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In examining the pattern of status-related behavior in the United
States and Japan, the authors compared perceptions of verbal and
nonverbal behaviors of lower and higher status people in asymmet-
ric dyadic interaction using 105 behavioral scales. A similar gap
was found between perceptions of behavior of lower and higher sta-
tus people in both cultures, suggesting that this status-related be-
havior follows a fundamental pattern probably common across cul-
tures. Nevertheless, culture appears to affect the magnitude at
which status-related behavior is manifested. In Japan, a hierarchi-
cal, collectivist, tight, and high-context culture, the authors found
perceptions of greater differences in the behavior of lower and
higher status people than in the United States, a more egalitarian,
individualist, and low-context culture. The sources and implica-
tions of this general pattern of status-related behavior and its cross-
cultural differences are discussed.
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Social status is a feature that denotes one’s social dominance and
reflects one’s relative position in a social hierarchy (Patterson,
1983). Status is also a “widely accepted, socially valued character-
istic that forms the basis for a broad range of attributions and ex-
pectations” (Ellyson & Dovidio, 1985, p. 7). Status is displayed and
recognized during human interaction, whether in large groups or
in dyads, and the perception of its presence is a cornerstone of the
social order in any society (Asch, 1946). People’s status leads not
only to specific expectations related to their ability to perform
tasks but also to general expectations unrelated to tasks. People
express their status especially within hierarchies, which are cre-
ated to formalize the distribution of power and are enforced by so-
cial norms.

Human patterns of status-related behavior can be partly traced
to the behavior of animals, nonhuman primates in particular. As
with humans, dominance rank in primates reflects relationship
and not attributes of individuals. The relative rank of an individ-
ual in a group of primates is often manifested by its displays of
dominance and submission in the presence of others.The display of
social rank among nonhuman primates consists of some cues
absent in humans (e.g., dominant scent marking, crook tail over
back, mounting); it coincides with many others (e.g., dominant
direct stare, eyebrow raising) but misses many subtle verbal cues
found in humans (for review, see Mitchell & Maple, 1985).

As for humans, numerous studies have indicated the existence
of a similar pattern of status-related behavior. It is omnipresent in
almost any human interaction and is found across cultures. The
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perception of a social interaction in terms of status often leads to
an appropriate behavior: people who, in the presence of others, per-
ceive themselves as having lower or higher status may behave in a
mode that typically matches this perception. People of higher sta-
tus are more likely to choose their place in social interaction (Lott
& Sommer, 1967), control the approach of others (Walker &
Borden, 1976), and touch others informally (J. A. Hall, 1996). Peo-
ple of higher status are also more likely than their lower status
counterparts to start a conversation (Packwood, 1974) and to inter-
rupt it (Natale, Entin, & Jaffee, 1979), and they tend to speak more
loudly (Packwood, 1974) and longer (Sorrentino & Boutillier,
1975).

In this manner, the perception of one’s status relative to other
people in a given interaction may lead to two distinctive modes of
behavior and communication style.On one hand,perception of one-
self as having higher status tends to lead to dominant, assertive,
overbearing, forceful, inconsiderate, and disrespectful behavior.
Such behavior may simply and often unconsciously reflect one’s
higher status and dominance but may also actively define the sta-
tus difference and thus force the other party to behave in the
expected typical lower status mode. On the other hand, perception
of one’s status as lower than others’ leads to subordinate, timid,
considerate, and respectful behavior. This mode of behavior causes
contentment in the higher status others and lessens their aggres-
sion. The greater the perception of a gap between one’s own and
others’ relative status, the stronger the tendency to act in these
modes of behavior.

People may resort to one or more of several options to manifest
their sense of relative status. They may do so verbally and/or
nonverbally. When verbally expressing their status, they may do so
through the form of their discourse (by the volume of the voice, the
length of their speech, etc.) and/or its content (amount of criticism,
apology, etc.). People who express their status through nonverbal
behavior may do so by self-related activities (folding hands, smil-
ing, walking around, etc.) or other-related activities (touching oth-
ers, staring at others, etc.). Status may also affect the emotional
and cognitive state of people as well as their attitude to communi-
cation with people of different status. Finally, status may affect the
actual appearance (i.e., grooming) or at least perceptions of
appearance (i.e., body size) of people.
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CULTURAL EFFECT ON STATUS-RELATED BEHAVIOR

Culture, the “social heritage” of a given community, is one of the
cardinal determinants of an individual’s behavior during commu-
nication, and it interacts with status. Culture has much to do with
the value system of people in a social interaction as well as the per-
ceptions they have of their role and relative power either in reality
or as an ideal. This culture-bound cognition in turn demarcates the
range of behavioral patterns people are likely to display in accor-
dance with their status. Hence, culture may affect people’s status-
related behavior but also people’s perceptions of others’ status-
related behavior.

Several studies showed that culture affects various aspects of
status-related behavior, such as the distance between speakers
(Sussman & Rosenfeld, 1982), the use of gestures during speech
(Ekman, 1976), or even the extent of touching (Heslin & Alper,
1983). Although it is reasonable to suggest that a similar pattern of
status-related behavior takes place in any culture, no study, as far
as we know, has ever ventured to examine this premise, either by
comparing a single behavioral item across a large number of cul-
tures or by comparing multiple items across at least a few cultures.

A number of cultural variables may affect status-related behav-
ior during communication. In recent decades, researchers have
recognized several bipolar constructs as significant variables in
differentiating behavior and communication across culture, and
some of them seem to be relevant to status-related behavior as
well. These constructs include individualism versus collectivism
(or independence vs. interdependence), tightness versus looseness,
and high-context versus low-context communication.

The continuum of individualism-collectivism has become a cen-
tral dimension of supposed cultural variability. Whereas individu-
alistic cultures favor individual goals over group goals,
collectivistic cultures prefer the latter (Hofstede, 1980, 1983;
Triandis, 1995). Using somewhat different terms, Markus and
Kitayama (1991) extended the individualism-collectivism (ren-
dered into independence-interdependence) paradigm and exam-
ined its effect on the self. These authors suggested that public fea-
tures, such as status, play an important role in the self of people in
collectivistic societies; whereas in individualistic societies, this
role is assumed by internal and private features, such as abilities
and feelings. Triandis (1995) proposed further elaboration of this
distinction, which has great relevance for the issue of status. He
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added to the individualist versus collectivist dimension an addi-
tional horizontal versus vertical dimension, thus creating combi-
nations of four types (horizontal individualism, horizontal collec-
tivism, vertical individualism, and vertical collectivism). In both
individualist and collectivist cultures,Triandis contended, the hor-
izontal dimension emphasizes that people are similar on most
attributes, especially status, whereas the vertical dimension
emphasizes the acceptance of inequality as part of social order and
that rank has its privileges.

The continuum of tightness-looseness is another important
dimension that depicts the extent to which a culture allows devia-
tion from behavioral norms. Tight cultures do not permit their
members much deviation from what constitutes correct action,
whereas loose cultures do not encourage such a consensus (Pelto,
1968). We presume that tightness amplifies the behavioral pattern
of people of different status because they are more likely to obey
the behavior ascribed by their social position. Finally, the high-low
context continuum describes the amount of information available
in communication. In high-context communication, most of the
information exists in the context, is internalized in the people com-
municating, or is found in the physical context. In low-context com-
munication, most of the information lies in explicit codes (E. T.
Hall, 1976, 1983). Hence, high-context communication implies
greater emphasis on status display through nonverbal communi-
cation than through the content of the discourse between people of
asymmetrical status.

OVERVIEW

Our primary goal in this study was to analyze the effect of cul-
ture on the general pattern of status-related behavior in asymmet-
ric dyadic interaction. For this purpose, we examined the way
members of two different cultures perceived the effect of divergent
status of two communicating people on their verbal and nonverbal
behavior. In this study, we focused on perceptions of dyadic interac-
tion in two major societies. The first, the United States, has often
been depicted as the quintessential individualist (independent),
low-context, and rather loose culture. American individualism
tends to be vertical, especially in business and political settings
but moving in social settings to the horizontal direction (Triandis,
1995). The other society, Japan, has been often depicted as the
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quintessential vertical collectivist (interdependent), high-context,
and tight culture (e.g., Gudykunst & Nishida, 1993).

Within this framework,we examined the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Status-related behavior in asymmetric dyadic interac-
tion follows a fundamental pattern that varies minimally across cul-
tures.

Therefore, when interacting with a person of a different status,
lower and higher status people in both Japan and the United
States will behave in a similar fashion.

Hypothesis 2: In hierarchical, tight, and high-context societies, there
are greater differences between status-related behavior of lower and
higher status people than in more egalitarian, loose,and low-context
societies.

Although the general pattern of status-related behavior seems to
follow certain universal guidelines, culture affects the magnitude
of this pattern for both lower and higher status people and espe-
cially the differences in their behavior. More specifically, we ex-
pected to find in Japan, a typical hierarchical and high-context so-
ciety, greater differences between the behavior of lower and higher
status people than in the United States, a nation that cherishes, at
least in theory, egalitarian relations.

The above hypotheses led to several predictions. First, there
would be high correlation between perceptions of status-related
behavior of people of similar status in both cultures. Japanese
lower status people in interaction were expected to manifest less
dominance and more humility than their counterparts in the
United States, whereas higher status people in Japan were
expected to behave more aggressively and with more discourtesy
than their American counterparts. Consequently, we predicted
that the gap between the perceptions of behavior of lower and
higher status people in Japan would be greater than the gap in the
United States.

METHOD

Participants and design. The participants were 109 Japanese
undergraduates (64 females and 45 males; mean age ± SD = 21.4 ±
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2.5 years) enrolled in the University of Tsukuba and 168 American
undergraduates (96 females and 72 males; mean age ± SD = 23.6 ±
6.6 years) enrolled in the California State University, Fullerton.
There were two independent variables. The first was a repeated
measure within-subjects variable, status position, that measured
participants’ evaluation of lower and higher status people on 105
behavioral scales. The second variable was a between-subjects
variable, culture type, which in this study could be defined also as
nation, and measured differences between American and Japa-
nese perceptions of status.

Testing material. The questionnaire employed in this study was
initially developed for use among Japanese participants. In the
first phase of its development, a group of 10 Japanese students was
asked to suggest infinite behavioral characteristics of a dyad of
unequal status in an encounter within the same culture.Their sug-
gestions, as well as items gathered by the first author through a
survey of relevant literature, produced a list of about 200 items. In
the second phase, another group of 20 Japanese students was
asked to rate the behavior of high- and low-status people on each
item and to rate their relevance to status. Items that seemed
unclear, overlapping, and irrelevant to status or produced large
standard deviations were deleted and a new, shorter questionnaire
was constructed.

The resulting questionnaire consisted of two parts.The first was
designed to examine status-related behavioral patterns of commu-
nication. It consisted of 105 items to be rated on a 9-point response
format ranging from one behavioral response to its opposite
response. The questionnaire was originally written in Japanese
and translated into English and back into Japanese by two bilin-
gual people independently. Discrepancies were settled by a third
person to ensure cross-cultural equivalence. The items were
selected to encompass various aspects of verbal and nonverbal
behavior presumed relevant in dyadic interaction. The translation
process involved various measures to ensure linguistic and psycho-
logical equivalence, such as avoiding obscure, rare, or abstract
expressions; adding explanations to clarify meaning; avoiding
changing meaning by changing verb tense; and especially avoiding
items that could be problematic or totally nonequivalent in
another culture (see Butcher, 1996).

Each item was designed to be rated simultaneously for both
lower and higher status partners in an interaction. These
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interlocutors were carefully defined to avoid diffuse status charac-
teristics, such as sex, race, and physical attractiveness (cf. Berger,
Rosenholtz, & Zelditch, 1980). The items were arranged in a ran-
dom order to avoid inference by one item with another. The second
part was designed to examine participants’ own attitude to com-
munication with lower and higher status people. It consisted of 3
items rated on a 9-point response format. Two cross-cultural com-
parisons of the variances of the matched sets of the 105 items (i.e.,
U.S.–high status vs. Japan–high status and U.S.–low status vs.
Japan–low status) revealed a moderate amount of deviations from
the assumption of homoscedasticity (i.e., equal variances). More
specifically, 21% (44 out of 210) of the paired comparisons had sig-
nificant differences in the standard deviations for the correspond-
ing items. All of the significant differences were characterized as
having lower standard deviations for the Japanese respondents
than for the U.S. respondents. In light of these differences, it was
decided to convert all of the raw data to z scores. These z scores
were computed separately for each culture, using the overall mean
of all 210 items and the overall standard deviation of the responses
to the 210 items. Subsequent statistical analyses were based on
these z scores and not the raw data.The content of the items as well
as the z scores are reported in Table 3.

Procedure. The survey was conducted in a classroom and pre-
sented as a status communication questionnaire. Participants
were told that it aimed to examine the communication style of peo-
ple of different social status. They were asked to imagine a few sit-
uations where a higher status person interacted with a lower sta-
tus person (a superior and a subordinate in a corporation,a teacher
and a student in school, etc.). Then, they were asked to rate simul-
taneously each of these two interacting parties on 105 behavioral
scales and then to rate simultaneously their own attitudes to com-
munication with higher and lower status people.

RESULTS

The following sections describe attempts to analyze factorially
and validate the translation of the measure used in Japan for use
in the United States as well as to examine the hypotheses postu-
lated in this study.
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FACTOR ANALYSIS OF INTRACULTURAL
AND CROSS-CULTURAL EQUIVALENCE
AND STATUS-RELATED BEHAVIOR

Intracultural comparisons of perceptual dimensions of high-
and low-status others. A confirmatory factor analysis was used to
compare the perceptual dimensions (i.e., factor structures) for
judgments of high- and low-status others. The first comparison
was made for the respondents from the United States. To establish
a base of comparison, an exploratory factor analysis of the 105
behavioral items for the assessment of high-status others was com-
puted. Using Cattell’s (1966) Scree test, the interpretability of fac-
tors, and Thurstone’s (1947) recommendations for a simple factor
structure as criteria for factor extraction, we decided that a five-
factor solution using principal component analysis was best. These
five factors accounted for 33.1% of the total variance in the 105
items. To determine a parsimonious and interpretable solution,
the five factors were rotated by Varimax rotation with Kaiser
normalization.

This five-factor structure representing the perceptual dimen-
sions that the American respondents used in judging high-status
others served as a baseline for making comparisons with American
respondents’ perceptual dimensions in judging low-status others.
The results of the confirmatory factor analysis by means of struc-
tural equations indicated that the American high-status model
was not an adequate fit for the American low-status data (χ2/df
ratio = 1.9, goodness-of-fit index [GFI] = .59, root mean square
residual [RMSR] = .47, incremental fit index [IFI] = .58). An exami-
nation of the modification indices and the residuals indicated that
the lack of fit concerned mainly Factors 3,4,and 5 (with high status
as factor referent), whereas Factors 1 and 2 seemed to be fairly con-
sistent over the two data sets. These results suggested that there
were both generalizable and status-specific factors.

As for the Japanese respondents’ ratings for high- and low-sta-
tus others, we decided to use the Japanese high-status perceptual
dimensions as a comparative baseline for the analysis. An explor-
atory factor analysis of the 105 behavioral items for the Japanese
respondents’ assessments of high-status others was computed.
Using Cattell’s (1966) Scree test, the interpretability of factors,
and Thurstone’s (1947) recommendations for a simple factor struc-
ture as criteria for factor extraction, we decided that a five-factor
solution using principal component analysis was best. These five
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factors accounted for 35.5% of the total variance in the 105 items.
To determine a parsimonious and interpretable solution, the five
factors were rotated by Varimax rotation with Kaiser normalization.

This five-factor structure representing the perceptual dimen-
sions that the Japanese respondents used in judging high-status
others served as a baseline for making comparisons with Japanese
respondents’ perceptual dimensions in judging low-status others.
The results of the confirmatory factor analysis by means of struc-
tural equations indicated that the Japanese high-status model
was not an adequate fit for the Japanese low-status data (χ2/df
ratio = 1.8, GFI = .50, RMSR = .38, IFI = .38). An examination of the
modification indices and the residuals indicated that the lack of fit
concerned mainly Factors 3 and 5, whereas Factors 1, 2, and 4
seemed to be fairly consistent over the two data sets. These results
suggested that there were both generalizable and status-specific
factors.

Cross-cultural comparisons of perceptual dimensions of high-
and low-status others. A confirmatory factor analysis was used to
compare the perceptual dimensions (i.e., factor structures) for
American and Japanese respondents’ judgments of high- and low-
status others (see Butcher & Han, 1996). The first comparison was
made for the judgments of high-status others.To establish a base of
comparison, the results of the exploratory factor analysis of the
105 behavioral items for the American respondents’ assessments
of high-status others were used.

This five-factor structure representing the perceptual dimen-
sions that the American respondents used in judging high-status
others served as a baseline for making comparisons with Japanese
respondents’ perceptual dimensions in judging high-status others.
The results of the confirmatory factor analysis by means of struc-
tural equations indicated that the American high-status model
was not an adequate fit for the Japanese high-status data (χ2/df
ratio = 1.8, GFI = .54, RMSR = .45, IFI = .44). An examination of the
modification indices and the residuals indicated that there was a
cross-cultural similarity in terms of Factors 1 and 2, moderate sim-
ilarity for Factor 3, and a lack of similarity for Factors 4 and 5 (the
American factors being the referent). These results suggested that
there were both cross-cultural and culture-specific factors for the
perceptual ratings of high-status others.

10 Cross-Cultural Research / MONTH YEAR



The second cross-cultural comparison was made for the judg-
ments of low-status others. To establish a base of comparison, the
results of the exploratory factor analysis of the 105 behavioral
items for the American respondents’ assessments of low-status
others were used. This five-factor structure representing the per-
ceptual dimensions that the American respondents used in judg-
ing low-status others served as a baseline for making comparisons
with Japanese respondents’ perceptual dimensions in judging low-
status others. The results of the confirmatory factor analysis by
means of structural equations indicated that the American low-
status model was not an adequate fit for the Japanese low-status
data (χ2/df ratio = 1.8, GFI = .47, RMSR = .41, IFI = .34). An exami-
nation of the modification indices and the residuals indicated that
there was a cross-cultural similarity in terms of Factors 1 and 2,
moderate similarity for Factor 3,and a lack of similarity for Factors
4 and 5 (the American factors being the referent). These results
suggested that there were both cross-cultural and culture-specific
factors for the perceptual ratings of high-status others.

The nature of perceptual dimensions of status. Because the con-
firmatory factor analyses found unique patterns in the perceptual
dimensions used by American and Japanese respondents in mak-
ing judgments of high- and low-status others, we decided to com-
pute an exploratory factor analysis for each combination of culture
and status. This resulted in four factor analyses (i.e., Japanese-
high, Japanese-low, American-high, and American-low).

The first exploratory factor analysis was for the Japanese
respondents’ judgments of high-status others. As indicated above,
it was decided to extract a five-factor solution. A total of 40 items
had significant factor loadings (i.e., >.40) on the first factor. These
items suggested that this factor focused on Sensitivity/Aggressive-
ness Toward Other.The second factor had 14 items with high factor
loadings. These items concerned becoming pale, sweating, blush-
ing, folding hands, shaking one’s leg, apologizing, covering one’s
mouth, stuttering, and showing shaky hands. These items pointed
to Anxious Behavior. The third factor had 10 items, including
showing positive emotion, laughing, using facial expressions, tell-
ing jokes, and smiling. These items pointed to Positive Expressive-
ness. The fourth factor had 11 items, including speaking a lot,
using long sentences, speaking with loud volume,speaking quickly,
letting other speak, varying the tone of one’s voice, and using
silence. These items focused on Voice. Finally, the fifth factor had 7
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items, including hand movement, consciousness of own behavior,
sensitivity to nonverbal messages, challenging the other,and phys-
ical stature. This factor was labeled Nonverbal Communication.

The second factor analysis was computed for the Japanese
respondents’ assessments of low-status others. A principal compo-
nent analysis with Varimax rotation revealed an interpretable
five-factor solution. The five factors accounted for 34.9% of the
variance of the 105 items. The first factor had 27 items with high
factor loadings. These items included speaking respectfully, greet-
ing, refusing requests, arguing, providing feedback, getting angry,
challenging the other, yawning, insulting, complaining, bowing,
embarrassing the other, ignoring the other, and showing negative
emotions. This factor seemed to be measuring Sensitivity/Aggres-
siveness Toward Other. The second factor’s 20 high-loading items
were concerned with behavior such as smoking, complimenting the
other, blushing, physical stature, drinking while interacting, shak-
ing one’s legs, crying, bowing, covering one’s mouth, shaking one’s
hands, blinking, and stuttering. These focused on Anxious Behav-
ior. The third factor had 14 items, such as using eye contact, engag-
ing in humor, showing positive emotions, laughing, speaking emo-
tionally, and smiling. It was labeled Positive Social Behavior. The
fourth factor had 13 items focused on such behaviors as speaking a
lot, using long sentences, speaking in a loud voice, letting the other
speak, varying tone of voice, keeping silent, showing facial expres-
sion, gesturing, and talking about self. It was labeled Voice. The
last factor had only 5 items, namely, expressing one’s opinion,
being masculine/feminine, crying, determining the topic of talk,
and having a large/small body size. These items seemed to focus on
Potency/Weakness in Expression.

The third factor analysis was computed for the American
respondents’ judgments of high-status others. As indicated above,
it was decided to extract a five-factor solution.The first factor had a
total of 29 significant items, of which the largest loading concerned
getting angry at the other, criticizing the other, listening to the
other, embarrassing the other, and allowing the other to talk.
These items suggested that this factor focused on Sensitivity/
Aggressiveness Toward Other. The second factor had 13 items,
which were thought to measure Logical/Emotional Communica-
tion. The third factor was labeled Nonverbal Communication (10
items), the fourth factor was labeled Physical Appearance (10
items), and the fifth factor was labeled Voice (6 items).
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The last factor analysis was for the American respondents’ judg-
ments of low-status others. A total of 47 items had significant fac-
tor loadings on the first factor. They suggested that this factor
focused on Sensitivity/Aggressiveness Toward Other. The second
was labeled Nonverbal Communication (12 items).The third factor
was labeled Physical Activity (10 items).The fourth factor had only
5 items with high loading factors, mostly focusing on restrained
gestures, crossing one’s legs, touching one’s face, determining the
topic, and shouting. This was a difficult factor to label (in part due
to the few items loading on it), but it was decided to label it Con-
strained/Expansive Behavior. Finally, the fifth factor had 4 items
with high factor loading: knowing the other’s feelings, looking
attractive, crying, and bowing. This factor was labeled Deferential
Behavior.

Interrelationships between factors. Table 1 presents the correla-
tions between the factors for four pairings, namely, American high
status and American low status, American high status and Japa-
nese high status, American low status and Japanese low status,
and Japanese high status and Japanese low status. In terms of
intracultural comparisons, a number of similarities were found
among the perceptual dimensions used in assessing status behav-
ior.For the American sample, substantively (i.e., r > .70) significant
correlations were found for high-status Factor 1 (Sensitivity/
Aggressiveness) and low-status Factor 1 (Sensitivity/Aggressive-
ness) (r = 2.88) and for high-status Factor 2 (Logical/Emotional
Communication) and low-status Factor 3 (Physical Activity) (r =
.84). The latter correlation could be due to the possibility that high-
status others reflect their potency through verbal/logical commu-
nication, whereas low-status others reflect their potency through
lesser amounts of physical activity (e.g., stuttering, blinking,
blushing). For the Japanese sample, substantively significant cor-
relations were found for three pairings: high-status Factor 1 (Sen-
sitivity/Aggressiveness) and low-status Factor 1 (Sensitivity/
Aggressiveness) (r = .91), high-status Factor 2 (Anxious Behavior)
and low-status Factor 2 (Anxious Behavior) (r = .78), and high-sta-
tus Factor 4 (Voice) and low-status Factor 4 (Voice) (r = .80). These
correlations seem fairly straightforward in their interpretation.

In terms of the cross-cultural similarities, two substantively sig-
nificant correlations were found for American and Japanese
respondents’ perceptual dimensions for judging high-status oth-
ers: American high-status Factor 1 (Sensitivity/Aggressiveness) and
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Japanese high-status Factor 1 (Sensitivity/Aggressiveness) (r =
.84) and American high-status Factor 2 (Logical/Emotional Com-
munication) and Japanese high-status Factor 2 (Anxious Behav-
ior) (r = .69). The latter correlation was not as high as the other cor-
relations, and there appeared to be a greater verbal facet to
American high-status behavior and a greater nonverbal character-
istic in Japanese high-status behavior. Only one substantively sig-
nificant cross-cultural similarity was found for the perceptional
dimensions used to judge low-status others: American low-status
Factor 1 (Sensitivity/Aggressiveness) and Japanese low-status
Factor 1 (Sensitivity/Aggressiveness) (r = –.80).Given that the per-
ceptual dimension of Sensitivity/Aggressiveness Toward Other
emerged as a similarity in all four combinations of conditions (
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TABLE 1
Intercorrelations Between Rotated Factor Loadings

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5

Factor 1 2.88 .22 .35 .65 2.08
.84 2.27 2.34 2.40 2.01

2.80 .26 2.02 .18 .28
.91 2.30 2.21 .09 2.41

Factor 2 .33 2.22 .56 2.38 .13
2.39 .69 2.04 .00 2.13
.28 2.27 .62 2.48 2.13

2.25 .78 2.17 2.07 .01
Factor 3 2.25 .84 2.25 2.23 2.09

2.06 2.02 .61 2.01 2.01
2.09 .48 2.16 2.29 2.08
.11 2.43 .44 .17 2.08

Factor 4 .26 2.53 2.16 .30 2.14
.26 2.32 .39 2.34 .40

2.21 .58 2.25 2.28 .04
.00 .05 .45 .80 2.10

Factor 5 .39 2.29 2.14 2.09 .10
2.32 2.15 .29 .53 2.12
.08 2.13 .18 2.01 2.37

2.32 .15 .07 2.16 2.08

NOTE: The four scores in each cell of the matrix represent the following correla-
tions: The top correlation is for American high status and American low status, the
second correlation is for American high status and Japanese high status, the third
correlation is for American low status and Japanese low status, and the bottom cor-
relation is for Japanese high status and Japanese low status. The first condition in
each pairing is referred to by the column label, and the second condition is referred
to by the row label.



Culture × Status), this may be a culture-general characteristic of
status behavior.

Factors seem to emerge as having salience in all four possible
permutations of culture and status, namely, an Aggressiveness or
Dominance dimension (Factor 1 in all four conditions) and an Anxi-
ety versus Confidence/Logical dimension (Factor 2 in U.S.–high
status and Japan–high/low status and Factor 3 in U.S.–low status).
The two sets of common items on these dimensions were extracted
and examined. For the former dimension, the 14 common high-
loading items (e.g., refuses requests, gets angry, criticizes, com-
plains, does not let partner talk, shouts) were extracted, and a
mean summed score was computed; this computed score was felt to
measure degree of aggressiveness/dominance. For the latter
dimension, the 9 common high-loading items (e.g., seldom blushes,
seldom apologizes, determines topic of talk, makes decisions, never
stutters) were extracted, and a mean summed score was computed;
this computed score measured the degree to which the individual
was logical, confident, and nonemotional.

Significant differences were found for status, F(1/537) = 257.1, p
< .001, η2 = .324, and culture, F([1/537) = 3.9, p < .05, η2 = .007) on
the Aggressiveness dimension. In terms of mean differences, high-
status individuals were perceived to exhibit more aggressiveness
than lower status individuals (means = .17 and –.52, respectively),
and greater aggressiveness was perceived overall by U.S. respon-
dents than Japanese respondents (means = 2.13 and 2.23, respec-
tively). Furthermore, there was a highly significant interaction
effect between status and culture on the Aggressiveness dimen-
sion, F(1/537) = 118.7, p < .001, η2 = .181. An examination of the cell
means suggests that Japanese low-status individuals were per-
ceived to exhibit significantly less aggressiveness than the other
three cohorts (mean = 2.91), whereas Japanese high-status indi-
viduals were perceived to exhibit significantly more aggressive-
ness (mean = .44 vs. U.S. low/high means = 2.26 and .00, respec-
tively). In essence, status in Japanese culture accentuates the
differences on this Aggressiveness dimension.

A significant difference was found for status on the Logical/
Nonemotional dimension, F(1/546) = 719.2, p < .001, η2 = .569; how-
ever, no difference was found for culture on this dimension. For the
significant status differences, the mean for high-status individuals
was significantly higher than for low-status individuals (means =
.73 and 2.38, respectively), suggesting that higher status

Kowner, Wiseman / NEED SHORTER RECTO TITLE 15



individuals are perceived as more logical, confident, and
nonemotional. Also, a significant interaction effect was found for
status and culture on the Logical/Nonemotional dimension, F(1/
546) = 6.4, p < .02, η2 = .012. An examination of the cell means indi-
cates that the statistical interaction effect is due primarily to the
higher than expected mean for the Japan high-status condition
(mean = .82 vs. Japan low status = 2.42, U.S. low/high status = 2.35
and .68, respectively), suggesting that higher status Japanese are
perceived to be more logical, confident, and nonemotional.

CROSS-CULTURAL SIMILARITY VERSUS DISSIMILARITY

To examine Hypothesis 1, which postulated the existence of a
fundamental pattern of interaction between lower and higher sta-
tus people, we examined the correlation between the mean scores
of the 105 behavioral scales as rated for lower and for higher status
people in each of the two cultures. We found a highly significant
negative correlation between the perceived behavioral patterns of
low- and high-status people both in Japan and in the United
States. As predicted, we also found a positive correlation between
perceptions of the behavioral pattern of same-status people across
culture: between low-status people and between high-status peo-
ple (see Table 2).

Next, we examined separately the perceptions of differences in
the behaviors of lower and higher status people within each cul-
ture. Whereas the factor analyses provide a more global picture of
the perceptual dimensions used to assess status in the two cul-
tures, the examinations of particular items should provide a more
detailed perspective on specific behavioral differences as they are
influenced by culture and status. As such, there should be some
heuristic value for future studies by pointing out domains for spe-
cific interest.

As indicated in Table 3, there was a cross-cultural correspon-
dence between the perceived differences of lower and higher status
people on 71 of the total 105 items. In both cultures there were dif-
ferences in the behavior of higher and lower status people in 64
matching items and a lack of differences in an additional 7 match-
ing items. In the remaining 34 items, differences in the behaviors
of higher and lower status people were found in only one of the two
cultures (see the Low-High Differences columns in each culture in
Table 2). Only in 2 of the 64 items in which differences in status-
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related behavior were found in both cultures was behavior of
higher and lower status people in the two cultures rated in oppo-
site directions (changes of tone of voice, ends conversation
abruptly). Out of 105 items examined separately for the Japanese
and American samples, we found differences in higher and lower
status people in 91 and 72 items, respectively.

To examine Hypothesis 2, which postulated that there are
greater differences in the behavior of lower and higher status peo-
ple in Japan than in the United States, we conducted two-way
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). To determine if
multivariate analysis was warranted in testing the summation
scores, we computed Bartlett’s test of sphericity. A value of
23,372.8 (p < .0001) indicated that the measures were correlated
sufficiently to require MANOVA.

The two independent variables, culture type and status posi-
tion, were also tested for homogeneity of variances by means of
Cochran’s C. Neither variable yielded significant differences, sug-
gesting that the MANOVA assumption was not violated. Further-
more, the assumption of homogeneity of the dispersion matrices
was affirmed by Box’s M (M = 7,349.9, F[5,050/334,918] = 1.0, p =
n.s.). The MANOVA yielded a significant main effect for Culture
Type (Pillai’s criterion = .401, F[105/410] = 2.7, p < .001, η2 = .401)
and a significant main effect for Status Position (Pillai’s criterion =
.817, F[150/410] = 18.3, p < .001, η2 = .817).

Kowner, Wiseman / NEED SHORTER RECTO TITLE 17

TABLE 2
Correlation Coefficients Between Patterns
of Status-Related Behavior of Higher and

Lower Status People in Two Cultures (105 Items)

Japan United States

Lower Higher Lower Higher
Status Status Status Status

Japan
Lower status — 2.71**** .73**** 2.21*
Higher status — 2.67**** .67****

United States
Lower status — 2.54****
Higher status —

*p < .05. ****p < .0001.

(Text continued on p. XX)
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Moving to univariate ANOVAs, we first compared the differ-
ences of the ratings for each item in either the lower or the higher
status people across culture (see the Low-Low and High-High col-
umns in Table 3). Out of 105 items, we found differences in the rat-
ings of higher status people in Japan and the United States in 62
items and in the ratings of lower status people in 52 items. We fur-
ther analyzed the cultural differences in the within-culture differ-
ences in ratings of lower and higher status people (see the Low-
High—Low-High column in Table 3). Out of 105 items, cultural dif-
ferences appeared in 66 items. In 55 of these, the difference in rat-
ings of lower and higher status people in the Japanese sample was
greater than in the American sample, whereas in 9 items the dif-
ference was greater in the American sample. In the 2 remaining
items, the difference was not absolute but in the opposite direction.

Cultural similarities and dissimilarities were especially appar-
ent when we looked at each conceptual cluster separately (see
Table 3):

1. Verbal activity (form). Both cultures followed the principle that
higher status people speak longer, louder, and more aggressively
than lower status people and also feel freer to decide when to speak.
Status in Japan, however, determined much more than in the
United States the level of polite and respectful manner of speech
used by people of different status in an interaction.

2. Verbal activity (content). Both cultures met the expectation that
higher status people were more likely to determine the topic of the
conversation, make decisions, and act more aggressively toward
the partner through criticism, shouting, or insults. Status in Japan,
however, determined more than in the United States the likelihood
of usage of compliments, humor, and talking about the partner.

3. Nonverbal activity (self-related). In both cultures, status deter-
mined behavior that indicated deference and fear. Lower status
people in both cultures exhibited more prominently than higher
status people signs of tension and deference. Status in Japan, how-
ever, determined more than in the United States the display of def-
erence signs.

4. Nonverbal activity (other-related). In both cultures, lower status
people displayed much more deference toward their higher status
partner than the opposite. Lower status people in Japan, however,
displayed almost all deference signs more frequently and strongly
than did their American counterparts.

5. Emotional and cognitive state. In both cultures, lower status people
displayed a less stable emotional state, whereas higher status peo-
ple could afford to display more anger. Differences in negative
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feelings were more prominent in Japan. Lower status people in
Japan were more conscious of their appearance but less conscious
of their behavior than their higher status compatriots.

6. Appearance. In both cultures, higher status people were perceived
as bigger, taller, better groomed, older, and more masculine. None-
theless,higher status people were perceived in the United States as
more attractive than lower status people, whereas there was no
such difference in Japan.

7. Own attitudes toward communication with higher and lower status
people. Respondents from both cultures felt similarly more nervous
about and more aversion to communication with higher status peo-
ple. Japanese respondents, however, felt more averse to speaking
with higher status people, whereas American respondents tended
to feel more averse to speaking with lower status people.

DISCUSSION

The findings confirmed the hypotheses of the study. The high
correlation found between the ratings of the behavior of lower and
higher status people in culturally dissimilar societies such as
Japan and the United States suggests that status-related behavior
in asymmetric dyadic interaction follows a similar and probably
fundamental pattern. Nonetheless, the differences in the magni-
tude of status-related behavior perceived in these two nations also
suggest that culture, among other factors, affects the way status-
related behavior is manifested. In Japan, a hierarchical, collectiv-
ist, tight, and high-context culture, we found greater differences in
status-related behavior of lower and higher status people than in
the United States, a more egalitarian, individualist, and low-con-
text culture.

GENERAL AND CULTURAL ASPECTS
OF STATUS-RELATED BEHAVIOR

The existence of a remarkable similarity in the general patterns
of behavior of higher or lower status people in Japan and the
United States should not be a surprise,because wherever there is a
social hierarchy we also find similar social mechanisms that shape
similar patterns of behavior. Because social status denotes social
dominance, societies of various cultural backgrounds have con-
structed a set of rewards and punishments that aim to stimulate or
curtail the behavior of their members along hierarchical lines.
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Status-related behavior is also shaped by a self-fulfilling prophecy.
People of higher status are expected, for example, to be more artic-
ulate, and this is fulfilled by their greater command of a social
interaction (Krauss, Chen, & Chawla, 1996).

Although the human need for hierarchy and craving for social
dominance are ubiquitous, they do not preclude culture from
affecting social interactions. Culture, we argue, determines the
values attached to status, but it also affects the magnitude at
which a person’s status is manifested through behavior in a given
society. Our findings point to the existence of various differences in
the perceptions of behavior of lower and higher status people in
Japan and the United States in almost any domain of communica-
tion. These two cultures differ in the factorial structure of status-
related behavior as well as in the magnitude of the differences
attributed to the behavior of people of high and low status. As
expected, these differences are more apparent in Japan, a culture
that combines relatively high levels of vertical collectivism, high
context, and tightness. Because we dealt with perceptions rather
than actual behavior, it could be argued that culture does not nec-
essarily affect behavior but rather the perceptions of it. Further
research, even on a single item, may be needed to establish
whether there is any cultural effect on the congruence between sta-
tus-related behavior and its perception.

Cultural differences were especially prominent in the domain of
nonverbal activity related to interaction with the partner. These
differences, we suggest, are mainly the result of the divergent role
others play in shaping the construal of self in individualistic and
collectivistic societies. Whereas in the former societies, others
serve as a source for self-evaluation, in the latter societies, rela-
tionships with others in a specific context define the self and its
position in society (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). The prominence of
nonverbal activity in Japan stems, perhaps, from additional cul-
tural sources. Japan, more than any other Asian society, has been
influenced by the teaching of Zen Buddhism, which places great
value on silence and on the communication of ideas and feeling by
nonverbal means (Morsbach, 1973). Similarly, Japanese social
relations were regulated in premodern times by strict and often
ruthless control that stressed conformity to nonverbal codes of
behavior rather than verbal dialogue (Reischauer, 1988).
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IMPLICATIONS FOR INTERCULTURAL CONTACT

The significance of this study for intercultural contact, and spe-
cifically for Japanese-American communication, lies in the indica-
tion of the existence of incongruent behavioral domains in differ-
ent cultures. Although we demonstrated that people of similar
status do generally perceive their own behavior similarly across
cultures, status-related behavior across cultures is far from
identical.

Status-related behavior may differ across cultures on several
levels. The most common differences are those in magnitude. This
means that in both cultures, there is a gap between the behavior of
people of higher and lower status, but the size of the gap is not nec-
essarily the same. Although American employers, for example, do
shout occasionally at their subordinates, they may be surprised at
the license Japanese employers take in this aspect. They may also
be surprised by the slight response such shouting evokes in the
Japanese employees. Japanese employees, by contrast, may be sur-
prised by the loose and seemingly disrespectful attitude and
behavior American employees have toward their superiors in cer-
tain contexts. In this study we also identified a wider gap between
higher and lower status people in Japan than in the United States
in criticizing partners, giving them commands, or inviting them to
eat. In the United States, however, there was a greater gap in the
employment of silence during interaction, eloquence, and the fear
to make requests.

More acute differences between cultures may occur when there
are status-related differences in behavior in one culture but not in
another. Japanese businessmen, for example, may be startled at
the fact that American employees may ask for permission to sit
when speaking with their seated superiors, because employees in
Japan are usually supposed to remain standing.We also found that
the frequency of polite versus casual speech, compliments, use of
humor, complaints to partners, and greeting partners character-
ized the differences between lower and higher status Japanese but
not Americans. By contrast, there was a gap between level of logic
and facts used by lower and higher status Americans but not Japa-
nese. Being aware of such differences and attempting to reduce the
salience of one’s behaviors when they differ from the expectations
of one’s interlocutor may reduce violation of behavioral expecta-
tions and thus facilitate more effective communication.
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All in all, this research may provide a useful basis for future
studies examining status interactions more closely in real-world
and/or laboratory settings. Although our respondents’ perceptions
may reflect as well as affect status-related behavior, it is possible
that cultural ethos and values enhance perceptions regarding
“proper” behavior beyond reality. Finally, this research may also
stimulate a fruitful program of cross-cultural research that will
isolate cultural factors affecting status-related behavior and
assess their impact on intercultural contact.
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