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Abstract1 

 
Status among peers has been one of the central themes of peer 
relations research for decades. While the topic has been extensively 
researched in the Western European and North American 
literature, less is known about such dynamics in ‘non-Western’ 
contexts. The paper intends to address this gap by analyzing the 
status dynamics related to the two most frequently investigated 
dimensions of status – popularity and acceptance – in a Hungarian, 
ethnically diverse, longitudinal primary school database. 
Additionally, we apply a novel multilevel regression model, the 
within-between random effects model (Bell et al., 2019), which 
combines the strengths of fixed- and random-effects models and 
makes the decomposition of within-individual and between-
individual effects possible. The paper analyses the first four waves 
of the panel dataset (N of observations = 4441, N of individuals = 
1313). Most of our results are in line with the Western European 
literature, highlighting the important role of being good at sports, 
verbal aggression, being considered smart, and physical 
appearance. With regard to ethnic differences, our results show 
ethnicized patterns in the relationship between aggression and 
popularity. 
 

Keywords: status, popularity, acceptance, Roma students, Hungary, within-between random effects 
regression.

 
1 The data collection was funded by the Hungarian Academy of Sciences under ‘Competition and 
Negative Networks’ Lendület program. We would like to thank the anonymous reviewers for their 
helpful comments and suggestions. 
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1. Introduction 
 
The investigation of the correlates and dynamics of status among peers has been 
one of the central areas of peer relations research for decades. While the two most 
common conceptualizations of status, popularity and acceptance, have been widely 
discussed in the Western European and North American literature, less is known 
about such dynamics in ‘non-Western’ contexts; for instance, in Hungary. In 
addition, although most of the Hungarian peer relations literature has explicitly 
focused on interethnic relations, the relationship between ethnicity and status has 
mostly been assessed based on friendship nominations (e.g. Hajdu et al., 2019) or 
measurements of social preference (e.g. Habsz and Radó, 2018), while the 
relationship between ethnicity and the direct nominations of reputational status 
(e.g. popularity, ‘coolness’) have been less at the centre of attention (for an 
exception, see Pethes, 2015). Further, to our knowledge, multiple dimensions of 
status have not been studied simultaneously in Hungary so far. Therefore, we 
intend to address both gaps by analyzing (reputational) popularity and acceptance 
dynamics in an ethnically diverse primary school sample. The Roma population is 
the largest and most disadvantaged ethnic group in Hungary. Their multiple 
disadvantages involve low household incomes, low levels of labor market 
participation, poor housing conditions, low levels of educational attainment, as 
well as residential, educational, and labor market segregation and discrimination 
(see, for instance, Bernát, 2019; Kemény et al., 2004; Váradi, 2014; Zolnay, 2016). 
Consequently, the investigation of ethnic differences between Roma and non-
Roma students in status dynamics may be of particular importance. Additionally, 
the paper applies a novel methodological approach, the within-between random 
effects (REWB) model for panel regression (Bell et al., 2019), which makes it 
possible to decompose and estimate both within- and between-individual effects. 

 
2. Peer status and ethnicity 
 
2.1 Popularity and acceptance 
 
The concept and dynamics of peer status have been widely discussed in the 
literature. Predominantly, two main dimensions have been distinguished; a 
reputational one, typically called ‘perceived’ or ’reputational’ popularity or simply 
popularity, and another dimension related to the extent someone is liked by their 
peers, typically called acceptance. Importantly, these two constructs have been 
found to be only moderately correlated (e.g. LaFontana and Cillessen, 2002; 
Parkhurst and Hopmeyer, 1998). Their most remarkable and distinctive feature is 
their relationship with aggression; while popularity has consistently been found to 
be positively associated with aggression, relational aggression in particular, 
acceptance is negatively associated with it (e.g. Cillessen and Mayeux, 2004; 
Mayeux et al., 2008). Although the notion of popularity has historically been used 
somewhat inconsistently in the literature, often referring to social preference, in 
contemporary research it is understood as a status dimension of social power, 
prestige, and visibility (Cillessen and Marks, 2011). Simultaneously, researchers 
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have been experimenting with alternative constructs in the measurement of this 
reputational dimension, most importantly through the concept of ‘coolness’ (e.g. 
Bellmore et al., 2007; Kiefer and Wang, 2016). Bellmore and colleagues (2007) argue 
that coolness captures reputation-based peer status well, as it is a measure of 
students’ perceptions of the possession of valued traits in the peer group. 

Popularity has been associated with a wide range of behavioral and 
personality traits such as athleticism (e.g. Kennedy, 1995; Shakib et al., 2011), 
physical and relational aggression (e.g. Mayeux et al., 2008; Schwartz et al., 2006), 
school disengagement (e.g. Engels et al., 2017), physical appearance (e.g. 
Vaillancourt and Hymel, 2006), and extraversion (e.g. van der Linden et al., 2010). 
Similarly, acceptance has been positively associated with athleticism, physical 
appearance, and extraversion, while negatively with aggression (e.g. Cillessen and 
Mayeux, 2004). Additionally, several studies have hypothesized ethnic differences 
in status dynamics, most importantly in relation to athleticism, aggression, and 
academic performance. The following sections will give a brief overview of these 
differences. 
 
2.2 Athleticism 
 
While essentially all studies have found a positive association between popularity 
and athleticism, it has been presumed that for disadvantaged ethnic and racial 
minorities sports might be of particular importance. For instance, some research in 
the United States found that Black students attribute higher importance to sports 
than their White counterparts (e.g. Greendorfer and Ewing, 1981). Kennedy (1995) 
found from a nationwide sample of eighth-grade students that although 
athleticism was most strongly correlated with (self-rated) popularity for both Black 
and White boys, as well as for White girls, this association was the strongest for 
Black males. However, in the case of Black girls, popularity was most strongly 
associated with academic status. On the other hand, some more recent studies have 
found opposing results; for instance, Shakib and colleagues (2011) found that Black 
athletes were less likely to report (self-rated) popularity than White athletes, while 
Chase and Machida (2011) found that Black students ranked the importance of 
sports lower than their White counterparts (Chase and Machida, 2011). With 
regard to gender, a large body of research has shown that athleticism contributes 
to status to a greater extent for males than for females (e.g. Eder and Kinney, 1995; 
Holland and Andre, 1994). 
 
2.3 School performance and ‘oppositional culture’ 
 
Several theories have been suggested to explain ethnic differences in academic 
performance. For the present analysis, it is worth reviewing the main ideas 
represented by the ‘acting white’ hypothesis (Fordham and Ogbu, 1986; Ogbu, 
1992). According to this hypothesis, for ‘involuntary’ minorities in a subordinate 
social position in the United States, good performance in areas that are believed to 
be the ‘prerogatives’ of White Americans can be interpreted as learning to ‘act 
white’. For instance, minority students who perform well and are engaged 
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academically can be perceived by their same-ethnicity peers as ‘becoming 
acculturated into the white American cultural frame of reference’ at the expense of 
their minority culture (Fordham and Ogbu, 1986: 182–183). As a consequence, 
academic success can be ‘resisted’ both socially and psychologically, and sanctions 
from the peer group can take multiple forms (Fordham and Ogbu, 1986). In order 
to cope with the ‘burden of acting white,’ academically successful Black students 
adopt a variety of strategies, involving becoming the class clown, pretending not to 
put much effort into getting good grades, excelling in other areas such as athletics, 
aligning themselves with bullies, ‘putting brakes’ on academic performance, or 
developing a ‘raceless persona’ (Fordham, 1988; Fordham and Ogbu, 1986). 

While Fordam and Ogbu’s work was based on in-depth ethnographic 
research, other ethnographic studies at the time also found similar results (e.g. 
Miller, 1989: 181). However, some more recent ethnographic studies (e.g. Horvat 
and Lewis, 2003; Tyson et al., 2005), as well as research that tested the hypothesis 
on large quantitative databases, have been more contradictory. Some studies using 
large national samples in the United States found support for ‘acting white’ (e.g. 
Fryer and Torelli, 2010; Fuller-Rowell and Doan, 2010), while most of them did not 
(e.g. Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey, 1998; Cook and Ludwig, 1997; Wildhagen, 
2011). Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey (1998) even found higher peer support for 
well-performing African American students. However, it is important to note that 
these studies, due to the properties of the large national samples they relied on, did 
not investigate peer-reported popularity, but relied on other conceptualizations of 
social standing, such as self-reported popularity (Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey, 
1998; Cook and Ludwig, 1997), friendship networks (Fryer and Torelli, 2010), self-
reported measurements of social acceptance (Fuller-Rowell and Doan, 2010), and 
negative sanctions (Wildhagen, 2011). Consequently, little is known about the 
potential racial or ethnic patterns of the relationship between popularity and 
school performance/engagement. One exception is Kiefer and Ryan (2008), who 
found that Black American girls with popularity goals were less academically 
engaged than Black boys or White students (Kiefer and Ryan, 2008). 

Although the ‘acting white’ hypothesis was formulated to account for Black 
students’ school disengagement in certain social contexts, the hypothesis has been 
extended to other disadvantaged social groups, such as Latin Americans in the 
United States (e.g. Flores‐Gonzalez, 2005) and immigrant and ethnic minority 
students in Europe (e.g. Stark et al., 2017). The case of the Roma population in 
Hungary might also be a comparable example, due to the group’s disadvantaged 
economic and social standing, the widespread prejudice they face (e.g. Keresztes-
Takács et al., 2016; Váradi, 2014), the significant residential (e.g. Ladányi and Virág, 
2009) and educational (e.g. Fejes and Szűcs, 2018) segregation, as well as to the 
significant academic performance gap between Roma and non-Roma students 
(Kertesi and Kézdi, 2011; 2016). These conditions create a situation in which an 
‘oppositional culture’ could, it is assumed, be developed. Accordingly, some 
Hungarian research has also tested the ‘acting white’ hypothesis on Roma 
students, using the measurement of social preference (Habsz and Radó, 2018), 
friendship and adversary nominations (Hajdu et al., 2019), and victimization 
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measures (Kisfalusi, 2018). However, none of these studies found support for the 
presence of an ‘oppositional culture.’ 

 
2.4 Aggression 
 
Some studies have found aggression to be strongly associated with popularity for 
African American students in Black-majority and multi-ethnic settings (e.g. Luthar 
and McMahon, 1996; Meisinger et al., 2007; Waasdorp et al., 2013). For instance 
Luthar and McMahon (1996) found that African American students were 
overrepresented in the aggressive-popular group in a multi-ethnic urban high 
school. Similarly, Meisinger and colleagues (2007) found that in Black-majority 
classes, ‘tough’ and excluding, relationally aggressive behaviors were positively 
associated with higher levels of popularity, while in White-majority classes ‘acting 
tough’ (bullying and not following school rules) was negatively associated with 
popularity. Bullying in schools can be seen as a serious form of aggressive 
behavior involving an individual or a group of individuals repeatedly attacking, 
humiliating, and/or excluding a relatively powerless person (Salmivalli, 2010: 112). 
Research has also shown that skilful bullies tend to have higher status in their peer 
group (e.g. Sijtsema et al., 2009). In the Hungarian school context, Kisfalusi (2018) 
found that low-SES Roma students were more likely to be the perpetrators of 
cyberbullying and verbal bullying, and the victims of physical and cyberbullying 
than low-SES non-Roma students, while there were no ethnic differences in the 
case of higher SES students. She found an inverted U-shaped relationship between 
physical and verbal bullying and popularity; up to a certain level of popularity, 
students were more likely to be nominated as perpetrators. However, since her 
paper focused on the relationship between bullying, ethnicity, and academic 
achievement, ethnic differences in the relationship between popularity and 
aggression in Hungary remain unexplored. In addition to ethnicity, some gender 
differences have also been found. For instance, Cillessen and Mayeux (2004) found 
that overt aggression was more strongly associated with popularity for boys, while 
in the case of girls relational aggression seemed to be more determinative 
(Cillessen and Mayeux, 2004). 

 
3. Methods 
 
3.1 Sample 
 
We used the first four waves of a Hungarian panel dataset. The data were collected 
among primary school students in six waves between 2013 and 2017 in Northern 
and Central Hungary. One of the main objectives of the project was to explore 
ethnic segregation in the social relations of students, and to examine the 
interrelated status hierarchies and social dynamics in classes. Due to this aim, 
schools with a higher proportion of Roma students were overrepresented in the 
sample. The first wave of the data was gathered in the autumn of 2013 when 
students enrolled in the fifth grade, and the fourth wave of the data was collected 
in the spring of 2015, when students were in the sixth grade. The first wave 
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involved 1183 students in 61 classes, while in wave four there were 1054 students 
in 53 classes. Our combined panel database of the first four waves involves 4441 
observations for 1313 students. Fifty-three per cent of our panel database are male, 
36 per cent ethnic Roma based on self-reports, and 35 per cent have a 
disadvantaged social background. Self-administered surveys were completed by 
the students on tablets during regular classes under the supervision of trained 
research assistants. Data collection in each classroom and wave took no more than 
45 minutes. As the respondents were between the age of 10 and 14, permission was 
required from parents to allow their children to participate in the study. Students 
with parental permission filled out the questionnaires and were assured that their 
answers would be kept confidential and used only for research purposes. 
 
3.2 Variables 
 
Likeability score. In each wave, students were provided with a list of all classmates 
and asked to indicate their relationship with all of their peers. Positive and 
negative relations were measured on a five-point scale: ‘I hate him/her’ (coded to -
2), ‘I do not like him/her’ (-1), ‘He/she is neutral to me’ (0), ‘I like him/her’ (1) and 
‘He/she is my friend’ (2). We created a binary variable by coding the positive 
answers (‘I like him/her’ and ‘He/she is my friend’) to 1 and all the other categories 
to 0. We then calculated the score by dividing the sum of the incoming ‘like’ 
nominations by the number of respondents. 
Coolness score. In each wave students were asked to select those classmates from 
the list of classmates whom they considered ‘cool.’ Selected students were coded to 
1, all other students to 0. Incoming nominations were aggregated and divided by 
the number of respondents. 
Smart score. In each wave students were asked to select those classmates from the 
list of classmates whom they considered smart. The score was calculated as 
described above. 
Looks score. In each wave students were asked to select those classmates from the 
list of classmates whom they considered pretty or handsome. The score was 
calculated as described above. 
Mock score. In each wave students were asked to select those classmates from the 
list of classmates who regularly mocked or insulted them. The score was calculated 
as described above. 
Hit score. In each wave students were asked to select those classmates from the list 
of classmates who regularly pushed, hit, or beat them. The score was calculated as 
described above. 
Grade point average. For every student, grade point averages were calculated from 
the following four subjects: Hungarian literature, Hungarian grammar, 
mathematics, and history. For each wave we used the end-of-semester grades 
students got at the end of the previous semester. The Hungarian school system 
uses a five-point grading scale ranging from 1 (fail) to 5 (excellent).  
Behavior and diligence grades. In the Hungarian school system, students are also 
evaluated on their behavior and diligence, receiving grades on a four-point scale 
ranging from 2 to 5 (failure is not possible). 
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Good at sports (binary). In each wave, form teachers were asked to select those 
students from the list of students who are good at sports. Those students who were 
selected were coded to 1, all the other students to 0. 
Engagement score. In each wave, form teachers were asked to select those students 
from the list of students who they consider hardworking, who had received an 
official written warning, who had an official written laudation,2 and those who had 
unjustified school absence/s. For each of these variables, those students who were 
selected by the teacher were coded to 1, and all other students to 0. Then, we 
created a composite school engagement score by adding the hardworking and 
laudation scores and deducting the warning and school absence scores from them. 
Thus our composite score ranged from -2 to +2. 
Ethnicity. In each wave students were asked about their ethnicity. They could 
choose from the following four options: Hungarian, Roma, both Hungarian and 
Roma, or ‘member of another ethnicity.’ For the present analysis, we considered 
those students who selected either ‘Roma’ or ‘both Hungarian and Roma’ at least 
once during the four waves as Roma (coded to 1) and the others as non-Roma 
(coded to 0).3 
Gender. In each wave students were asked about their gender. For the present 
analysis we coded boys to 1 and girls to 0. 
Low SES. In the Hungarian school system there are two official categories for low 
SES: ‘disadvantaged’ and ‘multiply disadvantaged’ social backgrounds. In each 
wave, form teachers were asked to select from the list of students those pupils who 
belonged to these categories. For our present analysis, we coded those who were 
selected for either of the two categories to 1, and all the other students to 0. 
Smoking. Students were asked in each wave whether they smoked. They could 
choose from the following four options: ‘No, never’; ‘No, but I have tried it’; ‘Yes, 
but only in company’; and, ‘Yes, regularly.’ We coded those students who selected 
the last two options to 1 (smokers), and the others to 0. 
 
3.3 Analytical strategy 
 
Multilevel regression models are applied to data that are hierarchically structured; 
for instance, when subjects are nested within larger organizational units (e.g. 
school classes) or when repeated measurements of the same subjects are available 
(panel data). In these data structures, individual observations (level 1) normally 
cannot be assumed to be independent from one another, and the different 
multilevel techniques aim at accounting for their clustered nature in order to 
provide unbiased estimates. For panel data, two widely used models are fixed-
effects (FE) and random-effects (RE) regressions. The FE approach first demeans 
the data in order to eliminate any higher level variance, and only estimates the 
effect of within-individual changes, while the ‘traditional’ RE estimator is a 

 
2 In the Hungarian school system, subject teachers, form teachers, and principals can register written 
warnings and laudations in students’ report books. While the latter are mostly symbolic, the 
culmination of the former can eventually lead to the dismissal of a pupil. 
3 The ‘other ethnicity’ option was selected by fewer than three per cent of respondents in each wave 
(between 10 and 28 students). 
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weighted average of within- and between-individual effects. Bell and colleagues 
(2019) propose a modified version of the RE model, the within-between random 
effects (REWB) model, which, they argue, combines the strength of both the FE and 
the RE models, and is able to estimate both the within- and the between-individual 
effects separately. (For a more detailed discussion of the FE, RE and REWB models, 
see Appendix A).  

For our analysis we built random-intercept REWB regression models, of 
which the following equation gives an overview:  

  
(1.) 

Where  is the dependent variable for individual i at time t,  is the time-

variant (level 1) independent variable for individual i at time t,  is the individual 

level average of , and  is the time-invariant (level 2) independent variable.  

is the estimate of the average within effect of  (the effect of within-individual 

change) for individuals for whom , while  is the estimate of the average 

between effect of  (differences between individuals) for individuals for whom 

 (for individuals for whom , these estimates are  and 

, respectively).  is the estimate of the effect of the time-invariant 
(level 2) variable. Cross-level interactions between the time invariant and some of 

the time-variant independent variables are also included.  is the individual-level 

(level 2) random effect for individual i, attached to the intercept , while  is the  
idiosyncratic error term. In our models there are two time-invariant independent 

variables ( ), gender and ethnicity, and nine time-variant independent variables 
(see section 4.1), out of which GPA, physical and verbal aggression, being good at 
sports, physical appearance, and being considered smart were interacted with 

gender and ethnicity. The within-effects estimates ( ) are the same as the 
estimates of a FE regression (see Appendix B). 
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4. Results 
 
4.1 Descriptive statistics 
 
If we compare the mean popularity (coolness) and acceptance (likeability)4 scores 
along the key binary explanatory variables (Table 1), we can see that, on average, 
boys, Roma students, students with a poor socioeconomic background, and 
smokers are more popular but less liked than girls, non-Roma students, students 
with non-low SES, and non-smokers, respectively. Students who are considered to 
be good at sports are both more liked and more popular than students who are not 
considered as good at sports. Independent t-tests were conducted for each pair 
respectively, and all the differences were found to be highly significant. 

 
Table 1: Mean coolness and likeability scores5 
 Coolness score 

(mean/SE) 
Likeability score 
(mean/SE) 

Boy .26(.004)*** .49(.004)** 
Girl .22(.004)*** .51(.005)** 
Roma .30(.003)*** .50(.006)** 
Non-Roma .23(.005)*** .52(.004)** 
Low SES .26(.005)*** .48(.005)*** 
Non-low SES  .23(.004)*** .51(.004)*** 
Smoker .32(.015)*** .46(.139)*** 
Non-smoker .25(.003)*** .51(.003)*** 
Good at sports .32(.007)*** .55(.006)*** 
Not good at 
sports 

.22(.003)*** .48(.004)*** 

** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
Note: independent t-tests were conducted for each pair respectively, and all the 
differences were found to be highly significant 

 
If we look at the correlation table of the two dependent variables and their 
potential (non-binary) regressors (Table 2), we can see a picture that is mostly in 
line with the international literature. While the two constructs of status are 
moderately correlated (.47), verbal and physical aggression are negatively 
correlated with acceptance (likeability) and weakly but positively with the 
reputational dimension of status (coolness). On the other hand, being considered 
smart or good looking is positively associated with both dimensions, while good 
grades, diligence and school engagement are positively correlated with acceptance 
and are uncorrelated with popularity. In the case of the behavior grade, better 
grades are positively correlated with acceptance and negatively with popularity. In 

 
4 In the rest of the paper, when we refer to popularity we mean the reputational dimension of status, 
which was measured by the construct of ’coolness’ in this particular database, and when we refer to 
acceptance we mean the score calculated from the like nominations. 
5 All calculations presented in the paper were made using Stata/MP 13.1. 
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terms of the correlation between the potential regressors, we see that there is a 
very strong positive correlation between the GPA and the diligence grade (.88). 
This implies that the diligence grade, in practice, is almost exclusively based on 
students’ GPA (i.e. performance), not on diligence (i.e. effort) per se. This makes 
this variable theoretically redundant, thus it was excluded from our models. 
Similarly, although the behavior grade seems a promising composite measurement 
of behavior-related factors, its strong correlation with the diligence grade (.74) and 
moderate to strong correlation with the GPA (.68) simultaneously with its 
somewhat weaker correlation with physical (-.45) and verbal (-.49) aggression, 
implies that teachers may also take multiple non-behavior-related factors into 
consideration when they give this grade. Since this makes the interpretation of this 
variable also somewhat problematic, it is not included in our models either. Finally, 
although school grades and being considered smart could refer to different 
dimensions in theory, their strong correlation (.71) means that students’ judgment 
about smartness is mostly in line with one’s school grades. Thus, these variables 
will not be run in the same models either, although in order to check the 
robustness of our results, we include smartness in separate models.  
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Table 2: Correlation table with non-binary independent variables 

  Coolness Likeability GPA Engagement Smart Diligence Behaviour Mock Hit Looks 

Coolness 1.0000          

Likeability 0.4666*** 1.0000          

GPA 0.0293 0.3240*** 1.0000         

Engagement -0.0341* 0.2487*** 0.5781*** 1.0000        

Smart 0.2929*** 0.5659*** 0.7111*** 0.4987*** 1.0000       

Diligence -0.0158 0.3086*** 0.8788*** 0.5957*** 0.6518*** 1.0000      

Behaviour -0.1463*** 0.2552*** 0.6798*** 0.5932*** 0.4827*** 0.7351*** 1.0000     

Mock 0.1310*** -0.2635*** -0.3380*** -0.2981*** -0.2768*** -0.3683*** -0.4849*** 1.0000    

Hit 0.1103*** -0.2159*** -0.3088*** -0.3029*** -0.2416*** -0.3331*** -0.4485*** 0.6939*** 1.0000   

Looks 0.4938*** 0.4940*** 0.1601*** 0.0891*** 0.4110*** 0.1247*** 0.0294  -0.0305* -0.0052 1.0000  

* p<0.05, *** p<0.001           
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4.2 The REWB regression models 
 
We ran separate models for popularity (coolness) and acceptance (likeability) as 
dependent variables.6 In both cases, we included the other status dimension among 
the control variables. For the time-variant explanatory variables both their 
demeaned values (denoted with the labels ‘diff’) and their individual level averages 
(denoted as ‘mean’) were involved in the equation. Gender and ethnicity were 
involved as time-invariant (level 2) independent variables. The first model only 
involves the overall effects of the explanatory variables, while the second model 
also includes the interaction of ethnicity with verbal and physical aggression, GPA 
and being good at sports. The third model further adds the interaction of gender 
with verbal and physical aggression, being good at sports, and physical 
appearance. In models 4–6, GPA and the engagement score are replaced by the 
score calculated from the smartness nominations, otherwise they are identical to 
models 1–3. The same six models were run both for popularity and acceptance. 

In the case of popularity (Table 3), we can see that being good at sports, 
verbal aggression, being considered good-looking, being liked, being a boy, and 
being ethnic Roma have significant positive overall effects, while being 
academically engaged has a very limited (-0.02) but significant negative effect 
(Model 1). In this model, changes within an individual over time had significant 
effect only in the case of verbal aggression, smoking, perceived physical 
attractiveness, and being liked. Somewhat surprisingly, positive changes in 
perceived physical appearance decreased one’s popularity. This is remarkable, 
considering that being perceived as good-looking on average is a strong positive 
predictor of popularity in this database. After adding ethnic interactions for verbal 
and physical aggression, GPA, and being good at sports (Model 2), we can see that 
within-individual changes do not follow an ethnicized pattern, while between-
individual differences showed significant interaction effects in three out of the four 
cases. While verbal aggression positively contributes to non-Roma students’ 
popularity, its contribution to Roma students’ popularity is not significant 
statistically (for the joint significance tests of the main and interaction effects see 
Appendix C). On the other hand, the effect of physical aggression is statistically 
nonsignificant for both Roma and non-Roma students (see also Appendix C). 
Additionally, while becoming more verbally aggressive did have a significant 
positive overall effect on popularity, after introducing ethnic interaction this effect 
lost statistical significance for both Roma and non-Roma students. In the case of 
GPA, a negligible but statistically significant positive effect (0.01) is observable for 
non-Roma students, while this effect is not significant statistically for Roma 
students. In the case of the effect of sports participation, no significant ethnic 
differences are observable. 

In the next step, gender interactions were also introduced (Model 3). 
Significant gender effects were found in the case of every observed variable. Being 
good at sports only turned out to be a significant predictor of popularity in the 

 
6 As mentioned above, popularity is measured by coolness nominations, and acceptance by like 
nominations in this paper. 
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case of boys, while becoming better at sports actually had a slight negative impact 
on girls’ popularity, while the effect for boys is nonsignificant. In the case of verbal 
aggression, there are larger returns on popularity for girls (0.40) than for boys 
(0.40-0.20 = 0.20), while the effect of physical aggression is nonsignificant for both 
genders. Interestingly, being perceived as good-looking results in greater returns 
for boys than for girls, while within individual changes in this perception 
(becoming perceived as better looking than before) yields a nonsignificant effect 
for girls and a negative effect for boys. In Models 4–6, GPA and academic 
engagement (i.e. more ‘objective’ measures of performance and effort) are replaced 
by peers’ perceptions of smartness. As we have seen previously, the strong 
correlation between the GPA and the perception of smartness implies that students 
base their assessments on peers’ smartness to a great extent on their school 
performance. Therefore, not surprisingly, the results of Models 4–6 are very 
similar to the results of Models 1–3. However, the main within effect of being 
perceived smart yields a significant and relatively large coefficient; i.e. students 
who are perceived as having become smarter over time have a significant positive 
return on popularity, without ethnic or gender differences.  
 
Table 3: Within-between random effects (REWB) models of popularity 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6    
Sports (diff) -0.01 -0.00 -0.05*** -0.00 -0.01 -0.05*** 
Sports (mean) 0.06*** 0.06*** 0.01 0.05*** 0.05*** 0.01    
GPA (diff) -0.01 -0.01 -0.00                   
GPA (mean) 0.01 0.01* 0.01*                   
Engagement (diff) 0.01 0.01 0.01                   
Engagement (mean) -0.02*** -0.02*** -0.02**                   
Smart (diff)    0.18*** 0.16*** 0.20*** 
Smart (mean)    -0.03 -0.03 -0.00    
Mock (diff) 0.12** 0.07 -0.05 0.16*** 0.11* -0.00    
Mock (mean) 0.14** 0.27*** 0.40*** 0.14** 0.25*** 0.36*** 
Hit (diff) 0.00 0.08 0.09 0.02 0.09 0.10    
Hit (mean) 0.01 -0.14 0.15 0.03 -0.11 0.19    
Smoker (diff) 0.03* 0.03 0.03 0.04* 0.04* 0.03*   
Smoker (mean) 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03    
Looks (diff) -0.26*** -0.26*** -0.03 -0.27*** -0.27*** -0.02    
Looks (mean) 0.72*** 0.71*** 0.62*** 0.74*** 0.73*** 0.63*** 
Likeability (diff) 0.26*** 0.26*** 0.23*** 0.23*** 0.23*** 0.19*** 
Likeability (mean) 0.15*** 0.15*** 0.15*** 0.16*** 0.16*** 0.16*** 
Disadvantaged (diff) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00    
Disadvantaged 
(mean) -0.01 -0.01 -0.02* -0.01 -0.01 -0.02    
Boy 0.07*** 0.07*** 0.04*** 0.08*** 0.08*** 0.05*** 
Roma 0.02*** 0.10*** 0.10*** 0.03*** 0.04** 0.04**  
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  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6    
Roma x Mock (diff)  0.11 0.13  0.10 0.12    
Roma x Mock (mean)  -0.26** -0.26**  -0.20* -0.22*   
Roma x Hit (diff)  -0.15 -0.14  -0.14 -0.14    
Roma x Hit (mean)  0.26* 0.28*  0.26* 0.28*   
Roma x GPA (diff)  -0.01 -0.01                   
Roma x GPA (mean)  -0.02* -0.02**                   
Roma x Sports (diff)  -0.00 -0.01  0.01 0.00    
Roma x Sports 
(mean)  -0.00 -0.01  -0.01 -0.02    
Boy x Mock (diff)   0.15   0.14*   
Boy x Mock (mean)   -0.20*   -0.17*   
Boy x Hit (diff)   -0.02   -0.03    
Boy x Hit (mean)   -0.27*   -0.32*   
Boy x Sports (diff)   0.06**   0.07*** 
Boy x Sports (mean)   0.06***   0.06**  
Boy x Looks (diff)   -0.34***   -0.38*** 
Boy x Looks (mean)   0.22***   0.25*** 
Roma x Smart (diff)     0.04 0.04    
Roma x Smart 
(mean)     -0.01 -0.01    
Boy x Smart (diff)      -0.05    
Boy x Smart (mean)      -0.03    
Constant -0.08*** -0.11*** -0.09*** -0.07*** -0.08*** -0.06*** 
N of observations 3005 3005 3005 3400 3400 3400 
N of individuals 1113 1113 1113 1153 1153 1153 
sigma_e 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12    
sigma_u 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06    
r2_w 0.11 0.12 0.14 0.12 0.12 0.16    
r2_b 0.64 0.64 0.66 0.65 0.65 0.68    
r2_o 0.54 0.54 0.57 0.54 0.54 0.57    
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001      

 
In the case of acceptance (Table 4), being considered good-looking and being 
considered ‘cool’ have positive overall effects, while being verbally aggressive has 
a negative overall effect on popularity (Model 1). Within-individual changes for 
these variables (i.e. being perceived as having become better looking and cooler, or 
becoming more verbally aggressive), also have significant overall effects in the 
same direction as the between effects. Additionally, while the individual average 
does not yield significant results, becoming more physically aggressive also has a 
negative effect on acceptance. There are small but significant positive effects for 
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GPA, academic engagement, and becoming better at sports, while receiving better 
grades has a slight negative effect on acceptance. Being a boy also has an overall 
positive effect, although ethnicity does not have such an impact. After including 
the same ethnic interactions as above, we can see that none of them yield any 
significant results (Model 2), which implies that there may not be significant ethnic 
differences in acceptance dynamics. 

Gender interactions also yield limited results (Model 3). Becoming more 
aggressive verbally has a smaller negative effect on acceptance for boys (-0.29+0.14 
= -0.15) than for girls, while positive changes in the perception of one’s physical 
appearance has a smaller positive effect for boys (0.31-0.22 = 0.09) than for girls. 
Additionally, becoming better at sports only has statistically significant returns for 
girls (0.04), while none of the other interactions yielded significant results. Models 
including perceived smartness (Models 4–6) show that both being perceived as 
smart on average and positive changes in this perception have a significant 
positive effect on acceptance, without statistically significant ethnic or gender 
differences. 
 
Table 4: Within-between random effects (REWB) models of acceptance 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6    
Sports (diff) 0.02** 0.03** 0.04** 0.02** 0.03** 0.04**  
Sports (mean) -0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.00 0.00 0.02    
GPA (diff) -0.03*** -0.03** -0.02*                   
GPA (mean) 0.02*** 0.02** 0.02**                   
Engagement (diff) -0.00 -0.00 -0.00                   
Engagement (mean) 0.02*** 0.02** 0.02**                   
Smart (diff)    0.20*** 0.22*** 0.20*** 
Smart (mean)    0.23*** 0.23*** 0.20*** 
Mock (diff) -0.19*** -0.19*** -0.29*** -0.17*** -0.13** -0.23*** 
Mock (mean) -0.40*** -0.48*** -0.62*** -0.38*** -0.43*** -0.52*** 
Hit (diff) -0.17*** -0.16* -0.11 -0.18*** -0.13* -0.11    
Hit (mean) -0.09 0.10 0.18 -0.06 0.09 0.16    
Smoker (diff) 0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01    
Smoker (mean) -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04    
Looks (diff) 0.18*** 0.18*** 0.31*** 0.13*** 0.13*** 0.29*** 
Looks (mean) 0.36*** 0.36*** 0.36*** 0.28*** 0.27*** 0.30*** 
Coolness (diff) 0.19*** 0.19*** 0.16*** 0.17*** 0.17*** 0.15*** 
Coolness (mean) 0.31*** 0.31*** 0.34*** 0.27*** 0.27*** 0.28*** 
Disadvantaged (diff) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02** 0.02** 0.02**  
Disadvantaged 
(mean) -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01    
Boy 0.05*** 0.05*** 0.05* 0.04*** 0.04*** 0.03    
Roma 0.02 -0.02 -0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02    
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  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6    
Roma x Mock (diff)  0.00 0.02  -0.06 -0.05    
Roma x Mock (mean)  0.14 0.14  0.07 0.07    
Roma x Hit (diff)  -0.02 -0.04  -0.07 -0.09    
Roma x Hit (mean)  -0.31 -0.31  -0.23 -0.21    
Roma x GPA (diff)  -0.00 -0.01                   
Roma x GPA (mean)  0.01 0.01                   
Roma x Sports (diff)  -0.02 -0.01  -0.01 -0.01    
Roma x Sports 
(mean)  -0.01 -0.01  -0.02 -0.01    
Boy x Mock (diff)   0.14*   0.15*   
Boy x Mock (mean)   0.22   0.16    
Boy x Hit (diff)   -0.07   -0.03    
Boy x Hit (mean)   -0.16   -0.13    
Boy x Sports (diff)   -0.03*   -0.03    
Boy x Sports (mean)   -0.02   -0.02    
Boy x Looks (diff)   -0.22***   -0.27*** 
Boy x Looks (mean)   -0.05   -0.07    
Roma x Smart (diff)     -0.05 -0.04    
Roma x Smart 
(mean)     0.02 0.02    
Boy x Smart (diff)      0.07    
Boy x Smart (mean)      0.05    
Constant 0.29*** 0.31*** 0.31*** 0.32*** 0.32*** 0.33*** 
N of observations 3005 3005 3005 3400 3400 3400 
N of individuals 1113 1113 1113 1153 1153 1153 
sigma_e 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.10    
sigma_u 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10    
r2_w 0.11 0.11 0.13 0.15 0.15 0.17    
r2_b 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.56 0.56 0.56    
r2_o 0.44 0.44 0.45 0.48 0.48 0.48    
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001      
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5. Discussion 
 
In this paper we analyzed the status dynamics related to the two most frequently 
used dimensions of status, popularity and acceptance, in an ethnically diverse 
primary school sample. The novelty of our paper is twofold: on the one hand, to 
our knowledge our paper is the first in the Hungarian literature to include multiple 
status dimensions in the analysis of the relationship between status and ethnicity; 
on the other hand, we applied a novel methodological approach, within-between 
random effects regression analysis (Bell et al., 2019), which makes the separation of 
the effects of within-individual changes and between-individual differences 
possible. The inclusion of the two most frequently used conceptualizations of 
status, as well as the most frequently used explanatory variables, makes our results 
comparable to those found in North American literature. In line with the 
international literature, we found in our sample that being good at sports, verbal 
aggression, perceived attractiveness, and being liked had an overall positive effect 
on popularity, while being academically engaged had a minimal but statistically 
significant negative effect. For physical aggression and GPA, no significant overall 
effects were found. Similarly, in the case of acceptance we found that being 
verbally and physically aggressive had an overall negative effect, while being 
perceived as good-looking and cool had a sizeable positive effect, whereas being 
good at sports, having a good GPA, and being academically engaged had a minimal 
but statistically significant positive effect. Additionally, in line with the ‘maturity 
gap’ hypothesis (Moffitt, 1993), becoming a smoker had a slight but statistically 
significant positive effect on popularity. 

With regard to ethnic differences, some ethnicized patterns were found in 
the relationship between aggression and popularity, while no ethnic differences 
were found in the case of being good at sports, and a minimal but statistically 
significant difference in the case of GPA. In the case of acceptance dynamics, no 
ethnic differences were found. In contrast to the claims in the American literature, 
verbal aggression only contributed to the popularity of non-Roma students, 
whereas the effect of physical aggression was nonsignificant for both groups (in 
spite of the positive and statistically significant interaction effect for Roma 
students). While Hungarian studies on interethnic relations usually consider 
African Americans to be a reasonable ‘reference group’ when discussing the 
situation of the Roma in Hungary – and we have also argued for the similarities in 
the social situation of the two disadvantaged groups above –, one has to 
acknowledge their potential differences as well. In the case of the returns of sports 
participation on popularity, we have seen above that even in the case of African 
American students, more recent research has found limited or no ethnic effects. 
Additionally, this may be a good example of a situation in which the Roma and the 
African American population potentially differ: while in the United States a 
significant portion of elite athletes are African Americans in many sports, there are 
smaller proportions of Roma athletes in all the popular sports in Hungary. Thus 
our findings about the lack of an ethnic effect in the case of sports may not be 
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surprising after all.7 Finally, in the case of GPA, we found a minimal (0.01) but 
statistically significant positive effect for non-Roma, and a minimal (-0.01) but a 
statistically non-significant negative effect for Roma students; however, this 
difference is so small that it would be unreasonable to assume any real ethnic 
differences. In the case of GPA, our results, to some extent, may be comparable to 
those in the Hungarian literature about the relationship between ethnicity, status, 
and academic performance, even though these studies use different 
conceptualizations of status. Hajdú and colleagues (2019) found that having better 
GPA resulted in more non-Roma friends and fewer non-Roma adversaries for 
Roma students, while the proportion of their Roma friends and adversaries was 
unaffected by GPA. Habsz and Radó (2018) used a measurement of social 
preference, calculated from friendship and antipathy nominations, and found a 
slightly larger positive effect of GPA on status in the case of Roma than non-Roma 
students. Similarly to these studies, our models of acceptance measure the 
dimension of status related to social preference (as contrasted with the 
reputational dimension). Our results show a small, positive, and statistically 
significant overall between-individual effect of GPA on acceptance, and a small, 
negative, and statistically significant overall within-individual effect. This implies, 
similarly to the results of the two former Hungarian studies, that individuals with 
a higher GPA have, on average, somewhat higher status. However, we found no 
significant ethnic differences, which might be due to the different 
conceptualization of status. Additionally, our results show that, on average, Roma 
students are more popular than non-Roma students, while no such ethnic effect is 
observable in the case of acceptance. 

In addition to ethnicity, we found interesting gender differences in status 
dynamics. The finding that being good at sports only contributed to boys’ 
popularity, while the effect for girls was nonsignificant, is partly in line with the 
international literature. Interestingly, however, positive within-individual changes 
in athletic ability contributed negatively to girls’ popularity. Additionally, while 
the literature suggests a stronger positive association between overt aggression 
and popularity for boys, our results show a positive effect of overt verbal 
aggression that is twice as large for girls as for boys. However, in the case of 
acceptance there is a larger negative effect of verbal aggression for girls. Similarly 
surprising is the result that perceived physical appearance contributes more to 
boys’ than girls’ popularity. 

Finally, the limitations of our study must also be emphasized. First, our 
findings are not generalizable to the Hungarian school population, as ethnic Roma 
students and students with disadvantaged social background are overrepresented 
in our sample. Second, our composite school engagement score might not 
represent actual school engagement well, as interpreted by peers. Thus, similarly 

 
7 Additionally, one has to keep in mind that the variable that measures athletic abilities is a binary 
variable based on teacher nominations, as the first three waves of the database, unfortunately, do not 
contain peer nominations concerning athletic abilities. The binary nature of the variable, as well as 
the different nomination procedure compared to the peer-nominated proportional variables (verbal 
and physical aggression, physical appearance, smartness, etc.), limits the conclusions one can draw 
about athletic abilities. 
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to the teacher-nominated variable on sports, we might not have been able to 
measure the full impact of this variable on status. Third, for modeling network 
dependencies such as triadic relationships, social network analysis may be a more 
appropriate method. Despite these limitations, we believe that our paper provides a 
valuable contribution to the literature by being the first Hungarian study to 
simultaneously analyze the dynamics of the two most widely used status 
dimensions.  
 
References 
 
Ainsworth-Darnell, J.W. and Downey, D.B. (1998) Assessing the oppositional 

culture explanation for racial/ethnic differences in school performance. 
American Sociological Review, 63(4): 536–553. https://doi.org/10.2307/2657266 

Bell, A., Fairbrother, M. and Jones, K. (2019) Fixed and random effects models: 
making an informed choice. Quality & Quantity, 53(2): 1051–1074. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-018-0802-x 

Bellmore, A. D., Nishina, A., Witkow, M. R., Graham, S., Juvonen, J. (2007) The 
influence of classroom ethnic composition on same- and other-ethnicity peer 
nominations in middle school. Social Development, 16(4): 720–740. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00404.x 

Bernát, A. (2019) Integration of the Roma in Hungary in the 2010s. In Tóth, I. G. 
(ed.) Hungarian Social Report 2019. Budapest: TÁRKI Social Research 
Institute. 196–214. Available at https://www.tarki.hu/sites/default/files/2019-
02/196_214_Bernat.pdf 

Brüderl, J. and Ludwig, V. (2015) Fixed-effects panel regression. In Best, H. and 
Wolf, C. (eds.) The SAGE Handbook of Regression Analysis and Causal 
Inference. London: SAGE Publications. 327–358. 
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446288146 

Chase, M. A. and Machida, M. (2011) The role of sport as a social status 
determinant for children. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 82(4): 
731–739. https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2011.10599810 

Cillessen, A. H. N. and Marks, P. E. L. (2011) Conceptualizing and measuring 
popularity. In Cillessen, A. H. N., Schwartz, D. and Mayeux, L. (eds.) 
Popularity in the Peer System. New York: The Guilford Press. 25–56. 

Cillessen, A. H. N. and Mayeux, L. (2004) From censure to reinforcement: 
Developmental changes in the association between aggression and social 
status. Child Development, 75(1): 147–163. 

Cook, P. J. and Ludwig, J. (1997) Weighing the “burden of ‘acting white’”: Are there 
race differences in attitudes toward education? Journal of Policy Analysis and 
Management, 16(2): 256–278.  
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6688(199721)16:2<256::AID-
PAM4>3.0.CO;2-H 

https://www.tarki.hu/sites/default/files/2019-02/196_214_Bernat.pdf
https://www.tarki.hu/sites/default/files/2019-02/196_214_Bernat.pdf


 

STATUS DYNAMICS: POPULARITY AND ACCEPTANCE… 129 

INTERSECTIONS. EAST EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF SOCIETY AND POLITICS, 5(4): 110-138.  

Eder, D. and Kinney, D. A. (1995) The effect of middle school extra curricular 
activities on adolescents’ popularity and peer status. Youth & Society, 26(3): 
298–324. https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X95026003002 

Engels, M. C., Colpin, H., Van Leeuwen, K., et al. (2017) School engagement 
trajectories in adolescence: The role of peer likeability and popularity. 
Journal of School Psychology, 64: 61–75. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2017.04.006. 

Fejes, J. B. and Szűcs, N. (2018) Az oktatási integráció ügye a 2010-es évek végén 
(The situation of educational integration at the end of the 2010s). In Fejes, J. 
B. and Szűcs, N. (eds.) Én vétkem: Helyzetkép az oktatási szegregációról. 
Szeged: Motiváció Oktatási Egyesület. 11–30. 

Flores‐Gonzalez, N. (2005) Popularity versus respect: School structure, peer groups 
and Latino academic achievement. International Journal of Qualitative 
Studies in Education, 18(5): 625–642. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09518390500224945 

Fordham, S. (1988) Racelessness as a factor in Black students’ school success: 
Pragmatic strategy or pyrrhic victory? Harvard Educational Review, 58(1): 
54–84. https://doi.org/10.17763/haer.58.1.c5r77323145r7831 

Fordham, S. and Ogbu, J. U. (1986) Black students’ school success: Coping with the 
‘burden of acting White.’ The Urban Review, 18(3): 176–206. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01112192 

Fryer, R. G., Jr. and Torelli, P. (2010) An empirical analysis of ‘acting white’. 
Journal of Public Economics, 94(5): 380–396. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2009.10.011 

Fuller-Rowell, T. E. and Doan, S. N. (2010) The social costs of academic success 
across ethnic groups. Child Development, 81(6): 1696–1713. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01504.x 

Greendorfer, S. L. and Ewing, M. E. (1981) Race and gender differences in 
children’s socialization into sport. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 
52(3): 301–310. https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.1981.10607877 

Habsz, L. D. and Radó, M. (2018) Ez egy gyönyörű barátság kezdete? Az iskolai 
ellenkultúra hiánya a magyarországi roma tanulók körében. (Is this the 
beginning of a beautiful friendship? The lack of oppositional culture among 
Roma students in Hungary.) Szociológiai Szemle, 28(2): 52–74. 

Hajdu, T., Kertesi, G. and Kézdi, G. (2019) Inter-ethnic friendship and hostility 
between Roma and non-Roma students in Hungary: The role of exposure 
and academic achievement. The B. E. Journal of Economic Analysis & Policy, 
19(1). https://doi.org/10.1515/bejeap-2017-0289. 

Holland, A. and Andre, T. (1994) Athletic participation and the social status of 
adolescent males and females. Youth & Society, 25(3): 388–407. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X94025003005 



 

130  ÁKOS BOCSKOR AND ANIKÓ HAVELDA  

INTERSECTIONS. EAST EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF SOCIETY AND POLITICS, 5(4): 110-138.  

Horvat, E. M. and Lewis, K. S. (2003) Reassessing the ‘burden of “acting white”’: 
The importance of peer groups in managing academic success. Sociology of 
Education, 76(4): 265–280. https://doi.org/10.2307/1519866. 

Kemény, I., Janky, B. and Lengyel, G. (2004) A magyarországi cigányság, 1971–2003. 
(The Roma in Hungary, 1971–2003.) Budapest: Gondolat. 

Kennedy, E. (1995) Correlates of perceived popularity among peers: A study of race 
and gender differences among middle school students. The Journal of Negro 
Education, 64(2): 186–195. https://doi.org/10.2307/2967241. 

Keresztes-Takács, O., Lendvai, L. and Kende, A. (2016) Romaellenes előítéletek 
Magyarországon: Politikai orientációtól, nemzeti identitástól és demográfiai 
változóktól független nyílt elutasítás. (Anti-Roma prejudice in Hungary: 
Open rejection regardless of political orientation, national identity, and 
demographic background) Magyar Pszichológiai Szemle, 71(4): 609–627. 
https://doi.org/10.1556/0016.2016.71.4.2 

Kertesi, G. and Kézdi, G. (2011) The Roma/non-Roma test score gap in Hungary. 
The American Economic Review, 101(3): 519–525. 

Kertesi, G. and Kézdi, G. (2016) On the test score gap between Roma and non-
Roma students in Hungary and its potential causes. Economics of Transition 
and Institutional Change, 24(1): 135–162. https://doi.org/10.1111/ecot.12076 

Kiefer, S. M. and Ryan, A. M. (2008) Striving for social dominance over peers: The 
implications for academic adjustment during early adolescence. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 100(2): 417–428. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
0663.100.2.417 

Kiefer, S. M. and Wang, J. H. (2016) Associations of coolness and social goals with 
aggression and engagement during adolescence. Journal of Applied 
Developmental Psychology, 44: 52–62. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2016.02.007 

Kisfalusi, D. (2018) Bullies and victims in primary schools: The association between 
bullying, victimization, and students’ ethnicity and academic achievement. 
Intersections. East European Journal of Society and Politics, 4(1): 133–158. 
https://doi.org/10.17356/ieejsp.v4i1.372 

Ladányi, J. and Virág, T. (2009) A szociális és etnikai alapú lakóhelyi szegregáció 
változó formái Magyarországon a piacgazdasági átmenet időszakában. (The 
changing patterns of social and ethnic residential segregation in Hungary 
during the period of market transition) Kritika, 47(7–8): 2–8. 

LaFontana, K. M. and Cillessen, A. H. N. (2002) Children’s perceptions of popular 
and unpopular peers: A multimethod assessment. Developmental Psychology, 
38(5): 635–647. https://doi.org/10.1037//0012-1649.38.5.635 

Luthar, S. S. and McMahon, T. J. (1996) Peer reputation among inner-city 
adolescents: Structure and correlates. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 
6(4): 581–603. 



 

STATUS DYNAMICS: POPULARITY AND ACCEPTANCE… 131 

INTERSECTIONS. EAST EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF SOCIETY AND POLITICS, 5(4): 110-138.  

Mayeux, L., Sandstrom, M. J. and Cillessen, A. H. N. (2008) Is being popular a risky 
proposition? Journal of Research on Adolescence, 18(1): 49–74. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2008.00550.x 

Meisinger, E. B., Blake, J. J., Lease, A. M., Palardy, G. J., Olejnik, S. F. (2007) Variant 
and invariant predictors of perceived popularity across majority-Black and 
majority-White classrooms. Journal of School Psychology, 45(1): 21–44. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2006.09.005 

Miller, R. L. (1989) Desegregation experiences of minority students: Adolescent 
coping strategies in five Connecticut high schools. Journal of Adolescent 
Research, 4(2): 173–189. https://doi.org/10.1177/074355488942006 

Moffitt, T. E. (1993) Adolescence-limited and life-course-persistent antisocial 
behavior: A developmental taxonomy. Psychological Review, 100(4): 674–701. 

Ogbu, J. U. (1992) Understanding cultural diversity and learning. Educational 
Researcher, 21(8): 5–14. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X021008005 

Parkhurst, J. T. and Hopmeyer, A. (1998) Sociometric popularity and peer-
perceived popularity: Two distinct dimensions of peer status. The Journal of 
Early Adolescence, 18(2): 125–144. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431698018002001 

Pethes, L. K. (2015) Mitől lesz valaki népszerű egy osztályban? A diákok és 
osztályfőnökök véleményének összehasonlítása. (What makes someone popular 
in a class? Comparison of peer and form teacher assessments) MA Thesis, 
Corvinus University of Budapest. Available at http://szd.lib.uni-
corvinus.hu/8601/ Accessed 19-06-2019 

Salmivalli, C. (2010) Bullying and the peer group: A review. Aggression and Violent 
Behavior, 15(2) Special Issue on Group Processes and Aggression: 112–120. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2009.08.007 

Schwartz, D., Gorman, A. H., Nakamoto, J., McKay, T. (2006) Popularity, social 
acceptance, and aggression in adolescent peer groups: links with academic 
performance and school attendance. Developmental Psychology, 42(6): 1116–
1127. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.42.6.1116 

Shakib, S., Veliz, P., Dunbar, M. D., Sabo, D. (2011) Athletics as a source for social 
status among youth: Examining variation by gender, race/ethnicity, and 
socioeconomic status. Sociology of Sport Journal, 28(3): 303–328. 
https://doi.org/10.1123/ssj.28.3.303 

Sijtsema, J. J., Veenstra, R., Lindenberg, S., Salmivalli, C. (2009) Empirical test of 
bullies’ status goals: Assessing direct goals, aggression, and prestige. 
Aggressive Behavior, 35(1): 57–67. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20282 

 

 



 

132  ÁKOS BOCSKOR AND ANIKÓ HAVELDA  

INTERSECTIONS. EAST EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF SOCIETY AND POLITICS, 5(4): 110-138.  

Stark, T. H., Leszczensky, L. and Pink, S. (2017) Are there differences in ethnic 
majority and minority adolescents’ friendships preferences and social 
influence with regard to their academic achievement? Zeitschrift für 
Erziehungswissenschaft, 20(3): 475–498. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11618-017-
0766-y 

Tyson, K., Darity, W. and Castellino, D. R. (2005) It’s not “a black thing”: 
Understanding the burden of acting white and other dilemmas of high 
achievement. American Sociological Review, 70(4): 582–605. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240507000403 

Vaillancourt, T. and Hymel, S. (2006) Aggression and social status: The moderating 
roles of sex and peer-valued characteristics. Aggressive Behavior, 32(4): 396–
408. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20138 

van der Linden, D., Scholte, R. H. J., Cillessen, A. H. N., et al. (2010) Classroom 
ratings of likeability and popularity are related to the Big Five and the 
general factor of personality. Journal of Research in Personality, 44(5): 669–
672. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2010.08.007 

Váradi, L. (2014) Youths Trapped in Prejudice: Hungarian Adolescents’ Attitudes 
towards the Roma. Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften. 
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007%2F978-3-658-05891-3 

Waasdorp, T. E., Baker, C. N., Paskewich, B. S., Leff, S. S. (2013) The association 
between forms of aggression, leadership, and social status among urban 
youth. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 42(2): 263–274. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-012-9837-9 

Wildhagen, T. (2011) Testing the ‘acting white’ hypothesis: A popular explanation 
runs out of empirical steam. The Journal of Negro Education, 80(4): 445–463. 

Wooldridge, J. M. (2016) Introductory Econometrics: A Modern Approach. Boston, 
MA: Cengage Learning. 

Zolnay, J. (2016) Kasztosodó közoktatás, kasztosodó társadalom. (Public education 
and society on its way towards a caste-ridden system) Esély, 17(6): 70–97. 

  



 

STATUS DYNAMICS: POPULARITY AND ACCEPTANCE… 133 

INTERSECTIONS. EAST EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF SOCIETY AND POLITICS, 5(4): 110-138.  

Appendices 
 

A. Multilevel panel regression models8 

Consider the following general equation: 

   (2.) 

Where  denotes the observed value of the dependent variable for individual i at 

time t,  is the observed time-varying (level 1) independent variable for 

individual i at time t,  is the observed time-invariant (level 2) independent 

variable for individual i,  is an unobserved, person-specific (level 2) characteristic 

(e.g. cognitive ability), and  is the idiosyncratic error term. If we apply standard 
regression models to this equation, two main problems arise. First, they provide 

biased estimates for  and/or  if  is correlated with  and/or  (omitted 

variable bias). Second,  is a composite estimate of the effect of within-individual 
changes and between-individual differences for the time-variant independent 
variable without the potential to decompose these within- and between-individual 
effects. The fixed effects (FE) estimation model aims at solving both problems by 
demeaning the data first and then running a pooled OLS regression: 

  (3.) 

After deducting the individual-level means, the time-invariant observed and 

unobserved variables  and  drop out of the equation.  Since all higher level 

heterogeneity is wiped out,  becomes the estimate for the within-individual 
effects. While this estimate might be particularly useful when evaluating the 
impact of policy interventions, some problems arise. First, the effects of within-
individual changes and between-individual differences may not be the same (for 
some examples, see Bell et al., 2019: 1053), and the latter would also often be of 
interest for social science research. Similarly, if key explanatory variables are 
constant over time (e.g. gender), the application of FE estimations might be 
problematic (Wooldridge, 2016) as their effect cannot be estimated. 

A different approach is taken by random effects (RE) models. In random-intercept 

models, individual-level random effects ( ) are added to the intercept of equation 
(2.): 

    (4.) 

These random effects are treated as random draws from a normal distribution (Bell 
et al., 2019: 1060).9 Consequently, while the FE model assumes non-random 

 
8 This description is based on Bell and colleagues (2019), Brüderl and Ludwig (2015), and Wooldridge 
(2016, Chapter 14).  
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individual-specific intercepts, the RE model assumes random individual intercepts, 
thus allowing for the estimation of coefficients for higher level (i.e. time-invariant) 
variables. However, this model assumes, similarly to the model in equation (2.), 
that the unobserved confounders are unrelated to any of the explanatory variables 
(Brüderl and Ludwig, 2015; Wooldridge, 2016). According to Wooldridge, the key 
issue when selecting between the FE and RE models is whether we can ‘plausibly 

assume’ that  is uncorrelated with the explanatory variables (Wooldridge, 2016: 
445). If this and some other RE assumptions are met, the RE estimation is 
consistent and also more efficient than the FE estimation for the time-variant 
explanatory variables (see Wooldridge, 2016: 458–459). Bell and colleagues (2019) 
propose an alternative model, the within-between random effects (REWB) model, 
which combines the strength of the FE and RE models and effectively decomposes 
the within-individual and between-individual effect of the time-variant 
explanatory variable: 

 (5.) 

Where  is the estimate of the average within effect of  and  is an 

estimate of the average between effect of ,  is a random effect attached to the 

intercept and  is a random effect attached to the within slope. Similarly to the 
FE model, this model prevents any bias on the coefficients of time-variant (level 1) 
variables deriving from unobserved time-invariant (level 2) variables, and yields 

the same estimates for  as the FE regression (Bell et al., 2019: 1058–1059). 
However, unobserved time-invariant variables can cause bias in estimates of the 

between-effects ( ) and the effects-observed level 2 variables ( ). Bell and 
colleagues argue that this is a problem only if we want to measure the direct causal 
effect of these variables, but not so much if we consider these variables as proxies 
for group-level characteristics that also include unmeasured social processes, as 
long as we interpret the coefficients with these unmeasured variables in mind (see 
Bell et al., 2019: 1059–1060). Finally, the authors demonstrate through simulations 
that not including random intercepts generates anti-conservative standard errors, 
and assuming that the random intercepts are normally distributed, when in reality 
they are not, only introduces modest biases into the estimates.  

 

 

 
9 In random-slopes models, in addition to random intercepts, individual-level random effects ( ) 

are added to , thus allowing for individual-level variation in the effect of some of the explanatory 
variables. 
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B. Fixed-effects regression results 

Table 5: Fixed-effects models for popularity 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6    

Sports -0.01 -0.00 -0.05** -0.01 -0.01 -0.05*** 

GPA -0.01 -0.01 0.00                   

Engagement 0.01 0.01 0.01*                   

Mock 0.11** 0.06 -0.09 0.16*** 0.10* -0.03    

Hit -0.03 0.05 0.01 0.02 0.08 0.04    

Smoker 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.04* 0.04* 0.03*   

Looks -0.28*** -0.27*** -0.05 -0.27*** -0.27*** -0.03    

Likeability 0.26*** 0.26*** 0.22*** 0.23*** 0.23*** 0.19*** 

Disadvantaged 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00    

Boy (Omitted) (Omitted) (Omitted) (Omitted) (Omitted) (Omitted) 

Roma (Omitted) (Omitted) (Omitted) (Omitted) (Omitted) (Omitted)    

Roma x Mock  0.11 0.13  0.12 0.15*   

Roma x Hit  -0.17 -0.19  -0.13 -0.15    

Roma x GPA  -0.02 -0.02                   

Roma x Sports  -0.02 -0.02  0.00 0.00    

Boy x Mock   0.20*   0.16*   

Boy x Hit   0.05   0.04    

Boy x Sports   0.06**   0.07*** 

Boy x Looks   -0.33***   -0.35*** 

Smart    0.18*** 0.16*** 0.20*** 

Roma x Smart     0.04 0.03    

Boy x Smart      -0.04    

Constant 0.22*** 0.21*** 0.19*** 0.11*** 0.11*** 0.11*** 

N of observations 3005 3005 3005 3400 3400 3400 

N of individuals 1113 1113 1113 1153 1153 1153 

sigma_e 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12    

sigma_u 0.19 0.19 0.20 0.17 0.17 0.18    

r2_w 0.11 0.12 0.15 0.12 0.12 0.16    

r2_b 0.04 0.08 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01    

r2_o 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.02    

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001     
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Table 6: Fixed-effects models for acceptance 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6    

Sports 0.02** 0.03** 0.04** 0.02** 0.03** 0.04**  

GPA -0.03*** -0.03** -0.02*                   

Engagement -0.00 -0.00 -0.00                   

Mock -0.20*** -0.18*** -0.27*** -0.17*** -0.12** -0.21*** 

Hit -0.17** -0.16* -0.12 -0.17*** -0.13* -0.11    

Smoker 0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01    

Looks 0.17*** 0.17*** 0.31*** 0.13*** 0.13*** 0.29*** 

Cool 0.19*** 0.19*** 0.16*** 0.18*** 0.18*** 0.15*** 

Disadvantaged 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02** 0.02** 0.02**  

Boy (Omitted) (Omitted) (Omitted) (Omitted) (Omitted) (Omitted)    

Roma (Omitted) (Omitted) (Omitted) (Omitted) (Omitted) (Omitted)    

Roma x Mock  -0.03 -0.02  -0.10 -0.08    

Roma x Hit  -0.00 -0.02  -0.06 -0.09    

Roma x GPA  0.00 -0.00                   

Roma x Sports  -0.03 -0.02  -0.02 -0.01    

Boy x Mock   0.13   0.13*   

Boy x Hit   -0.07   -0.02    

Boy x Sports   -0.03*   -0.03    

Boy x Looks   -0.24***   -0.28*** 

Smart    0.19*** 0.22*** 0.20*** 

Roma x Smart     -0.06 -0.05    

Boy  x Smart      0.05    

Constant 0.56*** 0.56*** 0.54*** 0.39*** 0.38*** 0.38*** 

N of observations 3005 3005 3005 3400 3400 3400 

N of individuals 1113 1113 1113 1153 1153 1153 

sigma_e 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.10    

sigma_u 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.13    

r2_w 0.11 0.11 0.13 0.15 0.15 0.17    

r2_b 0.26 0.27 0.26 0.54 0.51 0.46    

r2_o 0.22 0.23 0.23 0.45 0.43 0.40    

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001     
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C. Joint significance tests of the main and interaction effects 

Table 7: Joint significance tests for the popularity models (p-values) 

 Model 2 Model 3 Model 5 Model 6 

Mock (diff) + Roma x Mock (diff) 0.006 0.275 0.000 0.043 

Mock (mean) + Roma x Mock (mean) 0.838 0.085 0.499 0.072 

Hit (diff) + Roma x Hit (diff) 0.460 0.644 0.539 0.664 

Hit (mean) + Roma x Hit (mean) 0.156 0.000 0.093 0.000 

GPA (diff) + Roma x GPA (diff) 0.156 0.311 - - 

GPA (mean) + Roma x GPA (mean) 0.478 0.269 - - 

Sports (diff) + Roma x Sports (diff) 0.683 0.008 0.933 0.010 

Sports (mean) + Roma x Sports (mean) 0.000 0.950 0.004 0.493 

Mock (diff) + Boy x Mock (diff) - 0.063 - 0.007 

Mock (mean) + Boy x Mock (mean) - 0.001 - 0.010 

Hit (diff) + Boy x Hit (diff) - 0.563 - 0.540 

Hit (mean) + Boy x Hit (mean) - 0.218 - 0.184 

Sports (diff) + Boy x Sports (diff) - 0.417 - 0.425 

Sports (mean) + Boy x Sports (mean) - 0.000 - 0.000 

Looks (diff) + Boy x Looks (diff) - 0.000 - 0.000 

Looks (mean)+ Boy x Looks (mean) - 0.000 - 0.000 

Smart (diff) + Roma x Smart (diff) - - 0.000 0.000 

Smart (mean) + Roma x Smart (mean) - - 0.196 0.601 

Smart (diff) + Boy x Smart (diff) - - - 0.000 

Smart (mean)+ Boy x Smart (mean) - - - 0.142 

 



 

138  ÁKOS BOCSKOR AND ANIKÓ HAVELDA  

INTERSECTIONS. EAST EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF SOCIETY AND POLITICS, 5(4): 110-138.  

Table 8: Joint significance tests for the acceptance models (p-values) 

 Model 2 Model 3 Model 5 Model 6 

Mock (diff) + Roma x Mock (diff) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Mock (mean) + Roma x Mock (mean) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Hit (diff) + Roma x Hit (diff) 0.016 0.153 0.002 0.030 

Hit (mean) + Roma x Hit (mean) 0.033 0.545 0.130 0.802 

GPA (diff) + Roma x GPA (diff) 0.000 0.004 - - 

GPA (mean) + Roma x GPA (mean) 0.000 0.000 - - 

Sports (diff) + Roma x Sports (diff) 0.518 0.080 0.271 0.065 

Sports (mean) + Roma x Sports (mean) 0.337 0.954 0.356 0.842 

Mock (diff) + Boy x Mock (diff) - 0.003 - 0.099 

Mock (mean) + Boy x Mock (mean) - 0.000 - 0.000 

Hit (diff) + Boy x Hit (diff) - 0.012 - 0.045 

Hit (mean) + Boy x Hit (mean) - 0.916 - 0.786 

Sports (diff) + Boy x Sports (diff) - 0.591 - 0.446 

Sports (mean) + Boy x Sports (mean) - 0.371 - 0.691 

Looks (diff) + Boy x Looks (diff) - 0.000 - 0.502 

Looks (mean)+ Boy x Looks (mean) - 0.000 - 0.000 

Smart (diff) + Roma x Smart (diff) - - 0.000 0.000 

Smart (mean) + Roma x Smart (mean) - - 0.000 0.000 

Smart (diff)+ Boy x Smart (diff) - - - 0.000 

Smart (mean)+ Boy x Smart (mean) - - - 0.000 

 

 


