaining Argumentative —
Dull Fault-finding Autocratic
Lazy Foolish Demanding
Selfish Infantile Forceful
Thankless Self-pitying Headstrong
Unfriendly Whiny Severe

Positive Calm Cautious Active Alert
Cool Changeable Adventurous Efficient
Easy-going Discrete Energetic Enthusiastic
Informal Quiet Independent Intelligent
Leisurely Sentimental Industrious Optimistic
Relaxed Softhearted Wise Versatile

Note. A mean index was calculated for each set of trait terms. There were no high-
potent feminine-typed negative terms used because of a paucity of such terms in
the Adjective Check List. For the low-potent positive feminine-typed terms, the
index used in the analyses consisted only of the term sentimental.

to women in those 16–20 terms initially selected
from the ACL for that quadrant. Apart from this
exception, analyses were conducted to verify that the
masculine- and feminine-typed indices were equated
on potency and valence within quadrant. These
analyses were conducted for the low-potent/negative
indices and the high-potent/positive indices. In each
case, masculine- and feminine-typed terms did not
significantly differ in terms of potency and valence
within each quadrant. Note that this analysis was not
conducted for the low-potent/positive indices, as the
feminine-typed index consisted of only one item (i.e.,
sentimental; see below) of the six listed in Table I.

In sum, seven scales were derived for Study 1.
The trait terms listed in Table I were presented in
a random order to each participant. The set of trait
terms was presented twice, once for participants to
rate low-status individuals and once for them to rate
high-status individuals. Each trait term was followed
by a 7-point scale with endpoints labeled never or
almost never true (1) and always or almost always
true (7).

Procedure

Participants who, at the recruitment booth, indi-
cated interest in participating in future paid research
were contacted by telephone. There were 3–4 par-
ticipants at each experimental session. At the out-
set, participants were informed that the study con-
cerned their initial impressions of other people. They
were presented a description of a society that con-

sisted of a low-status group and a high-status group.
The description is the one developed and used by
Conway et al. (1996; see their Appendix B for a full
description). Most of the presented information con-
cerned the society as a whole. It was stated that the
society consisted of a high- and a low-status group.
The status difference was explicitly acknowledged
but presented incidentally. Status was ascribed, not
achieved. Status groups were distinguished by plau-
sible markers (e.g., personal ornamentation, loca-
tion and characteristics of housing, and preferen-
tial access to certain resources such as food). There
was no indication of intergroup conflict. No informa-
tion was provided regarding (a) personality charac-
teristics, (b) style of social behavior, (c) goods for
which access served as grounds for power, (d) ex-
change of goods between groups (Zelditch, 1992),
or (e) status-related use of force, manipulation, or
influence. By these deliberate omissions, status was
unconfounded with other factors. In the descrip-
tion, the status groups were matched on all but
some objective status markers, such as personal
ornamentation and preferential access to certain
resources.

After presentation of the description, partici-
pants reported their perceptions of low- and high-
status individuals in terms of each of the trait terms
selected from the ACL. Assessment of participants’
perceptions of low- and high-status individuals was
counterbalanced. Participants then completed a ma-
nipulation check in which they reported their per-
ceptions of low- and high-status individuals’ power
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to influence others and power to control their own
outcomes (cf. Conway et al., 1996). Responses were
on 7-point scales with endpoints labeled none at all
(1) and a great deal (7). Participants then made a
forced choice in regard to which group held higher
status. Finally, participants were informed of the pur-
pose of the study and paid $8.

Results

Manipulation Check

Analyses of the manipulation check items con-
firmed that high-status (M = 5.27) relative to low-
status (M = 2.85) individuals were perceived as more
able to influence others, t(78) = 11.48, p < .001. Sim-
ilarly, high-status (M = 5.04) relative to low-status
(M = 3.16) individuals were perceived as more able
to control their own outcomes, t(78) = 8.60, p <

.001. All except one participant correctly identified
which of the two groups held higher status.

Perceptions

For each participant, a mean score was calcu-
lated for each index by averaging across the six trait
terms. Means are reported in Table II, as are re-
liability coefficients for each index. The low-potent
positive feminine-typed index consisted only of the
term sentimental, as there was no reliability (i.e., α

was too low) for an index based on the six terms
of that quadrant. This term was selected because it
was the only item that was significantly correlated
with other items in participants’ ratings of both low-
and high-status individuals (although not with the
same other items in each case). For the seven indices,
preliminary analyses that included participant gen-

der as an additional factor revealed some signifi-
cant effects involving both gender of participants and
status of targets. These are reported below. Other-
wise, results are reported collapsed across participant
gender.

An ANOVA (analysis of variance) was con-
ducted on participants’ ratings of low- and high-
status individuals in terms of the masculine- and
feminine-typed indices in each of the following po-
tency and valence quadrants: low-potent/negative,
low-potent/positive, and high-potent/positive. For
the ANOVAs, status (high or low) and gender-typing
(masculine or feminine) were within-participant fac-
tors. Such an ANOVA was not conducted for the
high-potent/negative quadrant as only a masculine-
typed index was derived in that case.

The ANOVA for the low-potent/negative rat-
ings revealed a status main effect, F(1, 78) = 14.50,
p < .001, that was qualified by the expected status ×
gender-typing interaction, F(1, 78) = 4.11, p < .05.
Low-status individuals were rated lower than high-
status individuals on the low-potent/negative indices,
both masculine- (e.g., apathetic) and feminine-typed
(e.g., complaining). Comparisons across masculine-
and feminine-typed indices revealed the expected
pattern. Participants tended to rate low-status in-
dividuals higher on the feminine- than on the
masculine-typed index, and tended to rate high-
status individuals higher on the masculine- than on
the feminine-typed index. The gender-typing differ-
ences were not significant, however.

The ANOVA for the low-potent/positive rat-
ings revealed a main effect for status, F(1, 78) =
8.53, p = .005. Low-status individuals were rated
higher than high-status individuals on the low-
potent/positive indices, both masculine- (e.g., calm)
and feminine-typed (e.g., cautious). Contrary to
expectation the status × gender-typing interac-

Table II. Participants’ Perceptions of Low- and High-Status Individuals in Study 1

Low-status individuals High-Status individuals

Scale M SD α M SD α

Low Potency/Negative/Masculine 2.57 .83 .76 3.05 .99 .82
Low Potency/Negative/Feminine 2.66 .92 .80 2.96 1.04 .84
Low Potency/Positive/Masculine 4.31 .73 .50 4.13 .74 .58
Low Potency/Positive/Feminine 4.47 1.38 — 4.14 1.44 —
High Potency/Negative/Masculine 3.05 .83 .70 4.52 1.00 .80
High Potency/Positive/Masculine 4.81 .77 .53 4.97 .83 .69
High Potency/Positive/Feminine 4.93 .77 .68 5.05 .71 .76

Note. Range for each item is 1–7. The alpha coefficient for the Low Potency/Positive/Feminine index is not reported as it consisted of only
one item. Note that there was no High Potency/Negative/Feminine index. n = 79.
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tion was not significant, F < 1. However, the sta-
tus × gender-typing × participant gender interac-
tion was significant, F(1, 77) = 5.51, p < .03. This
three-way interaction was because female, but not
male, participants exhibited the expected status ×
gender-typing interaction, F(1, 38) = 5.18, p < .03.
Consistent with expectations, female participants
tended to rate high-status individuals higher on
the masculine- (M = 4.24) than on the feminine-
typed (M = 3.87) index, and they tended to rate
low-status individuals higher on the feminine-typed
(M = 4.44) than on the masculine-typed (M = 4.29)
index, but the gender-typing differences were not
significant.

There was one high-potent/negative index,
which is masculine-typed. High-status indi-
viduals were rated higher than low-status in-
dividuals on this high-potent/negative index,
t(78) = 9.09, p < .001. Finally, the ANOVA for
high-potent/positive ratings did not reveal any sig-
nificant effects. In particular, the expected status ×
gender-typing interaction was not significant,
F < 1.

Discussion

Findings show partial support for the hypothesis
that lower status individuals are perceived more in
feminine than in masculine terms and that higher sta-
tus individuals are portrayed more in masculine than
in feminine terms. The key tests of the hypothesis are
the results on the status × gender-typing interactions
for each quadrant. In Study 1, for design reasons, the
expected interaction could be assessed in only three
of four cases. Results indicate that, of these three,
the interaction was significant for both male and fe-
male participants in one case and only for female
participants in another.

Other findings were also consistent with ex-
pectations, although the absence of feminine-typed
terms limited the comparisons that could be made.
There was only a masculine-typed index for high
potency and negative valence (because there are
few such ACL terms that are feminine-typed).
High-status individuals were rated higher than low-
status individuals on this masculine-typed index. One
should also note that a number of indices failed to
reveal the expected results. This was the case for
the feminine and masculine high-potency/positive in-
dices, for which no significant effects emerged.

STUDY 2

Study 2 was conducted to address the same hy-
pothesis as Study 1, but with ACL trait terms se-
lected according to the dimensions of potency and
activity. Following the same approach as in Study
1, a sample of trait terms was drawn from each of
the following quadrants: low-potent/low-active, low-
potent/high-active, high-potent/low-active, and high-
potent/high-active. In each quadrant, masculine-
and feminine-typed terms were selected to define
the masculine and feminine scales, respectively.
The exception to this general scheme is noted
below.

Method

Participants

Participants were recruited as in Study 1. There
were 29 male and 29 female participants. Mean age
was 25.42 years (SD = 8.20); range was 18–58.

Materials

The indices in Study 2 were derived in a
manner that generally paralleled that of Study 1.
The terms are presented in Table III. A sam-
ple of 16–20 trait terms was drawn from each of
the following quadrants of the ACL trait term
pool: low-potent/low-active, low-potent/high-active,
high-potent/low-active, and high-potent/high-active.
Masculine and feminine scales were defined for each
quadrant, as in Study 1. The exception to this was
for the high-potent high-active quadrant. No femi-
nine scale could be derived for this quadrant, as only
two terms, enthusiastic and spunky, were feminine-
typed in those identified in the initial selection of
16–20 ACL items. Given this situation, positive and
negative masculine-typed indices were derived for
the high-potent high-active quadrant. The rationale
for deriving these two high-potency high-activity in-
dices was to facilitate a general understanding of
the results obtained for all the indices: all of the
other indices were generally internally coherent in
terms of evaluation. As well, because of the lim-
ited number of items, the negative masculine-typed
index in this quadrant consisted of four instead
of six terms: aggressive, argumentative, dominant,
and forceful. In sum, eight scales were derived for
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Table III. Masculine- and Feminine-Typed Trait Terms Used in Study 2

Low potent High potent

Activity Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine

Low active Apathetic Meek Honest Attractive
Dull Mild Natural Forgiving
Gloomy Submissive Reasonable Patient
Lazy Sulky Serious Pleasant
Slow Unambitious Stable Poised
Spineless Weak Steady Sympathetic

High active Disorderly Flirtatious Positive —
Greedy Frivolous Active
Impatient Fussy Assertive
Intolerant Nagging Courageous
Prejudicial Nervous Daring
Show-off Temperamental Enterprising

Sharp-witted

Negative —
Aggressive
Argumentative
Dominant
Forceful

Note. A mean index was calculated for each set of trait terms. There were no high-
potent, high-active feminine-typed terms used due to a paucity of such terms in the
Adjective Check List. There were four, not six, terms in the high-potent, high-active,
negative masculine-typed category.

Study 2. As can be expected, because potency is
a dimension we considered in both studies, there
is some overlap in the scale contents for Study 2
and Study 1. Preliminary analyses demonstrated that
the masculine- and feminine-typed items were equiv-
alent in potency and activity within each of the low-
potent/low-active, low-potent/high-active, and high-
potent/low-active quadrants.

Procedure

The procedure in Study 2 was identical to that of
Study 1, with the exception of the differences in the
questionnaire used to assess participants’ perceptions
of low- and high-status individuals.

Results

Manipulation Check

As in Study 1, high-status relative to low-status
individuals were perceived as having greater in-
fluence (M = 5.71, M = 2.76, respectively), t(57) =
12.34, p < .001. High-status relative to low-status
individuals were also perceived as having more con-
trol over their own out (M = 5.28, M = 3.24, re-

spectively), t(57) = 9.14, p < .001. All except two
participants correctly identified which of the two
groups held higher status.

Perceptions

For each participant, a mean score was calcu-
lated for each index. Means and reliability coeffi-
cients are reported in Table IV. Preliminary analyses
including participant gender as an additional factor
revealed some significant effects for both status and
participant gender. These are reported below. Other-
wise, results are reported collapsed across participant
gender.

An ANOVA was conducted on participants’
ratings of low- and high-status individuals in terms
of the masculine- and feminine-typed indices in
each of the following potency and activity quad-
rants: low-potent/low-active, low-potent/high-active,
and high-potent/low-active. For these analyses, status
(high or low) and gender-typing (masculine or femi-
nine) were within-participant factors. An ANOVA
with gender-typing as a factor was not conducted
for the high-potent/high-active quadrant as only
masculine-negative and masculine-positive indices
were derived for that quadrant. The ANOVA for
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Table IV. Participants’ Perceptions of Low- and High-Status Individuals in Study 2

Low-status individuals High-Status individuals

Scale M SD α M SD α

Low Potency/Low Activity/Masculine 2.89 .86 .68 2.79 1.00 .81
Low Potency/Low Activity/Feminine 3.75 .88 .62 2.80 .90 .73
Low Potency/High Activity/Masculine 2.53 .87 .68 3.69 .95 .71
Low Potency/High Activity/Feminine 2.88 .86 .72 3.42 .95 .71
High Potency/Low Activity/Masculine 5.19 .73 .59 5.00 .75 .67
High Potency/Low Activity/Feminine 4.76 .78 .74 4.41 .75 .61
High Potency/High Activity/Negative 2.64 .89 .70 4.56 1.00 .70
High Potency/High Activity/Positive 4.29 .92 .69 4.81 .76 .57

Note. Range for each item is 1–7. Note that the High Positive/High Activity indices, both positive
and negative, are masculine-typed. n = 58.

the high-potent/high-active indices was conducted
with status (high or low) and valence (negative or
positive) as within-participant factors.

The ANOVA for low-potent/low-active rat-
ings revealed significant main effects for status,
F(1, 57) = 21.58, p < .001, and gender-typing,
F(1, 57) = 32.11, p < .001, that were qualified by
the expected status × gender-typing interaction,
F(1, 57) = 26.09, p < .001. The status main ef-
fect was due to low-status individuals being rated
higher than high-status individuals on the low-
potent/low-active indices, both masculine- (e.g.,
gloomy) and feminine-typed (e.g., submissive).
Partially consistent with expectations, the interac-
tion was due to low-status individuals being rated
higher on the feminine- than the masculine-typed
index, t(57) = 7.44, p < .001; high-status individuals
were rated at a similar level on the masculine- and
feminine-typed indices, t < 1.

The ANOVA for low-potent/high-active rat-
ings revealed a main effect for status, F(1, 57) =
52.20, p < .001, that was qualified by the expected
status × gender-typing interaction, F(1, 57) = 27.57,
p < .001. The status main effect was due to high-
status individuals being rated higher than low-status
individuals on the low-potent/high-active indices,
both masculine- (e.g., intolerant) and feminine-typed
(e.g., nagging). As expected, the interaction was due
to low-status individuals being rated higher on the
feminine- than the masculine-typed index, t(57) =
4.16, p < .001; high-status individuals were rated
higher on the masculine- than the feminine-typed in-
dex, t(57) = 2.93, p < .01. In addition, the status ×
gender-typing × participant gender interaction was
significant, F(1, 56) = 5.91, p < .02. This three-way
interaction was because both female and male partic-
ipants exhibited the expected status × gender-typing

interaction, but the interaction was stronger for fe-
male participants.

The ANOVA for high-potent/low-active rat-
ings revealed a significant main effect for sta-
tus, F(1, 57) = 12.39, p = .001, as well as a sig-
nificant main effect for gender-typing, F(1, 57) =
56.96, p < .001. The expected status × gender-
typing interaction was not significant, F(1, 57) =
2.13, ns. The status main effect was due to high-
status individuals being rated lower than low-status
individuals on the high-potent/low-active indices,
both masculine- (e.g., stable) and feminine-typed
(e.g., poised).

The ANOVA for high-potent/high-active rat-
ings revealed main effects for both status, F(1, 57) =
100.04, p < .001, and valence, F(1, 57) = 61.61, p <

.001, that were qualified by a status × valence
interaction, F(1, 57) = 76.33, p < .001. The status
main effect was due to high-status individuals be-
ing rated higher than low-status individuals on the
high-potent/high-active indices, both negative (e.g.,
aggressive) and positive (e.g., active). The valence
main effect was due to participants making higher
ratings on the positive than the negative indices.
The status × valence interaction was due to the
valence effect being greater for participants’ rat-
ings of low-status individuals than of high-status
individuals. In the latter case, the valence effect
was marginally significant, t(57) = 1.75, p = .086. In
addition, the status × valence × participant gen-
der interaction was significant, F(1, 56) = 6.02, p <

.02. This three-way interaction was because both
female and male participants exhibited the sta-
tus × valence interaction described above; the va-
lence difference was greater for female participants’
than for male participants’ ratings of low-status
individuals.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

As was the case for Study 1, findings of Study
2 show partial support for the hypothesis that lower
status individuals are perceived more in feminine
than in masculine terms and that higher status indi-
viduals are portrayed more in masculine than in fem-
inine terms. The key tests of the hypothesis are the
results on the status × gender-typing interactions for
each quadrant. The interaction could be assessed in
three of four cases in Study 2 given the design of the
study. Results indicate that the interaction was sig-
nificant in two of three cases in a manner consistent
with expectations for both male and female partici-
pants. Similarly, in Study 1 the expected interaction
emerged for all participants in one case, and for fe-
male participants in another.

Some other findings were also consistent with
expectations, although the absence of feminine-
typed terms limited the comparisons that could be
made. In Study 2 there were only masculine-typed
indices, one positive and one negative, for high po-
tency and high activity (because of there being few
feminine-typed ACL terms of high potency and high
activity). As was expected, high-status individuals
were rated higher than low-status individuals on
these masculine-typed indices, but the fact that the
indices were also of high potency makes interpreta-
tion difficult. The results may be due simply to higher
status individuals being attributed characteristics of
greater potency. The same can be said for the find-
ing of Study 1 that high-status individuals were rated
higher on the masculine-typed index of high potency
and negative valence (as there was no corresponding
feminine-typed index).

The feminine and masculine high-potency/low-
activity indices in Study 2 failed to reveal the ex-
pected results. Higher status individuals were rated
lower on both feminine- and masculine-typed in-
dices. Even though not conforming to expectations,
this finding highlights the fact that higher status in-
dividuals were not always attributed high-potency
characteristics in the present studies, although that
was the general trend.

Overall, the results of Studies 1 and 2 suggest
that our hypothesis is valid only within a range of
characteristics that are low in potency, or low in
potency and activity. Specifically, status is gender-
typed to a limited extent; constraints are appar-
ently imposed by levels of potency and activity.
Characteristics of high potency were attributed more
consistently to either high- or low-status individuals

regardless of gender-typing; high-potency character-
istics generally were attributed to high-status individ-
uals. It is also useful to note again that the deriva-
tion of feminine- and masculine-typed indices in the
development of the measures on the basis of the 300
ACL terms was limited in a number of respects in
the present studies. No feminine-typed terms of high-
potency and negativity were used in Study 1 (as few
such terms exist). No feminine-typed terms of high-
potency and high-activity were used in Study 2 (for
the same reason). It might have been possible to in-
troduce additional terms, beyond those of the ACL,
which might have met these criteria. One example is
bitch, which refers to “a malicious, spiteful, and dom-
ineering woman” (Webster, 1981, p. 112). We did not
do this because we wanted to ensure a clear compari-
son of the present research to other studies based on
the ACL.

There are limitations to the present research.
The studies were conducted with a particular descrip-
tion of low- and high-status individuals being pre-
sented to participants. One might argue that other
results might have emerged with other status ma-
nipulations. This is possible, but it is important to
note that the selection of the present status manip-
ulation was quite deliberate. The status manipula-
tion was one designed to avoid confounds with other
characteristics or activities often associated with sta-
tus, such as social roles or occupations. In contrast,
if one conducted a study in which individuals in low-
or high-status occupations were judged on the ACL
trait terms considered here, there would be a number
of limitations. First, those individuals would be iden-
tified as being either female or male, which would
complicate interpretation of the results. If a gender
effect emerged, it would be unclear whether this gen-
der effect was due to gender operating as a status cue
or whether the gender effect was due to other charac-
teristics associated with gender. Second, the pairing
of low- and high-status occupations cannot be defini-
tively made on theoretical grounds (Conway et al.,
1996). For example, people’s perceptions of a lawyer
could be compared with people’s perceptions of ei-
ther a legal clerk or a legal secretary, and it is not
clear which comparison should be made.

Another limitation of the present research is
that the scales were derived based on ratings of po-
tency, evaluation, activity, and gender-typing that
were reported by Williams and Best (1990). Their
ratings were obtained from United States in the
1970s. In contrast, the present research was con-
ducted with Canadian students more than 25 years
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later. The most significant concern may be with rat-
ings of gender-typing, as these were used to de-
fine the masculine and feminine indices used in
the present studies. It seems unlikely that there
are significant differences between United States
and Canadian views with regard to gender-typing.
Williams and Best (1990) reported that there was a
high amount of shared variance in the gender-typing
of trait terms across their Canadian and US samples.
With regard to potency, evaluation, and activity rat-
ings, it seems very unlikely that there would be signif-
icant differences that would affect the present results.
These ratings refer to the meaning of the terms, and
such meaning is linked closely to language use, which
is very similar in Canada and the United States. Fi-
nally, one might question the language skills of the
participants in the present studies and raise the possi-
bility that their more limited competence (recall that
many indicated speaking languages other than En-
glish at home) may have influenced the results ob-
tained. This seems unlikely given the consistency in
results across studies, and participants were, after all,
enrolled at an English language university.

In sum, the present findings suggest that status
groups are distinguished both in terms of gender and
in terms of the fundamental dimensions of potency
and activity that exist in people’s representation of
others in their social worlds. These findings support,
in part, the argument that there is a basic conceptual
relation in people’s minds between status and gen-
der. The present findings have broad implications, as
status is a major dimension in social life.
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