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[bookmark: _Toc214111328]Pilot Study 
In the Pilot Study, we tested whether attachment anxiety is positively related to status strivings, with the associations for other attachment dimensions being weaker or absent. We also tested for potential gender differences. 
[bookmark: _Toc214111329]Participants and Procedure
The study hypothesis, design, sample size, exclusion criteria, and analyses were preregistered; see https://aspredicted.org/6QH_YLF. We calculated our sample size using the medium effect size obtained by Gignac and Szodorai (2016) in their meta-meta-analysis of the meta-analytical effects published in Personality and Individual Differences, Psychological Bulletin, Journal of Research in Personality, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Journal of Personality, and Intelligence (i.e., r = .20), and found that a sample size of N = 314 participants would be enough to detect such an effect with a statistical power of 95%, assuming the conventional alpha level of α = .05. We used a crowdsourcing platform that does not offer payment to participants, with its potential implications for data quality (Washington et al., 2019). Therefore, factoring for potential attrition due to failed attention checks, we aimed to recruit a sample that was 50% larger than the results of our power analysis; that is, at least 471 participants.
We recruited 472 Polish cisgender heterosexual participants from the SW Panel to take part in a short online study with points redeemable for further rewards. We excluded 86 participants who failed either of the included attention checks, leaving a final sample of 386 participants (45.34% women, 52.85% men, 1.81% missing gender data; Mage = 35.65, Mdn = 30, SD = 15.16; 62.44% in a romantic relationship, 32.90% not in a romantic relationship, 4.66% missing data about relationship status). Data collection was not continued after analysis. All study materials were in Polish.
After providing informed consent, participants answered basic demographic questions about their gender and age and completed the first attention check (“Please provide today’s date”). Then, on separate screens, they answered questions regarding their attachment style and items designed to measure their status strivings. The order of these screens was randomized.
To measure attachment patterns, we used the Polish adaptation of the Revised Adult Attachment Scale (Adamczyk, 2012; Collins & Read, 1990), with the instructions changed to “close ones” instead of “romantic partners” (for similar modifications in instructions, see Gasiorowska & Zaleskiewicz, 2021; Gollwitzer & Clark, 2019). This scale consists of 18 items presented in a randomized order, with answers given on a seven-point scale, from 1 = “not at all characteristic” to 7 = “very characteristic.” These items assessed participants’ adult attachment patterns and were averaged to form indicators of three dimensions: attachment anxiety (e.g., “I often worry that my partner does not really love me”), attachment closeness (e.g., “1 am somewhat uncomfortable being close to others”), and dependence (e.g., “I am comfortable depending on others”). In addition to calculating attachment closeness and dependence as separate factors, we reverse-scored and averaged the items pertaining to these factors obtain an indicator of attachment avoidance. To measure status strivings, we used a three-item scale (Kim & Pettit, 2015) that included the items: “I actively strive for status,” “I am driven by the pursuit of status,” and “I care about gaining high status,” with the second attention check (“Please choose ‘strongly agree’ answer”) embedded in this scale.
[bookmark: _Toc214111330]Results 
	Descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations between variables are presented in Table S1.
Table S1. 
Descriptive Statistics And Zero-Order Correlations Between The Variables Measured In The Pilot Study 
	Variables
	
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	t(364)
	Cohen’s d

	1. Attachment anxiety
	.88
	2.78
	0.97
	
	
	
	
	0.68
	0.07

	2. Attachment closeness
	.77
	3.20
	0.77
	-.42***
	
	
	
	-0.26
	-0.03

	3. Attachment dependence
	.80
	3.03
	0.81
	-.63***
	.57***
	
	
	0.10
	0.01

	4. Attachment avoidance
	.85
	2.88
	0.70
	.59***
	-.88***
	-.89***
	
	0.09
	0.01

	5. Status strivings
	.94
	4.41
	4.58
	.09
	.07
	.03
	-.05
	-0.84
	-0.09


Note: *** p < .001. A positive value for the t-test and Cohen’s d reflects higher means for men than for women

[bookmark: OLE_LINK4] 	Preregistered linear regression analysis with the three dimensions of attachment as predictors and status strivings as the dependent variable revealed that the three predictors accounted for R2 = 2.6% of the variance in status strivings, F(3, 384) = 3.40, p = .018. In line with our preregistered hypotheses, attachment anxiety was positively and significantly associated with status strivings,  = .19, se = .06, 95% CI [.06, .32], t(382) = 2.91, p = .004, while the other two dimensions were not: attachment closeness:  = .09, se = .06, 95% CI [-.03, .21], t(382) = 1.44, p = .152; attachment dependence:  = .10, se = .07, 95% CI [-.04, .24], t(382) = 1.36, p = .175.
	In a second step, in line with our preregistered exploratory analysis, we added gender as a potential moderator to this regression (coded as man = 1, woman = -1), testing whether it interacted with the three attachment dimensions (Z-scored). In this analysis, we excluded participants who did not provide information about their gender. As demonstrated in Table S2, attachment anxiety was a significant predictor of status strivings, and none of the other predictors or their interactions reached statistical significance. In fact, accounting for gender only made the attachment anxiety effect stronger. 

Table S2. 
Attachment Anxiety, Closeness, Dependence, And Participants’ Gender As Predictors Of Status Strivings (Pilot Study)
	Predictors
	β
	se
	95%CI
	t(371)
	p

	Attachment anxiety
	.21
	.07
	[.08, .34]
	3.11
	.002

	Attachment closeness
	.10
	.06
	[-.03, .22]
	1.56
	.120

	Attachment dependence
	.10
	.07
	[-.04, .24]
	1.36
	.176

	Gender
	.10
	.10
	[-.10, .30]
	0.97
	.331

	Attachment anxiety × Gender
	-.09
	.13
	[-.35, .17]
	-0.67
	.501

	Attachment closeness × Gender
	-.01
	.13
	[-.26, .24]
	-0.09
	.930

	Attachment dependence × Gender
	-.07
	.15
	[-.36, .22]
	-0.50
	.619


Note: Gender: Men vs. Women
To align with the two-factor approach to attachment, which operationalizes it as attachment anxiety and avoidance, we reran the analysis using attachment avoidance rather than attachment closeness and dependence. Linear regression analysis with the two dimensions of attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance as predictors and status strivings as the dependent variable revealed that the three predictors accounted for R2 = 2.6% of the variance in status strivings, F(2, 383) = 5.12, p = .006. In line with our preregistered hypotheses, attachment anxiety was again positively and significantly associated with status strivings,  = .19, se = .06, 95% CI [.07, .31], t(383) = 3.02, p = .003. In contrast, attachment avoidance was significantly but negatively linked to status strivings:  = -.17, se = .06, 95% CI [-.29, -.04], t(383) = -2.64, p = .009.
Next, we added gender as a potential moderator to this regression (coded as man = 1, woman = -1), testing whether it interacted with the two attachment dimensions (Z-scored). In this analysis, we again excluded participants who did not provide information about their gender. As demonstrated in Table S3, attachment anxiety was still a significant predictor of status strivings, whereas attachment avoidance remained significantly negatively associated with status strivings. None of the other predictors or their interactions reached statistical significance. In fact, accounting for gender only made the attachment anxiety effect stronger. 

Table S3. 
Attachment Anxiety, Avoidance, And Participants’ Gender As Predictors Of Status Strivings (Pilot Study)
	Predictors
	β
	se
	95%CI
	t(373)
	p

	Attachment anxiety
	.21
	.06
	[.08, .33]
	3.11
	.001

	Attachment avoidance
	-.18
	.06
	[-.30, -.05]
	-2.78
	.006

	Gender
	.10
	.10
	[-.10, .30]
	0.98
	.328

	Attachment anxiety × Gender
	-.08
	.13
	[-.33, .17]
	-0.63
	.530

	Attachment avoidance × Gender
	.07
	.13
	[-.18, .32]
	0.07
	.582


Note: Gender: Men vs. Women
In sum, the Pilot Study provides initial evidence that participants characterized by an anxious attachment pattern have a stronger striving for status than those with other attachment patterns. Furthermore, gender did not play a role in shaping our findings, as the link between anxious attachment and status strivings was similar across male and female participants.

[bookmark: _Toc214111331]

Study 1

[bookmark: _Toc214111332]Descriptive Statistics
Table S4. 
Descriptive Statistics And Zero-Order Correlations Between The Variables Measured In Study 1
	Variables
	
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	t(966)
	Cohen’s d

	1. Attachment anxiety
	.93
	3.10
	1.29
	-
	
	
	
	0.25
	0.02

	2. Attachment avoidance
	.93
	3.59
	1.17
	.37***
	-
	
	
	3.86***
	0.25

	3. Intrasexual competition
	.89
	1.83
	0.70
	.38***
	.12***
	-
	
	10.97***
	0.71

	4. Status by dominance
	.93
	2.41
	1.19
	.33***
	.16***
	.36***
	-
	0.93
	0.06

	5. Status by prestige
	.93
	4.62
	1.22
	-.12***
	-.32***
	-.04
	.34***
	4.21***
	0.27


Note: *** p < .001. positive value for the t-test and Cohen’s d reflects higher means for men than for women


[bookmark: _Toc214111333]Auxiliary Analyses
[bookmark: _Toc214111334]Age as a covariate (not preregistered)
Considering that attrition due to failed attention checks was systematic as a function of sample nationality, 2(1) =36.26, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .18, and that the samples differed significantly in age, we conducted an additional analysis in which we introduced age as a covariate to the model presented in Table 1 and Figure 1 in the main text. Again, we conducted structural equation modeling using Mplus 8.10 with the maximum likelihood estimation method. We estimated total, direct, and indirect effects and their 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals using bootstrapping with 10,000 samples.

Table S5. 
Intrasexual Competition As A Mediator Of The Link Between Attachment Patterns And Status Strivings. Path Analysis Controlling For Age (Study 1)
	Paths
	β
	se
	95% CI
	Z
	p

	Direct effects paths
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX → Dominance
	.14
	.04
	[.07, .22]
	3.61
	< .001

	AVO → Dominance
	.04
	.03
	[-.03, .11]
	1.15
	.252

	ANX → Prestige
	-.07
	.04
	[-.15, .01]
	-1.73
	.084

	AVO → Prestige
	-.32
	.04
	[-.40, -.25]
	-8.64
	< .001

	Age → ANX
	-.23
	.03
	[-.28, -.17]
	-7.90
	< .001

	Age → AVO
	-.11
	.03
	[-.18, -.05]
	-3.42
	 .001

	Age → Dominance
	-.24
	.03
	[-.29, -.19]
	-8.66
	< .001

	Age → Prestige
	-.24
	.03
	[-.30, -.18]
	-7.58
	< .001

	Age → Intrasexual competition
	.17
	.03
	[.11, .22]
	5.80
	< .001

	Mediation paths
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX → Intrasexual competition
	.42
	.04
	[.35, .49]
	11.44
	< .001

	AVO → Intrasexual competition
	-.01
	.03
	[-.08, .05]
	-0.43
	.669

	Intrasexual competition → Dominance
	.32
	.03
	[.26, .39]
	9.95
	< .001

	Intrasexual competition → Prestige
	.04
	.04
	[-.03, .11]
	1.14
	.255

	Covariances
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX ←→ AVO
	.34
	.03
	[.28, .40]
	10.78
	< .001

	Dominance ←→ Prestige
	.33
	.03
	[.28, .40]
	11.63
	< .001


Note: 95% CI = 95% confidence intervals. ANX = attachment anxiety, AVO = attachment avoidance; Dominance = Status via dominance, Prestige = Status via prestige

As shown in Table S5, controlling for age, we replicated the results obtained in our main analysis. The total effect of anxious attachment on status by dominance was significant and positive, β = .28, se = .04, 95% boot CI [.20, .35], whereas the total effect of avoidant attachment on this variable was not, β = .03, se = .04, 95% boot CI [-.04, .11]. The total effect of anxious attachment on status by prestige was nonsignificant, β = -.05, se = .04, 95% boot CI [-.12, .01], while the total effect of avoidant attachment on this variable was significant and negative, β = -.33, se = .04, 95% boot CI [-.40, -.26]. Most importantly, a significant indirect effect from anxious attachment via intrasexual competition on status strivings by dominance was even stronger than in the main analysis, β = .14, se = .02, 95% boot CI [.10, .18]. In contrast, the indirect effect on status strivings by prestige remained nonsignificant, β = .02, se = .02, 95% boot CI [-.01, .05]. None of the indirect effects of avoidant attachment on status strivings via intrasexual competition was significant: status strivings by dominance: β = -.01, se = .01, 95% boot CI [-.03, .02]; status strivings by prestige: β = -.001, se = .002, 95% boot CI [-.01, .001].

[bookmark: _Toc214111335]Moderation by country (preregistered)
Table S6. 
Intrasexual Competition As A Mediator Of The Link Between Attachment Patterns And Status Strivings. Path Analysis Separately In The Two Countries (Study 1)
	Paths
	
	
	UK
	
	
	
	
	
	SA
	
	

	
	β
	se
	95% CI
	Z
	p
	
	β
	se
	95% CI
	Z
	p

	Direct effects paths
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX → Dominance
	.07
	.05
	[-.03, .17]
	1.25
	.212
	
	.22
	.06
	[.11, .33]
	4.06
	< .001

	AVO → Dominance
	.01
	.05
	[-.07, .11]
	0.28
	.778
	
	.09
	.05
	[-.01, .18]
	1.86
	.063

	ANX → Prestige
	-.13
	.05
	[-.23, -.03]
	-2.46
	.014
	
	-.04
	.05
	[-.15, .06]
	-0.78
	.435

	AVO → Prestige
	-.39
	.05
	[-.48, -.29]
	-8.25
	< .001
	
	-.28
	.06
	[-.39, -.17]
	-4.98
	< .001

	Mediation paths
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX → Intrasexual competition
	.40
	.05
	[.30, .49]
	8.12
	< .001
	
	.43
	.06
	[.32, .54]
	7.70
	< .001

	AVO → Intrasexual competition
	-.02
	.05
	[-.11, .07]
	-0.46
	.643
	
	-.02
	.05
	[-.11, .08]
	-0.35
	.730

	Intrasexual competition → Dominance
	.44
	.05
	[.34, .53]
	9.32
	< .001
	
	.31
	.05
	[.22, .40]
	6.76
	< .001

	Intrasexual competition → Prestige
	.12
	.05
	[.02, .21]
	2.51
	.012
	
	.08
	.05
	[-.03, .18]
	1.44
	.149

	Covariances
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX   ←→ AVO
	.38
	.05
	[.29, .47]
	8.33
	< .001
	
	.35
	.05
	[.26, .45]
	7.40
	< .001

	Dominance ←→  Prestige
	.29
	.04
	[.22, .37]
	7.53
	< .001
	
	.28
	.04
	[.20, .36]
	6.73
	< .001


Note: 95% CI = 95% confidence intervals. ANX = attachment anxiety, AVO = attachment avoidance; Dominance = Status via dominance, Prestige = Status via prestige. UK = United Kingdom. SA = South Africa.




Table S7. 
Total And Indirect Effects Of Attachment Anxiety And Avoidance On Status By Dominance And Prestige Across Countries (Study 2)
	Effects

	UK
	
	SA

	
	
	se
	95% boot CI
	
	
	se
	95% boot CI

	
Total effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX → Dominance
	.24
	.05
	[.13, .35]
	
	.35
	.06
	[.24, .46]

	ANX → Prestige
	-.08
	.05
	[-.18, .02]
	
	-.01
	.05
	[-.11, .08]

	AVO → Dominance
	.00
	.05
	[-.09, .11]
	
	.08
	.05
	[-.02, .18]

	AVO → Prestige
	-.39
	.05
	[-.48, -.30]
	
	-.28
	.06
	[-.39, -.17]

	Indirect effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX → Intrasexual competition → Dominance
	.17
	.03
	[.12, .24]
	
	.13
	.03
	[.08, .19]

	ANX → Intrasexual competition → Prestige
	.05
	.02
	[.01, .09]
	
	.03
	.02
	[-.01, .08]

	AVO → Intrasexual competition → Dominance
	-.01
	.02
	[-.05, .03]
	
	-.01
	.02
	[-.04, .02]

	AVO → Intrasexual competition → Prestige
	.00
	.01
	[-.02, .01]
	
	.00
	.00
	[-.01, .01]


Note: 95% boot CI = 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals. ANX = attachment anxiety, AVO = attachment avoidance; Dominance = Status via dominance, Prestige = Status via prestige. UK = United Kingdom. SA = South Africa.


[bookmark: _Toc214111336]Study 2
[bookmark: _Toc214111337]Descriptive Statistics
Table S8. Descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations between the variables measured in Study 2
	Variables
	
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	t(613)
	Cohen’s d

	1. Income
	-
	4.93
	2.61
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.44
	0.03

	2. Socio-economic status
	-
	5.20
	1.59
	.47***
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.94
	0.15

	3. Attachment anxiety
	.81
	3.08
	1.19
	.02
	-.14***
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	-2.40*
	-0.19

	4. Attachment avoidance
	.81
	3.26
	1.18
	-.01
	-.14***
	.16***
	-
	
	
	
	
	3.22***
	0.25

	5. Materialism
	.80
	2.96
	0.73
	.06
	-.07
	.32***
	.06
	-
	
	
	
	-0.83
	-0.06

	6. Intrasexual competition
	.90
	1.93
	1.75
	.05
	.04
	.39***
	.19***
	.33***
	-
	
	
	3.77***
	0.29

	7. Intersexual competition
	.91
	1.64
	0.65
	.07
	.07
	.35***
	.20***
	.27***
	.73***
	-
	
	0.01
	0.00

	8. SS scale
	.95
	2.54
	1.42
	.22***
	.20**
	.32***
	.06
	.48***
	.42***
	.36***
	-
	0.27
	0.02

	9. Status motive scale
	.83
	3.18
	1.23
	.27***
	.24**
	.29***
	.03
	.36***
	.45***
	.37***
	.74***
	2.54**
	0.20


Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. A positive value for the t-test and Cohen’s d reflects higher means for men than for women

[bookmark: _Toc214111338]Auxiliary Preregistered Analyses
[bookmark: _Toc214111339]Moderation by objective and subjective socioeconomic status
In the second step, we conducted a preregistered moderated mediation analysis, in which we introduced objective and subjective SES as moderators operating on all the paths to the mediation model presented in Table 2 and Figure 2. To reiterate, we hypothesized that the main effect of attachment anxiety on status strivings and the indirect effect via intrasexual competition would be moderated by subjective SES, such that our effects of interest would be stronger for people with higher (vs. lower) subjective SES. However, we did not expect moderation by objective SES (income).
The moderated mediation model fitted the data well, RMSEA = .038, 90%CI [.029, .048], CFI = .96, TLI = .95, SRMR = .040. As shown in Table S9, the paths from attachment anxiety to status strivings and intrasexual competition and from intrasexual competition to status strivings remained significant. Both indicators of SES were positively associated with status strivings, and subjective SES was also associated with intrasexual competition and intersexual competition. In line with our predictions, we did not find that income moderated our focal links. However, contrary to our preregistered prediction, subjective SES did not moderate our effects of interest either. The indirect effects of attachment anxiety on status strivings via intrasexual competition and via materialism remained significant.


Table S9. 
Intrasexual Competition, Intersexual Competition, And Materialism As Mediators Of The Link Between Attachment And Status Strivings, With Income And Subjective Socioeconomic Status As Moderators. Structural Equation Model (Study 2)
	Path
	β
	se
	95% CI
	Z
	p

	Status strivings measurement
	
	
	
	
	

	Status strivings → SS scale
	.63
	.03
	[.57, .71]
	18.56
	< .001

	Status strivings → Status motive scale
	.59
	.03
	[.55, .67]
	18.76
	< .001

	Direct effects paths
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX → Status strivings
	.19
	.06
	[.07, .31]
	3.21
	.001

	AVO → Status strivings
	-.03
	.06
	[-.14, .07]
	-0.63
	.530

	Mediation paths
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX → Materialism
	.31
	.04
	[.23, .40]
	7.45
	< .001

	AVO → Materialism
	.00
	.05
	[-.09, .08]
	-0.05
	.963

	ANX → Intrasexual competition
	.40
	.04
	[.32, .48]
	9.41
	< .001

	AVO → Intrasexual competition
	.14
	.04
	[.06, .21]
	3.69
	< .001

	ANX → Intersexual competition
	.35
	.04
	[.27, .43]
	8.63
	< .001

	AVO → Intersexual competition
	.17
	.04
	[.10, .24]
	4.81
	< .001

	Materialism → Status strivings
	.49
	.07
	[.35, .61]
	7.46
	< .001

	Intrasexual competition → Status strivings
	.41
	.09
	[.23, .58]
	4.49
	< .001

	Intrasexual competition → Status strivings
	.09
	.08
	[-.06, .24]
	1.21
	.228

	Moderation paths
	
	
	
	
	

	Income → Status strivings
	.19
	.07
	[.06, .32]
	2.92
	.004

	Ladder → Status strivings
	.29
	.06
	[.17, .41]
	4.98
	< .001

	Income → Materialism
	.08
	.05
	[-.01, .18]
	1.80
	.073

	Ladder → Materialism
	-.08
	.05
	[-.17, .01]
	-1.80
	.072

	Income → Intrasexual competition
	-.01
	.04
	[-.09, .07]
	-0.22
	.828

	Ladder → Intrasexual competition
	.12
	.04
	[.04, .20]
	2.83
	.005

	Income → Intersexual competition
	-.01
	.04
	[-.08, .07]
	-0.11
	.909

	Ladder → Intersexual competition
	.14
	.04
	[.06, .22]
	3.55
	< .001

	ANX x Income → Status strivings
	-.04
	.07
	[-.17, .10]
	-0.56
	.576

	ANX x Ladder → Status strivings
	-.09
	.07
	[-.23, .04]
	-1.33
	.182

	AVO x Income → Status strivings
	.02
	.07
	[-.13, .16]
	0.24
	.808

	AVO x Ladder → Status strivings
	.04
	.06
	[-.08, .16]
	0.65
	.516

	ANX x Income → Materialism
	-.04
	.05
	[-.14, .06]
	-0.70
	.485

	ANX x Ladder → Materialism
	-.01
	.05
	[-.10, .09]
	-0.11
	.909

	AVO x Income → Materialism
	.07
	.05
	[-.03, .16]
	1.30
	.192

	AVO x Ladder → Materialism
	.02
	.05
	[-.09, .11]
	0.29
	.774

	ANX x Income → Intrasexual competition
	-.01
	.05
	[-.10, .07]
	-0.22
	.829

	ANX x Ladder → Intrasexual competition
	.01
	.04
	[-.07, .10]
	0.18
	.856

	AVO x Income → Intrasexual competition
	.00
	.04
	[-.08, .09]
	0.07
	.947

	AVO x Ladder → Intrasexual competition
	.04
	.04
	[-.05, .12]
	0.93
	.354

	ANX x Income → Intersexual competition
	.03
	.04
	[-.05, .12]
	0.81
	.417

	ANX x Ladder → Intersexual competition
	.03
	.04
	[-.04, .11]
	0.91
	.364

	AVO x Income → Intersexual competition
	-.04
	.04
	[-.11, .04]
	-0.88
	.380

	AVO x Ladder → Intersexual competition
	.08
	.03
	[.01, .15]
	2.42
	.016

	Materialism x Income → Status strivings
	-.04
	.07
	[-.17, .09]
	-0.65
	.515

	Materialism x Ladder → Status strivings
	.13
	.06
	[.00, .25]
	2.10
	.036

	Intrasexual competition x Income → Status strivings
	.09
	.11
	[-.13, .31]
	0.78
	.438

	Intrasexual competition x Ladder → Status strivings
	.10
	.09
	[-.08, .29]
	1.10
	.272

	Intersexual competition x Income → Status strivings
	-.03
	.10
	[-.24, .17]
	-0.30
	.762

	Intersexual competition x Ladder → Status strivings
	-.09
	.08
	[-.25, .08]
	-1.13
	.259

	Covariances
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX  ←→  AVO
	.16
	.04
	[.08, .24]
	3.79
	< .001

	Intrasexual competition ←→ Intersexual competition
	.54
	.04
	[.47, .64]
	13.14
	< .001

	Intrasexual competition ←→ Materialism
	.20
	.04
	[.14, .28]
	5.49
	< .001

	Materialism ←→ Intersexual competition
	.16
	.04
	[.09, .23]
	4.43
	< .001

	Income ←→ Ladder
	.47
	.04
	[.39, .56]
	11.07
	< .001

	ANX      ←→  Income
	.02
	.04
	[-.06, .10]
	0.47
	.638

	ANX      ←→  Ladder
	-.14
	.04
	[-.22, -.06]
	-3.33
	.001

	AVO      ←→  Income
	-.01
	.04
	[-.09, .08]
	-0.12
	.907

	AVO      ←→  Ladder
	-.14
	.04
	[-.23, -.06]
	-3.14
	.002


Note: 95% CI = 95% confidence intervals. ANX = attachment anxiety, AVO = attachment avoidance, Ladder = Subjective socio-economic status

[bookmark: _Toc214111340]Moderation by gender
In the last step, we conducted a moderated mediation analysis, which we preregistered as exploratory. In this analysis, we introduced gender as a moderator across all paths in the mediation model presented in Table 2 and Figure 2 in the main text. The moderated mediation model fitted the data well, RMSEA = .059, 90%CI [.046, .073], CFI = .96, TLI = .91, SRMR = .036. As shown in Table S10, the paths from attachment anxiety to status strivings and intrasexual competition and from intrasexual competition to status strivings remained significant. Gender was positively associated with attachment avoidance and intrasexual competition, meaning that men scored higher on these two scales than women. However, gender did not moderate our focal links. 
Table S10. 
Intrasexual Competition, Intersexual Competition, And Materialism As Mediators Of The Link Between Attachment And Status Strivings, With Gender As Moderator. Structural Equation Model (Study 2)
	Path
	β
	se
	95% CI
	Z
	p

	Status strivings measurement
	
	
	
	
	

	Status strivings → SS scale
	.68
	.04
	[.62, .78]
	17.34
	< .001

	Status strivings → Status motive scale
	.63
	.03
	[.58, .70]
	19.14
	< .001

	Direct effects paths
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX → Status strivings
	.15
	.06
	[.04, .26]
	2.59
	.010

	AVO → Status strivings
	-.06
	.05
	[-.16, .04]
	-1.13
	.261

	Mediation paths
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX → Materialism
	.32
	.04
	[.24, .41]
	7.64
	< .001

	AVO → Materialism
	.01
	.04
	[-.08, .09]
	0.22
	.826

	ANX → Intrasexual competition
	.40
	.04
	[.32, .48]
	9.52
	< .001

	AVO → Intrasexual competition
	.10
	.04
	[.03, .18]
	2.62
	.009

	ANX → Intersexual competition
	.33
	.04
	[.25, .42]
	7.75
	< .001

	AVO → Intersexual competition
	.15
	.04
	[.07, .22]
	3.96
	< .001

	Materialism → Status strivings
	.47
	.06
	[.35, .58]
	7.63
	< .001

	Intrasexual competition → Status strivings
	.38
	.09
	[.20, .57]
	4.07
	< .001

	Intrasexual competition → Status strivings
	.11
	.08
	[-.05, .26]
	1.39
	.164

	Moderation paths
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender → ANX
	-.08
	.04
	[-.16, .00]
	-1.88
	.060

	Gender → AVO
	.13
	.04
	[.05, .20]
	3.11
	.002

	Gender → Status strivings
	.05
	.05
	[-.06, .16]
	0.86
	.390

	Gender → Materialism
	.02
	.04
	[-.06, .09]
	0.40
	.692

	Gender → Intrasexual competition
	.18
	.04
	[.11, .25]
	4.73
	< .001

	Gender → Intersexual competition
	.04
	.04
	[-.04, .12]
	0.93
	.354

	ANX x Gender → Status strivings
	-.02
	.06
	[-.13, .08]
	-0.38
	.707

	AVO x Gender → Status strivings
	.11
	.05
	[.01, .22]
	2.11
	.035

	ANX x Gender → Materialism
	-.02
	.04
	[-.10, .06]
	-0.50
	.621

	AVO x Gender → Materialism
	.06
	.04
	[-.03, .15]
	1.35
	.177

	ANX x Gender → Intrasexual competition
	.00
	.04
	[-.08, .08]
	0.06
	.956

	AVO x Gender → Intrasexual competition
	.02
	.04
	[-.06, .09]
	0.43
	.667

	ANX x Gender → Intersexual competition
	-.02
	.04
	[-.10, .07]
	-0.44
	.657

	AVO x Gender → Intersexual competition
	.04
	.04
	[-.03, .12]
	1.14
	.257

	Materialism x Gender → Status strivings
	.07
	.05
	[-.04, .17]
	1.22
	.221

	Intrasexual competition x Gender → Status strivings
	.04
	.09
	[-.14, .21]
	0.47
	.636

	Intersexual competition x Gender → Status strivings
	.07
	.08
	[-.08, .22]
	0.89
	.373

	Covariances
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX      ←→  AVO
	.17
	.04
	[.09, .25]
	4.04
	< .001

	Intrasexual competition ←→ Intersexual competition
	.56
	.04
	[.49, .65]
	13.74
	< .001

	Intrasexual competition ←→ Materialism
	.20
	.04
	[.13, .27]
	5.47
	< .001

	Materialism ←→ Intersexual competition
	.15
	.04
	[.08, .23]
	4.19
	< .001


Note: 95% CI = 95% confidence intervals. ANX = attachment anxiety, AVO = attachment avoidance, Gender: men vs. women
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Study 3
[bookmark: _Toc214111342]Descriptive Statistics
Table S11. 
Descriptive Statistics And Zero-Order Correlations Between The Variables Measured In Study 3
	Variables
	
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	t(745)
	Cohen’s d

	1. Attachment anxiety
	.79
	3.74
	1.13
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	-2.26*
	-0.17

	2. Attachment avoidance
	.82
	3.00
	1.15
	-.03
	
	
	
	
	
	0.39
	0.03

	3. Materialism
	.81
	3.10
	0.79
	.38***
	.05
	
	
	
	
	0.10
	0.01

	4. Intrasexual competition
	.89
	2.14
	0.68
	.36***
	.04
	.31***
	
	
	
	8.70***
	0.64

	5. General competition
	.89
	4.98
	1.84
	.13**
	.04
	.28***
	.38***
	
	
	7.82***
	0.57

	6. Status consumption
	.91
	2.90
	3.73
	.28***
	.06
	.57***
	.39***
	.30***
	
	0.38
	0.03

	7. Attachment context (manipulation check)
	-
	4.85
	3.75
	-.13***
	.17***
	-.03
	-.02
	.01
	-.03
	1.34
	0.10


Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. A positive value for the t-test and Cohen’s d reflects higher means for men than for women

[bookmark: _Toc214111343]Auxiliary Preregistered Analyses
	As preregistered, we introduced attachment context (romantic vs. non-romantic) as a moderator to the model presented in Table 3 and Figure 3 in the main text, assuming this moderator would operate on the paths from attachment anxiety and avoidance to the mediators and to the dependent variable. This model fitted the data well, RMSEA = 0, 90% CI [0, .033], SRMR = .007, CFI = 1, TLI = 1. We found that people scored higher on attachment anxiety and lower on attachment avoidance when the instruction regarded romantic (vs. non-romantic) close relationships. However, no other effects of the attachment context manipulation were significant. We also did not find any significant interactions between attachment context and the two attachment dimensions on our mediators or the dependent variable (see Table S12). None of the indices of moderated mediation were significant (Table S13), indicating that the pattern of indirect effects was the same, irrespective of whether we focused on attachment in romantic (vs. non-romantic) relationships.



Table S12. 
Attachment Context (Romantic Vs. Non-Romantic) As A Moderator And Intrasexual Competition, General Competitiveness, And Materialism As Mediators Of The Link Between Attachment And Status Consumption. Path Analysis (Study 3)
	Paths
	β
	se
	95% CI
	Z
	p

	Attachment context → ANX
	.18
	.04
	[.10, .24]
	4.84
	< .001

	Attachment context → AVO
	-.27
	.04
	[−.34, −.20]
	-7.64
	< .001

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Direct effects paths
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX → Status consumption
	.02
	.04
	[−.05, .09]
	0.57
	.569

	AVO → Status consumption
	.02
	.03
	[−.04, .09]
	0.68
	.496

	Attachment context 
	.01
	.03
	[−.05, .07]
	0.18
	.856

	Attachment context × ANX
	.02
	.03
	[−.04, .08]
	0.67
	.501

	Attachment context × AVO
	.04
	.03
	[−.03, .10]
	1.13
	.257

	Mediation paths
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX → Intrasexual competition
	.36
	.04
	[.29, .43]
	10.03
	< .001

	AVO → Intrasexual competition
	.04
	.04
	[−.02, .12]
	1.25
	.212

	Attachment context → Intrasexual competition
	-.03
	.04
	[−.11, .04]
	-0.88
	.377

	Attachment context × ANX → Intrasexual competition
	.01
	.04
	[−.06, .08]
	0.27
	.786

	Attachment context × AVO → Intrasexual competition
	.03
	.04
	[−.04, .10]
	0.95
	.340

	ANX → General competitiveness
	.14
	.04
	[.06, .21]
	3.42
	.001

	AVO → General competitiveness
	.04
	.04
	[−.04, .12]
	0.92
	.358

	Attachment context → General competitiveness
	-.02
	.04
	[−.09, .05]
	-0.55
	.582

	Attachment context × ANX → General competitiveness
	-.02
	.04
	[−.09, .06]
	-0.40
	.691

	Attachment context × AVO → General competitiveness
	-.01
	.04
	[−.09, .07]
	-0.18
	.856

	ANX → Materialism
	.38
	.04
	[.31, .45]
	10.64
	< .001

	AVO → Materialism
	.06
	.04
	[−.02, .13]
	1.45
	.148

	Attachment context → Materialism
	-.03
	.04
	[−.10, .04]
	-0.69
	.490

	Attachment context × ANX → Materialism
	.001
	.04
	[−.07, .07]
	-0.09
	.930

	Attachment context × AVO → Materialism
	.02
	.04
	[−.05, .10]
	0.58
	.564

	Intrasexual competition → Status consumption
	.20
	.04
	[.13, .27]
	5.57
	< .001

	General competitiveness → Status consumption
	.09
	.04
	[.02, .16]
	2.66
	.008

	Materialism → Status consumption
	.48
	.03
	[.41, .54]
	14.66
	< .001

	Covariances
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX ←→ AVO
	.01
	.04
	[−.07, .09]
	0.34
	.732

	Intrasexual competition ←→ General competitiveness
	.33
	.04
	[.26, .40]
	9.32
	< .001

	Intrasexual competition ←→ Materialism
	.17
	.03
	[.11, .24]
	5.03
	< .001

	Materialism ←→ General competitiveness
	.23
	.04
	[.16, .30]
	6.04
	< .001


Note: 95% CI = 95% confidence intervals. ANX = attachment anxiety, AVO = attachment avoidance, Attachment context: romantic vs. non-romantic



Table S13. 
Indices Of Moderated Mediation For The Link Between Attachment And Status Consumption Model With Attachment Context (Romantic Vs. Non-Romantic) As A Moderator Via Intrasexual Competition, General Competitiveness, And Materialism (Study 3). 

	Indices of moderated mediation
	
	se
	95% boot CI

	Attachment context × ANX → Intrasexual competition → Status consumption
	.001
	.01
	[−.01, .02]

	Attachment context × ANX → General competitiveness → Status consumption
	.001
	.001
	[−.01, .01]

	Attachment context × ANX → Materialism → Status consumption
	.001
	.02
	[−.04, .03]

	Attachment context × AVO → Intrasexual competition → Status consumption
	.01
	.01
	[−.01, .02]

	Attachment context × AVO → General competitiveness → Status consumption
	.001
	.001
	[−.01, .01]

	Attachment context × AVO → Materialism → Status consumption
	.01
	.02
	[−.03, .05]


 Note: 95% CI = 95% confidence intervals. ANX = attachment anxiety, AVO = attachment avoidance

In the second step, we conducted a multi-group analysis, comparing the unconstrained model tested in the two conditions (romantic vs. non-romantic attachment) with the constrained model, assuming all path coefficients are equal (Tables S14 –S15). The unconstrained model perfectly fitted the data, RMSEA = 0, SRMR = 0, CFI = 1, TLI = 1, as it was saturated. The fit for the constrained model was similar to the unconstrained one, RMSEA = 0, SRMR = .013, CFI = 1, TLI = 1, CFI < 0.001, TLI < 0.001, 2(df) = 4.14, p = .998, indicating no moderation by the attachment context condition. However, in line with the preregistration, we decomposed the model, investigating it separately in the two groups.



Table S14.
 Intrasexual Competition, General Competitiveness, And Materialism As Mediators Of The Link Between Attachment And Status Consumption. Path Analysis Separately In The Two Attachment Context Conditions (Study 3)
	Paths
	Romantic condition
	
	Non-romantic condition

	
	β
	se
	95% CI
	Z
	p
	
	β
	se
	95% CI
	Z
	p

	Direct effects paths
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX → Status consumption
	-.01
	.05
	[−.11, .09]
	-0.16
	.870
	
	.05
	.05
	[−.05, .15]
	0.99
	.323

	AVO → Status consumption
	-.01
	.04
	[−.10, .07]
	-0.29
	.774
	
	.06
	.04
	[−.03, .14]
	1.34
	.180

	Mediation paths
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX → Intrasexual competition
	.36
	.05
	[.27, .45]
	7.63
	< .001
	
	.35
	.05
	[.25, .46]
	6.77
	< .001

	AVO → Intrasexual competition
	.01
	.05
	[−.08, .10]
	0.25
	.806
	
	.08
	.05
	[−.02, .18]
	1.52
	.129

	ANX → General competitiveness
	.15
	.05
	[.05, .25]
	2.91
	.004
	
	.11
	.06
	[.00, .23]
	1.99
	.046

	AVO → General competitiveness
	.04
	.05
	[−.06, .15]
	0.82
	.413
	
	.03
	.06
	[−.08, .14]
	0.49
	.623

	ANX → Materialism
	.38
	.05
	[.29, .47]
	8.29
	< .001
	
	.37
	.05
	[.27, .47]
	6.96
	< .001

	AVO → Materialism
	.03
	.05
	[−.07, .13]
	0.67
	.504
	
	.08
	.06
	[−.03, .19]
	1.39
	.165

	Intrasexual competition → Status consumption
	.22
	.05
	[.12, .32]
	4.42
	< .001
	
	.18
	.05
	[.08, .29]
	3.45
	.001

	General competitiveness → Status consumption
	.09
	.05
	[−.01, .18]
	1.77
	.077
	
	.10
	.05
	[.00, .20]
	2.02
	.044

	Materialism → Status consumption
	.49
	.05
	[.40, .58]
	10.70
	< .001
	
	.46
	.05
	[.37, .55]
	9.83
	< .001

	Covariances
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX ←→ AVO
	-.01
	.05
	[−.12, .09]
	-0.22
	.830
	
	.04
	.06
	[−.09, .16]
	0.66
	.512

	Intrasexual competition ←→ General competitiveness
	.30
	.05
	[.20, .40]
	6.01
	< .001
	
	.36
	.05
	[.27, .46]
	7.38
	< .001

	Intrasexual competition ←→ Materialism
	.18
	.05
	[.09, .28]
	3.72
	< .001
	
	.16
	.05
	[.07, .25]
	3.51
	< .001

	Materialism ←→ General competitiveness
	.19
	.05
	[.09, .30]
	3.59
	< .001
	
	.27
	.05
	[.17, .37]
	5.04
	< .001


Note: 95% CI = 95% confidence intervals. ANX = attachment anxiety, AVO = attachment avoidance


Table S15. 
Total And Indirect Effects Of Attachment Anxiety And Avoidance On Status Consumption Across The Two Attachment Context Conditions (Study 3)
	Effects

	Romantic condition
	
	Non-romantic condition

	
	
	se
	95% boot CI
	
	
	se
	95% boot CI

	
Total effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX → Status consumption
	.27
	.05
	[.16, .37]
	
	.30
	.05
	[.19, .40]

	AVO → Status consumption
	.01
	.05
	[−.09, .11]
	
	.11
	.05
	[.01, .21]

	Indirect effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANX → Intrasexual competition → Status consumption
	.08
	.02
	[.04, .12]
	
	.06
	.02
	[.03, .11]

	ANX → General competitiveness → Status consumption
	.01
	.01
	[.00, .04]
	
	.01
	.01
	[.00, .04]

	ANX → Materialism → Status consumption
	.19
	.03
	[.14, .24]
	
	.17
	.03
	[.12, .24]

	AVO → Intrasexual competition → Status consumption
	.001
	.01
	[−.02, .02]
	
	.01
	.01
	[-.001, .04]

	AVO → General competitiveness → Status consumption
	.001
	.01
	[−.001, .02]
	
	.001
	.01
	[−.01, .02]

	AVO → Materialism → Status consumption
	.02
	.02
	[−.03, .06]
	
	.04
	.03
	[−.01, .09]


Note: 95% boot CI = 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals. ANX = attachment anxiety, AVO = attachment avoidance
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Table S16. 
Descriptive Statistics And Zero-Order Correlations Between The Variables Measured In Study 4
	Variables
	
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	t(380)
	Cohen’s d

	1. Attachment anxiety (manipulation check)
	.85
	3.50
	1.94
	-
	
	
	
	1.50
	0.15

	2. Attachment avoidance (manipulation check)
	.81
	3.83
	1.87
	-.35***
	-
	
	
	-1.95
	-0.20

	3. Intrasexual competition
	.88
	2.47
	1.06
	.20***
	-.05**
	-
	
	5.30***
	0.54

	4. Brand status
	.98
	58.52
	34.66
	.01
	-.03
	-.02
	-
	-0.26a
	-0.01

	5. Desire 
	-
	46.32
	33.45
	.06***
	-.05**
	.17***
	.24***
	4.64***a
	0.15


Note: Brand status = Perceived brand status, moderator; Desire = Desire to own a specific car, dependent variable. 
a df = 3818. ** p < .01; *** p < .001. A positive value for Cohen’s d reflects higher means for men than for women
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Table S17. 
Descriptive Statistics And Zero-Order Correlations Between The Variables Measured In Study 5
	Variables
	ρSB​
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	t(1356)
	Cohen’s d

	1. Attachment anxiety (manipulation check)
	.91
	3.81
	1.75
	-
	
	
	-4.61***
	-0.25

	2. Attachment avoidance (filler items)
	.70
	4.02
	0.70
	.05
	-
	
	-3.99***
	-0.22

	3. Intrasexual competition (manipulation check)
	.79
	3.26
	1.81
	.23***
	.06*
	-
	5.28***
	0.29

	4. Status strivings
	.79
	53.28
	29.44
	.10***
	.07***
	.20***
	4.22***a
	0.09


Note: ρSB​ = Spearman-Brown reliability for two-item measures, a df = 8146. * p < .05; *** p < .001. A positive value for Cohen’s d reflects higher means for men than for women


[bookmark: _Toc214111348]Auxiliary Manipulation Check Analysis
We conducted an analysis investigating whether the attachment manipulation might have affected the effectiveness of our intrasexual competition manipulation (this analysis was not preregistered). We used the intrasexual competition condition (boosted vs. reduced vs. baseline), the attachment manipulation (anxious attachment vs. control), and their interaction as the independent variables, and the competition index as the dependent variable. We found a significant effect of the competition manipulation, F(2, 1352) = 212.89, p < .001, ηp2 = .240, accompanied by a significant effect of the attachment manipulation, F(1, 1352) = 8.16, p = .004, ηp2 = .006, and a significant interaction, F(2, 1352) = 6.67, p < .001, ηp2 = .010. We did not find significant differences between the two attachment conditions when intrasexual competition was boosted, F(1, 1352) = 3.48, p = .062, ηp2 = .003, nor when it was reduced, F(1, 1352) = 1.06, p = .304, ηp2 = .001. However, we found a significant difference within the baseline condition, such that participants in the anxious attachment condition declared a higher level of intrasexual competitiveness (M = 3.15, SD = 1.68) than those in the control condition (M = 2.57, SD = 1.62), F(1, 1352) = 17.26, p < .001, ηp2 = .013. This result indicates that in the baseline condition, triggering an anxious attachment working pattern also increased the tendency to compete with same-sex rivals in a mating context.
[bookmark: _Toc214111349]Auxiliary Preregistered Exploratory Analysis
Our preregistered exploratory analysis concluded by investigating a potential four-way interaction with participant gender. Therefore, we added gender to the model presented in Table S18 in the main text. We found a significant effect of gender, such that men generally demonstrated higher status strivings than women. The three-way interactions between attachment manipulation, intrasexual competition manipulations, and house status remained significant, just as the two-way interaction between the intrasexual competition manipulation and house status. None of the interactions with gender were significant.

Table S18. 
Status Strivings As A Function Of The Attachment Manipulation, The Intrasexual Competition Manipulation, House Status, And Gender. Multilevel Structural Equation Model (Study 5).
	Predictors
	β
	Post. 
SD
	95% CI
	p

	Within-participants effects
	
	
	
	

	House status
	.41
	.14
	[.01, .43]
	< .001

	Between-participants effects
	
	
	
	

	ANX
	.02
	.02
	[-.02, .06]
	.376

	IC-R
	-.10
	.02
	[-.15, -.05]
	< .001

	IC-B
	.09
	.02
	[.04, .14]
	< .001

	ANX × IC-R
	-.06
	.02
	[-.11, -.02]
	.008

	ANX × IC-B
	-.07
	.03
	[-.12, -.02]
	.004

	Gender
	.05
	.02
	[.01, .09]
	.012

	Gender × ANX
	.00
	.02
	[-.03, .05]
	.784

	Gender × IC-R
	-.03
	.02
	[-.07, .02]
	.240

	Gender × IC-B
	.03
	.02
	[-.02, .08]
	.244

	Gender × IC-R × ANX
	.02
	.03
	[-.03, .07]
	.352

	Gender × IC-B × ANX
	.03
	.02
	[-.02, .08]
	.180

	Cross-level interactions
	
	
	
	

	ANX × House status
	.06
	.02
	[.02, .11]
	.004

	IC-R × House status
	-.06
	.03
	[-.11, -.02]
	.004

	IC-B × House status
	.06
	.02
	[.01, .11]
	.012

	ANX × IC-R × House status
	-.08
	.03
	[-.13, -.03]
	< .001

	ANX × IC-B × House status
	-.07
	.03
	[-.12, -.01]
	.016

	Gender × House status
	.04
	.02
	[.00, .09]
	.064

	Gender × ANX × House status
	-.02
	.02
	[-.06, .03]
	.444

	Gender × IC-R × House status
	.01
	.03
	[-.04, .06]
	.712

	Gender × IC-B × House status
	.00
	.03
	[-.06, .05]
	.956

	Gender × IC-R × ANX × House status
	-.01
	.03
	[-.06, .05]
	.808

	Gender × IC-B × ANX × House status
	.01
	.03
	[-.04, .06]
	.740


Note: Post. SD = standard deviation of the posterior distribution, 95% CI = 95% credible intervals. House status = High house status (vs. medium house status), ANX = attachment anxiety (vs. negative experience), IC-R = Intrasexual competition reduced (vs. baseline), IC-B = Intrasexual competition boosted (vs. baseline).

