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Two archival studies examined the impact of people’s appearance on the status and
type of civilian and military jobs they hold, Study 1 found that, although appearance
was not related to job status, taller men had higher incomes. Additionally, appearance
was sighificantly related to the type of jobs people held. Attractive women and tall
men held jobs requiring traits more consistent with the attractiveness halo, while
babyfaced women and short men held jobs more consistent with the babyface stereo-
type. These effects remained after controlling for job-relevant personality and edu-
cational variables, suggesting an unjustified bias toward people with certain
appearances. Study 2 found that heavier men had Iower job status, as reflected in
military rank attainment. However, this relationship was eliminated when controlling
for intelligence and dependability. Also, babyfaced men achieved higher status through
being marginally more likely to win a military award. This unexpected effect was
attributed to the contrast between heroic actions and the babyface stereotype. Finally,
appearance affected the type of military experience men had. Heavier men were
more likely to be in situations involving gunfire or casualties. These studies make
an important contribution by extending laboratory findings to the real world, exploring
the effects of appearance on job type as well as status, and providing evidence that
appearance effects are not solely due to covariation with bona fide job qualifications.

A note in the Harvard Law Review (“Facial discrimination,” 1987) argued
that the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 “should be construed to protect people
against employment discrimination on the basis of largely immutable aspects
of bodily and facial appearance” (p. 2035). In keeping with this recommenda-
tion, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission has fought unjustified
height and weight job requirements. However, it has never challenged discrimi-
nation on the basis of facial appearance. Such a challenge would be difficult to
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make since, if such discrimination exists, it is not likely to be manifested in
explicit job requirements. Rather, it would have to be detected in employment
patterns which favored people with certain facial qualities for certain occu-
pations.

The present research investigated whether facial appearance—attractive-
ness or babyfaceness—is, in fact, related to occupational outcomes. Unlike
past studies, which have typically examined simulated personnel decisions,
the present research focused on real people in real jobs. Moreover, it was
designed to shed some light on the mechanisms by which any observed effect
of appearance occurs. There is a variety of explanations for an association of
appearance with occupation, For example, genetic or environmental factors,
such as self-fulfilling prophecies, may produce correlations between attractive-
ness and intelligence, education, or certain personality traits, and these correla-
tions may make attractive individuals more suited to certain jobs. Alternatively,
employers may have a bias toward attractive people, quite apart from their
intellectual or dispositional qualifications for a job. The plausibility of these
two explanations was assessed. in the present research by examining the rela-
tionship of appearance to occupational outcomes with ability and personality
controlled.

Attractiveness

Halo effect. The potential for an employer bias in favor of attractive indi-
viduals is revealed in the attractiveness halo effect, whereby attractive indi-
viduals are perceived more positively on a variety of dimensions. In a recent
meta-analytic review, Eagly and her colleagues observed that some attributes
seem to be more strongly associated with attractiveness than others (Eagly,
Ashmore, Makhijani, & Longo, 1991). Aftractiveness appears to have the
greatest impact on ratings of social competence; a moderate influence on
ratings of dominance, adjustment, and intellectual competence; and little effect
on ratings of integrity or concern for others. Eagly also reported that the effect
of attractiveness is strongest on first impressions and is attenuated when
individuating information is provided. Additionally, Gillen (1981) has sug-
gested that attractiveness may have some differential effects for men and
women,

The attractiveness halo has been found to extend to occupational contexts.
For instance, photos of attractive teachers tend to be rated more positively on
dimensions such as warmth, instructive ability, and communication ability
{Goebel & Cashen, 1979; Lombardo & Tocci, 1979), although there is some
evidence that providing additional information, such as teaching style, may
reduce or eliminate this effect (Buck & Tiene, 1989). Numerous studies have
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also found that photos of attractive counselors are rated more favorably than
unattractive counselors, although providing subjects with demographic or per-
sonal disclosures by the counselor again attenuates the effect (Cash, Begley,
McCown, & Weise, 1975; Cash & Kehr, 1978; Cash & Salzbach, 1978; Lewis
& Walsh, 1978; Paradise, Cohl, & Zweig, 1980).

‘Whereas the halo effect may bias employers, there is also some evidence to
indicate that it may accurately reflect the attributes of attractive individuals.
More attractive people are more outgoing and popular than are their less
attractive peers. They are also somewhat more dominant and well-adjusted.
Finally, attractive women show slightly greater intellectual competence, as
indexed by their grades (Berry, 1991; Feingold, 1992). These real differences
between attractive and unattractive individuals may render them differentially
qualified for various occupations.

Occupational findings. Several simulation studies have examined the ef-
fects of attractiveness on promotion and other occupational status variables.
Although attractive applicants tend to be offered higher starting salaries
(Dipboye, Fromkin, & Wiback, 1975; Waters, 1985), there is no consistent
evidence showing a benefit of attractiveness for job advancement (Heilman &
Stopek, 1985; Jackson, 1983; Spencer & Taylor, 1988). Similarly, the results
of studies investigating the effects of appearance on the occupational status
and income of real people are mixed. A recent study by Hammermesh and
Biddle (1994) found that attractive people earn about 10% more than do
unattractive people. Other studies have found a positive relationship between
attractiveness and occupational status (Ross & Ferris, 1981), while some
have found no relationship (Dickey-Bryant, Lautenschiager, Mendoza, &
Abrahams, 1986; Sparacino, 1980), and one study has even found a negative
relationship (Udry & Eckland, 1984). Since none of these studies has controlled
for the effects of education or personality, it is possible that the inconsistent
results reflect a differential impact of these other variables across the various
studies. )

Even if attractiveness has no consistent effects on job status, it may influ-
ence the type of occupation people secure. Heilman {1983) has proposed a lack
of fit model in which expectations about a person’s performance in a particular
job “are determined by the fit between the perception of an individual’s
attributes and the perception of the job’s requirements in terms of skills and
abilities” (p. 278). Although Heilman uses this model primarily to explain
gender discrimination in the workplace, she does acknowledge its extension to
other groups about whom stereotypes are held. Implicit in the mode] also is a
goodness of fit concept whereby individuals whose stereotypical attributes
seem Lo provide a good fit with the job requirements would be more likely to
be assessed favorably. Thus, for example, attractive individuals may be
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favored for jobs requiring good social skills because they are perceived to have
such skills, rather than because they are generally favored over the less
attractive.

There is some evidence supporting this goodness of fit model. For example,
hiring preferences for attractive people are climinated for jobs that involve little
face-to-face contact with others and thus do not require the social skills that are
stereotypically associated with attractive individuals (Beehr & Gilmore, 1982).
Additionally, attractive people have been described as more effective in certain
roles or occupations, particularly those that require good social skills and
intelligence. For instance, atiractive ¢ommunicators are experienced as more
persuasive than are unattractive communicators (Chaiken, 1979). Finally, at-
tractive women are evaluated more favorably for feminine but not for mascu-
line jobs; there is no similar effect for men (Cash, Gillen, & Burns, 1977;
Heilman & Saruwatari, 1979).

Since attractiveness may play its strongest role in initial impression forma-
tion, it may have more impact on whether a person gets hired for a particular
position than on how high a person rises within a particular occupational niche.
The present studies investigated whether attractive people end up in different
types of jobs than do less attractive pcople. It also investigated whether attrac-
tive people are more likely to end up in higher status or higher paying jobs. In
contrast to past research, other potential predictors of occupational outcomes
were controlled in these studies, in order to see whether aftractiveness per se
has an effect or whether it has an effect by virtue of covariation with personality
or education.

Babyfaceness

Overgeneralization effect. Another potential source of employer bias is the
babyface overgeneralization effect whereby people with facial features similar
to those of infants (i.e., relatively large eyes, high thin eyebrows, small nose
bridges, round faces) are perceived as having more childlike traits (Berry &
McArthur, 1985, 1986; McArthur & Apatow, 1983-1984). Although these
stereotypes may bias employers, there is also some evidence for their accuracy.
More babyfaced people are perceived as weaker, warmer, and more honest,
even by those who are acquainted with them (Berry, 1990). Also, more mature-
faced people describe themselves as more aggressive (Berry, 1991). These real
differences between babyfaced and mature-faced individuals could be bona
fide job qualifications.

Occupational findings. In contrast to the large experimental literature on the
implications of atiractiveness, few studies have examined the relevance of
babyfaceness to job outcomes. Mazur, Mazur, and Keating (1984) reported
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that West Point cadets with dominant, mature faces achieved higher ranks
during their time at the academy, although this relationship did not hold for
their rank later in their career. Experimental studies also have provided evi:
dence that babyfaceness influences the type of job for which a person is
preferred (Zebrowitz, Tenenbaum, & Goldstein, 1991). Consistent with
Heilman’s (1983) model, babyfaced applicants were preferred for jobs de-
scribed as requiring the traits that fit their appearance—submissiveness and
warmth—while mature-faced applicants were preferred for jobs described as
requiring dominance and shrewdness. The present study extends this labo-
ratory simulation by looking for effects of babyfaceness in real-life settings.
We also investigate the possibility that babyfaced people are preferred for
certain jobs because they really do provide a better fit with the job require-
ments as a result of their personality characteristics or their educational
achievement.

Height and Weight

Facial features are not the only physical attributes that influence impression
formation; height and weight do so also. A namber of impressions were found
to be stereotypically related to height by Jackson and Ervin (1992). Taller men
were perceived as higher in attractiveness, professional status, personal adjust-
ment, athletic orientation, and masculinity. Taller women were perceived as
higher in professional status and attractiveness, although the finding for attrac-
tiveness is not consistent with other studies (Chaiken, 1981). In general;
shortness appeared to be a liability, leading to more negative assessments on
each of these characteristics; tall people were not perceived more favorably
than were people of average height. In a review of the literature, Roberts and
Herman (1981) suggested height may be related to actual differences in person-
ality or intelligence. Taller people describe themselves as more likable, more
self-directive, and less warm; there is mixed evidence suggesting that taller
people may be more dominant. There also tends to be a moderate correlation
between height and IQ.

Whereas short stature is a liability, perceptions of overweight people
seem to include both positive and negative characteristics. They are fre-
quently perceived as being less attractive (e.g., Harris, Harris, & Bochner,
1982), less intelligent, and more lonely and lazy (see DeJong & Kleck, 1981,
for review). Overweight people also are seen as possessing some childlike
traits, such as being warm-hearted, agreeable, dependent, and trusting {(Kiker &
Miller, 1967; Sleet, 1969; Wells & Siegal, 1961).

Both height and weight may have implications in the occupational arena as
well. Height has been found to affect performance assessments, hiring, and
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salary (Frieze, Olson, & Good, 1990; Hensiey & Cooper, 1987; Lester &
Sheehan, 1980; Ross & Ferris, 1981). Weight also has been found to impact
hiring as well as evaluations of performance and expertise in simulation
studies (Jasper & Klassen, 1990; Larkin & Pines, 1979; McKee & Smouse,
1983). For these reasons, height and weight were included as predictors of job
outcomes.

Study 1

Study 1 investigated relationships between appearance and real-life occupa-
tional outcomes in civilian settings. The influence of appearance on job status,
income and type of job was assessed and compared to the influence of the more
rational predictors of educational attainment and personality traits. This design
enabled us to compare three possible outcomes. The first possibility was that
appearance would have no effect on people’s occupational outcomes. A second
possibility was that appearance has an effect on occupational outcomes that is
due to covariation with education and/or personality. Third, appearance may
have an effect on occupational outcomes that is not totally explained by
covariation with education and/or personality.

Occupational Status and Income

Consistent with perceptions of attractive people and tall people as more
intelligent and more dominant, we expected that they might have higher status
jobs and higher incomes. Although previous studies of appearance and occupa-
tional status have not shown consistent results, we expected that these effects
might emerge once education and personality were controlled. Consistent with
perceptions of babyfaced people and overweight people as dependent and
naive, we predicted that they would hold lower status jobs and have lower
incomes. People with higher education, more assertiveness, and greater de-
pendability were expected to hold higher status jobs and to earn higher in-
comes.

The only income variable available for the sample used in this study was
total family income, which may be biased more by the spouse’s income for
women than for men. Although analyses predicting income were done only for
people with jobs, it must be recognized that the effects for women may refiect,
in part, how well they have married. Indeed, aftractive women tend to marry
upward in social status (Elder, 1969; Taylor & Glenn, 1976; Udry & Eckland,
1984).

Adttractive people were predicted to be employed in occupations that pro-
vide a good fit with the attractiveness halo effect—those requiring social and
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intellectual competence, dominance, and psychological adjustment, Taller
men were also expected to be employed in jobs consistent with the attractive-
ness stereotype, while overweight people were expected to hold jobs less
consistent with the stereotype. Additionally, people who actually possess
characteristics of the attractiveness stereotype, specifically higher education or
an outgoing personality, were expected to hold jobs more consistent with the
attractiveness halo. Babyfaced people were expected to be employed in occu-
pations that provide a good fit with the babyface stereotype—those requiring
warmth, submissiveness, and-low physical strength. Shorter people and over-
weight people were also expected to hold jobs more consistent with the
babyface stereotype. People with personality characteristics matching the
babyface stereotype, specifically warmth, were predicted to hold jobs fitting
the stereotype, while those with characteristics matching perceptions of ma-
ture-faced people, specifically assertiveness or dependability, were expected to
hold jobs less consistent with the stereotype. Effects of appearance were
cxpected to add significantly to the variance explained by education and
personality, indicating that they are not solely due to the accuracy of people’s
stereotypical perceptions.

Method

Subjects

The subjects for this study were people whose pictures were included in the
Intergenerational Studies of Development and Aging, a combination of three
longitudinal studies begun between 1928 and 1933 and archived at the Univer-
sity. of California Berkeley Institute of Human Development (IHD). Three
samples were used: Berkeley Guidance, Berkeley Growth, and Oakland
Growth, hereafter referred to, respectively, as Guidance, Berkeley, and
Oakland. The original 248 people in the Guidance sample were born between
1928 and 1929 in Berkeley, California. Family educational status was above
the average for the general U.S. population (Eichorn, 1981). Most were
from white, Protestant families, and 60% came from middle-class homes
{Caspi, Elder, & Bem, 1987). The Berkeley sample consisted of 61 healthy,
white, full-term infants born in Berkeley between September 1928 and May
1929. Over the next 3 years, an additional 13 infants were added to angment
the sample. Most of the families were middle class and Protestant (Eichorn,
1981). The first measures for the original 212 subjects in the Qakland
sample were taken in 1932, when the subjects ranged in age from 10-12
years. Therefore, they were, on average, 7.75 years older than either the
Guidance or Berkeley subjects. Most of the families were white, a reasonable
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representation of the population attending Oakland schools at that time
(Eichorn, 1981).

Slides of subjects’ faces at five age [evels were rated previously on both
attractiveness and babyfaceness (Zebrowitz, Olson, & Hoffman, 1993). The
particular sample used in this study was composed of subjects for whom both
facial appearance and job measures were available in middle adulthood (M =
55.99, 8§D = 3.50). This sample consisted of 101 males and 81 females.

Criterion Variables

Two measures of status were utilized. Occupational status was measured by
each subject’s score on the Duncan Socio-Economic Index (SEI), computed
from their 1970 Occupational Census classification. Total family income be-
fore taxes was alse used as a measure of statns. Two qualitative measures of job
outcome were created by the researchers: job babyfaceness and job attractive-
ness. Nine judges used a 5-point scale to rate each occupation {obtained from
1970 occupational census code) on how much it required traits consistent with
the babyface stereotype (Berry & McArthur, 1985) and the attractiveness
stereotype (Eagly et al., 1991). Raters were provided with a description of each
constellation of traits and were asked to make ratings separately for male and
female employees. Reliabilities of these ratings ranged from .81 (for occupa-
tional attractiveness-males) to .91 (for occupational attractiveness-females).
Thus, a mean for each assessment was computed across judges.

In order to help validate these two qualitative measures, we obtained
relevant psychosocial measures by linking each individual’s occupational
code with data obtained from three national Surveys of Working Conditions
conducted throughout the late 1960s and 1970s (Schwartz, Pieper, &
Karasek, 1988).3 The variables obtained through this technique were assess-
ments of decision authority, coworker support, and amount of physical
exertion.

Appearance Predictors

Ratings on 7-point scales of atiractiveness and babyfaceness from photo-
graphs taken in middle adulthood were used because this was when occupation

3This procedure yields a mean score for each job on each measure as well as an adjusted
mean score for each individual, which takes into account covariates such as age, education,
place of residence, and race. The unadjusted mean score was used because we were concerned
with the characteristics of particular jobs and how well these characteristics match the employee’s
characteristics. Moreover, using the mean score is a more conscrvative measure and will provide
a stricter test of our hypotheses.
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was assessed. The reliabilities for ratings of babyfaceness were .75 for males
and .79 for females; the reliabilities for ratings of atiractiveness were .84 for
males and .91 for fernales. Subjects’ height in meters and weight in kilograms
at middle adulthood were available for most subjects. In cases where these data
were not available, data from early adulthood or late adolescence were substi-
tuted. A ratio of weight to height, the Body Mass Index (kg weight/m height?),
was used as the measure of relative weight (Ross & Mirowsky, 1983).

Rational Predictors

A composite measure of educational attainment was created for each of the
subjects. For Guidance and Oakland subjects, the Eichorn scale of educational
attainment was used. . This scale ranges from did not complete elementary
school (1) to PhD, MD, DDS, LLB, EdD, DD (10). Data for Berkeley subjects
did not include the Eichorn measure. Instead, these subjects only had scores on
the Hollingshead education scale, which ranges from professional training (1)
to under 7 years of school (7). Because the Eichorn scale discriminates more
between various levels of education, particularly at the high end, the data of
those subjects who only had Hollingshead scores were converted to comparable
scores on the Eichorn scale. In all but two cases, the Hollingshead value was
equivalent to a value on the Eichorn scale (e.g., Hollingshead value of 3 = some
college = Eichorn value of 6), and subjects were simply reassigned the appro-
priate vatue from the Eichorn scale. Subjects who had a high school graduate,
some business or vocational school (4) on the Hollingshead scale were given a
4.5 on the new scale because they fell in between category completed high
school (4) and category high school + vocational or business schoo! (5) on the
Eichorn scale. Subjects who received a professional training (1) on the
Hollingshead scale were assigned a score of college graduate + extra creden-
tial (8) on the Eichorn scale. As a resuit, these particular subjects may have an
underestimation of their education on the new scale because it was impossible
to discern whether they had completed masters or doctoral work (values of 9
and 10, respectively, on the Eichorn scale). Nonetheless, the creation of this
new measure enabled us to retain the discrimination afforded by the Eichorn
scale for the majority of the subjects.

Personality variables considered to be conceptually relevant to babyfaced
or attractive job outcomes were obtained from clinicians” sorting of the 73-item
longitudinal California Q Sort items? based on interviews of the subjects in

4The 73-item longitudinal Q-set was used instead of the original 100-item Q-set because
the former is pertinent to personality at muitiple time periods, which permitted the use of the
same scales in Studies 1 and 2.
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middie aduithood (Block, 1971).5 The average item reliabilitics were .61 for
males and .58 for females. Component analysis had been previously used to
generate six scales ([laan, Millsap, & Hartka, 1986; Millsap & Meredith, 1988).
The four scales used in this study assessed the degree to which the subjects were
assertive versus submissive, dependable, warm versus hostile, and outgoing
versus aloof.

Results
Construct Validity

We first assessed the construct validity of the ratings of occupational
babyfaceness and occupational atiractiveness. Correlations between these
measures and the qualitative job assessments obtained from the Job Content
Questionnaire provided some evidence for validity. Consistent with the baby-
face stereotype, more babyfaced jobs held by both men and women had lower
status, r(120)=-.24, p < 01, for men, #{93}=-.19, p <.10, for women; and less
decision authority, #(119) = -.14, ns, for men, (88) = -.25, p < .05, for women.
There. was also a nonsignificant tendency for men’s babyfaced jobs to be
characterized by greater coworker support, 7(102) = .14, ns, as expected, but
this trend was not evident in jobs held by wotnen. Surprisingly, more babyfaced
jobs were higher in physical demands for men, r(119) = .19, p < .05, although
they were lower in physical demands for women, #{(87) = -.19, p < .10, as
expected. Also as expected, male and female jobs that were rated as fitting the
attractiveness halo had higher status, #(120) = .34, p <.001, for men, #{93) =
.37, p <.001, for women; and greater decision authority, F(119) = .40, p <.001,
for men, 7(88) = .49, p < .001, for women. Attractive female jobs were also
higher in coworker support, r(69) = .32, p < .01,

Consistent with perceptions of babyfaced men as warm, submissive, naive,
and low in physical strength, the four most babyfaced male jobs were child-care
worker, elementary school teacher, teacher aide, and clergy; while the jobs
rated as least babyfaced were judge, truck driver, policeman, and foreman.

SBecause photographs were provided to Q-sort raters in middle adulthood, there was some
concern expressed by reviewers that the personality measures might be biased by appearance.
If clinicians’ ratings were strongly biased by appearance, one would expect to find significant
correlations between facial appearance and several personality ratings. However, only one per-
sonality measure, outgoing/aloof, was correlated with facial appearance, and this held true only
for women (Table 1). While these correlations could indicate bias on the part of the raters,
they could also represent true relationships between personality and appearance. Evidence against
the bias explanation was provided by the finding of similar correlations between women’s
appearance at middle adulthood and Q-sort ratings of outgoing/aloof made 10 years earlier
when photographs were not available to raters.
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Ratings of female jobs on babyfaceness were also consistent with the stereo-
types, with the four jobs rated highest on occupational babyfaceness being

" elementary-school teacher, pre-K or kindergarten teacher, teacher aide, and
nursing aide, while those rated lowest in babyfaceness were computer systems
analyst, law teacher, athlete, and foreman. Ratings of occupational attractive-
ness produced some mixed results, with the most attractive jobs including not
only jobs that fit the perception of attractive people as socially skilled, intelli-
gent, dominant, and well-adjusted, but also jobs that seemed to provide an
aesthetic fit with attractive people. For instance, the most attractive male jobs
included painter/sculptor, as well as lawyer, physician, and bartender. The most
attractive female jobs were writer/artist/entertainer, designer, painter/ sculptor,
and art/drama/music teacher. The next most attractive female jobs seemed to
provide a somewhat better fit with the attractiveness halo, at least with regard
to higher social skills. These jobs included sales associate, receptionist, secre-
tary, and registered nurse. The least attractive male jobs were garbage collector,
janitor/sexton, accountant, and machinist, and the female jobs rated lowest on
attractiveness were bus driver, cleaner/charwoman, machine operative, and
bookkeeper.

Correlations and Regressions

Correlations among all predictor variables are shown in Table 1. There
was a slight trend for attractive men to be better educated, and taller men
were significantly more assertive. Taller women were significantly better
educated, while babyfaced women and attractive women were significantly
more outgoing. Correlations between the criterion variables and the initial
blocks of predictors are shown in Table 2. Nine percent of men and 5% of
women were missing data on education, while 1% of men were missing data on
height and relative weight. In these cases, means were substituted for the
missing values.®

Regression analyses predicting each occupational outcome were performed
separately for men and women. Blocks of appearance and rational predictors
were entered separately into forced entry regression models predicting each
outcome. Initial appearance predictors were babyfaceness, attractiveness,
height, and relative weight. Tnitial rational predictors were education, agsertive/
submissive, dependability, outgoing/aloof, and wamy/hostile. Three predictors,

SIn order to assure that mean substitution was not attenuating the effects of these variables,
all correlations were computed with and without substitution of means for missing values.
Comparison revealed no change in the significance of the correlations. The same held true for
Study 2.
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Table 3

Regressions Predicting Occupational Status From Appearance Variables,
Rational Variables, and All Variables Combined for Female Subjects

Predictor g t P

Block t: Appearance predictors
Height .21 (.20) 1.87(1.78) .07 (.08)
F(1,79) = 3.49, p = .07, R* = .04
Block 2: Rational predictors
Education 39 (.39) 3.89(3.87) .00(.00)
Assertive/submissive 22 (.19 221(1.84) 03007
F(2, 78) = 11.11, p = .000, RP=22
Block 3: Combined variable model

Height .04 .39 0
Education 37 3.43 .00
Assertive/submissive 22 2.18 .03

F(3,77) = 7.38, p = .000, R? = 22

Note. Values for the untrimmed models are in parentheses.

relative weight, outgoing/aloof, and warm/hostile, showed no relationship with
any of the criterion variables either in the zero-order correlations or in the
regression analyses, and they were therefore trimmed from all further regres-
sion models in order to increase degrees of freedom. Other predictors were
trinmed from particular blocks when ¢ < 1. The trimmed blocks were entered
in separate regression models and then together in a combined model.

Occupational status. For men, no appearance variables predicted occupa-
tional status. The block of rational predictors remained untrimmed and ac-
counted for 28% of the variance in occupational status, (3, 97) = 12.75, p =
.000. Men who were more highly educated (f = .39, p = .00) or more depend-
able (B = .28, p = .00} had higher status jobs, as one would expect. Assertive-
ness was not a significant predictor of job status, p = -.14.

For women, the only appearance variable in the trimmed block was
height, which explained & marginally significant 4% of the variance in
occupational status (Table 3). There was a trend for taller women to have
higher status jobs, as predicted. The trimmed block of rational predictors
explained 22% of the variance, with women who were more highly educated
or more assertive having higher status jobs. The combined model added
significantly only to the block of appearance predictors, contributing 18%
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Table 4

Regressions Predicting Income From Appearance Variables, Rational
Variables, and All Variables Combined for Male Subjects

Predictor B t P

Block 1: Appearance predictors
Height 27(.25) 2.35(2.13) 02 (.04)
F(1,72)=5.53,p=.02, R* = .07
Block 2: Rational predictors
Education 29 (31) 2.68 (2.71) .01 (.01)
Dependability 27 (.26) 2.52 (2.25) .01 (.03)
F(2,71)=17.82,p= 001, R® = .18
Block 3: Combined variable model

Height 24 227 .03
Education 28 2.61 RH |
Dependability 27 2.52 01

F(3, 70) = 7.24, p = .000, R® = .24

Note. Values for the untrimmed models are in parentheses.

more to the variance explained, p < .001. The marginal relationship between
height and occupational status was eliminated after controlling for the rational
predictors. This was probably due to the relationship between height and
education (r = .39).

Income. For men, the only appearance variable included in the trimmed
analysis predicting income was height, with taller men earning higher incomes.
This accounted for 7% of the variance (Table 4). The trimmed block of rational
variables included education and dependability, which combined to account for
18% of the variance. Both men with better educations and more dependable
men earned higher incomes, as expected. The combined model accounted for
24% of the variance in income and was a significant improvement over both
appearance, p < .05, and rational predictors alone, p < .01. All predictors
remained significant.

For women, attractiveness was the only appearance variable retained in the
trimmed block, but it was not a significant predictor of income (Table 5). The
trimmed block of rational variables included only assertive/submissive, which
accounted for 14% of the variance in income. Assertive women had signifi-
cantly higher incomes. The combined model added 13% to the variance ex-
plained by appearance alone, p < .01, but did not add significantly to the
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Table 5

Regressions Predicting Income From Appearance Variables, Rational
Variables, and All Variables Combined for Female Subjects

Predictor B t r

Block 1: Appearance predictors
Attractiveness 2021 1.51(1.24) .14 (.22)
F(1,55)=2.27,p=.14, R* = .04
Biock 2: Rational predictors
Assertive/submissive 28 (41) 3.05{2.51) .00(.02)
F(1,55)=9.29, p = .004, R* = .14
Block 3: Combined variable model
Attractiveness 16 1.31 .19
Assertive/submissive .36 2.92 .01
F(2,54)=3.57, p= 006, R = .17

Note. Values for the untrimmed models are in parentheses.

Table 6

Regressions Predicting Occupational Babyfaceness From Appearance
Variables, Rational Variables, and All Variables Combined for Male Subjects

Predictor ‘ B t p

Block 1: Appearance predictors

Height =30 (-.27) -3.08(-2.78) .00 (.01)

F(1,99)=9.47, p = 003, R = 09

Block 2: Rational predictors

Assertive/submissive -.14 (-.14) -143(-138) .16 (.17)
Dependability =27 (-27) -2.69 (-2.66) .01 (.01)

F(2,98)=6.14, p= 003, R* = .11

Block 3: Combined variable model

Height -24 251 01
Assertive/submissive -.10 -1.00 32
Dependability -24 -2.50 .01

F(3,97)=6.40, p = .001, R* = .17

Note. Values for the untrimmed models are in parentheses.
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Table 7

Regressions Predicting Occupational Babyfaceness From Appearance
Variables, Rational Variables, and All Variables Combined for Female
Subjects

Predictor B t P

Block 1: Appearance predictors
Babyfaceness 30 (30) 280 (2.43) 01 (.02)
F(1,79)="7.84, p= 01, B> = 09
Block 2: Rational predictors
Assertive/submissive -25 (-.25) =232 (-2.05) .02 (.04
F(1,79)=6.26, p = .01, R* = .07
Block 3: Combined variable model
Babyfaceness 31 295 .00
Assertive/submissive -.26 -2.50 01
F(2,78) =731, p = 001, R> = .16

Note. Values for the untrimmed models are in parentheses.

variance explained by the personality variables. Assertiveness remained the
only significant predictor.

Occupational babyfaceness. For men, height was the only variable re-
tained in the trimmed model, and it accounted for 9% of the variance in
occupational babyfaceness. As predicted, shorter men had more babyfaced jobs
{Table 6). The block of rational predictors, including assertive/submissive and
dependable accounted for 11% of the variance. Less dependable men had
more babyfaced jobs, as predicted. The combined. model was a significant
improvement over both previous models, adding 8% to the variance ex-
plained by appearance alone (p < .05) and 5% to that explained by the rational
predictors (p < .05). The effects of height and dependability remained
» significant.

For women, appearance alone accounted for 9% of the variance; the only
variable included in the trimmed model was babyfaceness (Table 7). Consistent
with predictions, more babyfaced women had more babyfaced occupations.
Rational predictors accounted for 7% of the variance in occupational baby-
faceness, with assertive/submissive the only variable remaining in the
trimmed model. As predicted, more assertive women had [ess babyfaced occu-
pations. The combined model retained significant effects of both variables and
contributed significantly to the variance explained by each individual block,
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Table 8

Regressions Predicting Occupational Attractiveness From Appearance
Variables, Rational Variables, and All Variables Combined for Male Subjects

Predicior B t r
Block 1: Appearance predictors
Babyfaceness A2 (.15) 1.1 (1.36) 24 (18)
Height .28 (.28) 278 (2.84) .01 (0D

F(2,98)=4.08, p— 02, R = 08
Block 2: Rational predictors
Education 31 (3D 328 (3.14) .00 (.00)
F(1,99)=10.73, p = .002, R = .10
Block 3: Combined variable model

Babyfaceness 12 1.23 22
Height 24 2.54 .0
Education 29 3.07 .00

F(3,97y=46.10, p=.001, R= 16

Note. Values for the untrimmed models are in parentheses.

adding 7% to the variance explained by appearance (p < .01) and 9% to that
explained by rational predictors (p < .01).

Occupational attractiveness. For men, the trimmed block of appearance
variables, including height and babyfaceness, accounted for 8% of the
variance in occupational attractiveness (Table 8). Height was the only signifi-
cant predictor, with taller men in more attractive occupations, as expected.
The only rational predictor retained in the trimmed block was education,
which accounted for 10% of the variance. More highly educated men had
occupations more consistent with the attractiveness halo. The combined
model was a sigoificant improvement both over appearance alone, adding
8% of explained variance (p < .01), and over rational predictors alone, adding
6% to variance explained (p < .05), Tall men and well-educated men continued
to hold more jobs consistent with the attractiveness halo in the combined
model.

For women, the only predictor of occupational attractiveness was attractive-
ness, accounting for 5% of the variance, F(1, 79) =4.07, p < .05. As predicted,
attractive women held jobs having requirements more consistent with the
attractiveness halo, B = .22, p < .05. All other appearance predictors and all
rational predictors were trimmed from the model.
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Discussion

Although appearance variables did not significantly predict the status of
people’s occupations, they did play a role in predicting men’s family income.
Taller men were found to have higher incomes, independent of the effects of
education and personality. Rational variables also yielded a number of signifi-
cant effects on job status and income. Education was particularly important in
predicting occupational status for both men and women, and income for men,
albeit not for women. Dependable men and assertive women alse had higher
status jobs as well as higher incomes. The findings for education and depend-
ability replicate Clausen’s work on occupational attainment using this sample
{Clausen, 1993). It is noteworthy that the effect of height on men’s income was
almost as large as the effects of education or dependability.

- Appearance also had significant effects on the type of jobs people held.
Facial appearance was particularly important in predicting job type for women.
As predicted, more babyfaced women held jobs that required the traits associ-
ated with the babyface stereotype, replicating the hiring simulation results
reported by Zebrowitz et al. (1991). The effect of babyfaceness remained
strong, even when controlling for the personality variable of assertiveness,
which itseif showed a strong negative relationship to employment in babyfaced
jobs. Moreover, the strength of the babyface effect was comparable to that of
assertiveness. Similarly, more attractive women had jobs that required the traits
associated with the attractiveness halo, an effect that also was not attributable
to more rational predictors. Indeed, the rational predictors had no significant
effects on this job outcome. These findings provide real-world support for
Heilman’s lack of fit model (Heilman, 1983), and they suggest that the women,
their employers, or both perceive a fit between babyfaced or attractive women
and certain occupations even when that fit is not supported by their actual
education level or personality traits.

Whereas facial appearance predicted job type for women, height was a
better predictor of job type for men. As predicted, taller men held jobs that
required the traits associated with the attractiveness halo, and shorter men held
* jobs requiring traits associated with babyfaceness. As for women, these effects
not only remained significant after controlling for education and personality,
but they were also of comparable magnitude to the rational predictors, which
included low dependability as a predictor of babyfaced jobs and higher educa-
tion as a predictor of attractive jobs. Again, taller men may seem to provide a
better fit to ceriain types of jobs, either in their own eyes or in the eyes of
employers.

The finding that facial appearance is important in determining women’s
occupational outcomes, while height is important for men, cannot be attributed
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to gender differences in the range of these predictors. The measures of height
and faciail appearance showed similar variability for men and women. The
greater effects of facial appearance for women aiso cannot be attributed to
gender differences in the strength of the facial stereotypes, since the attrac-
tiveness halo and the babyface overgeneralization effect are equivalent for
male and female targets (Eagly et al., 1991; Feingold, 1982; Zebrowitz &
Montepare, 1992). On the other hand, the greater occupational consequences of
facial appearance for women than men is consistent with other evidence that
appearance has greater social consequences for women (Jackson, 1992). Sur-
prisingly, weight did not seem to affect occupational outcomes for either men
or women.

In summary, appearance variables seem to be as important as education and
personality in determining outcomes in the workplace. Appearance influences
how much money people make: Taller men had higher incomes, an effect that
was independent of their education or personality, and equal in magnitude to
the latter effects. Appearance also plays a significant role in determining the
type of jobs people hold—a role that is equal to that played by more rational
predictors. More babyfaced women and shorter men had jobs rated as requiring
more warmth, submissiveness, naiveté, and less physical strength. Moreover,
these effects were comparable in magnitude to the effects of significant person-
ality predictors—low dependability for men and low assertiveness for women.
More attractive women and taller men had jobs rated as requiring more intelli-
gence, social skills, and dominance. While the effect for men was gimilar in
strength to that of education, attractiveness was the only determinant of occu-
pational attractiveness for women. As Heilman (1983) points out, these effects
of appearance may be due to self-selection by individuals deciding that their
perceived attributes match those of certain jobs, or they may be due to selection
by employers who believe that certain attributes communicated by appearance
fit the job for which they are hiring. Regardless of what employees or employ-
ers may believe, the present findings provide evidence that differential employ-
ment patterns based on appearance are not justified by differences in bona fide
job qualifications, such as personality and education.

Study 2

Study 2 examined the impact of appearance on four measures of military
service. The only outcome investigated in previous studies of appearance and
military service was exit rank. These studies provided some evidence for a
relation between appearance and rank for men while attending a military
academy, but not during actual military service (Dickey-Bryant et al., 1986;
Mazur et al., 1984). The present study attempted to predict the exit rank of a



APPEARANCE AND OCCUPATIONAL OUTCOMES 149

more general sample of servicemen, including a number of draftees; it also
went beyond previous studies by controlling for rational predictors of military
outcomes, such as intelligence and personality. Although entry rank is unlikely
to be biased by appearance, we expected that a person’s advancement through
the ranks might be influenced by their appearance, since that advancement is
partially based on higher ranking officers’ subjective assessments. We also
included a second measure of military status or achievement, receipt of a
military citation or award. Although some awards are given on a unit basis,
individual awards are also given based on officers’ recommendations, which
could potentially be influenced by appearance.

In addition to looking at status measures, we investigated how appcarance
might impact the experiences people have while in the military. Although it is
conceivable that appearance could influence the amount of combat experience
people had by affecting assignments made during training (e.g., men who have
a military bearing may be assigned to the drill corps), this is likely to be a rare
event. Decisions to send people to combat areas were usnally made for entire
units by officers who were not in personal contact with the units. Thus, we did
not expect to find a significant effect of appearance on amount of combat
experience. On the other hand, we thought appearance might have more impact
on the intensity of men’s combat experience, as measured by their exposure to
gunfire and casualties. Although assignment to responsibilities within a combat
unit is heavily influenced by people’s experiences and skills, the officers in
charge of assigning people to tasks may be influenced by the fit between a
person’s appearance and the task. _

As in Study 1, we compared the effects of appearance variables to the
effects of more rational predictors of military experience, such as intelligence
and personality. We also included a nuraber of military control variables—en-
try rank, time in service, amount of combat experience, and whether the person
had ever been wounded. Again, three possible outcomes existed for the effects
of appearance on military outcomes: {a) no effect of appearance, (b) an effect
of appearance due to covariation with rational predictors, (c) an effect of
appearance over and above the rational predictors.

Consistent with the attribution of more dominance to mature-faced and
attractive individuals, such men were expected to achieve higher ranks in the
military and to be more likely to receive an award. Taller men were also
predicted to achieve higher ranks and to be more likely to receive an award.
Overweight men, perceived as less dominant, were expected to achieve
Iower ranks. Also, men who actually possess characteristics associated with
these physical qualities—intelligence, assertiveness, and dependability—
were expected to attain higher exit ranks and to be more likely to receive an
award.
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Consistent with the attribution of more warmth and weakness to babyfaced
individuals, such men were expected to have less intense combat experience,
with less exposure to gunfire and casualties. Also, if taller men are perceived
to be more dominant or more physically fit, they may have more intense combat
experience. To the extent that attractive men are perceived as more dominant,
they may also have more intense combat experience; however, to the extent that
they are more likable because of their perceived social competence, they may
be less likely to be assigned to intense combat missions. Finally, assertive men
were also expected to have more intense combat experience, while warm men
were expected to have less,

Method
Subjects

Seventy-four male subjects from this archival data set who had both military
experience and photos taken in late adolescence were used in this study. The
average age at entry into the military was 21.51 years, while the average age at
exit was 24.65 years. (Nine subjects reentered the military; their average age at
exit was 33.89.)

Criterion Variables

A number of military outcome variables were assessed in a 1985 follow-up
of the three longitudinal samples (Elder & Clipp, 1988a, 1988b, 1989). For
this study, we were concerned with two types of variables: achicved status in
the military, and type of service experience. Measures of the men’s status
were rank at time of exit from the military, and whether they had received
any award or citation. Measures of the type of service experience the men had
were amount and intensity of combat experience. Amount of combat experi-
ence was indexed by duration of time spent in a combat area. Intensity of
combat was assessed by summing responses to five questions asking whether
the individual had ever fired at the enemy, had ever been fired upon, had ever
killed anyone, had seen enemy casualties, or had been in the presence of
American casualties.

Appearance Predictors
Ratings of subjects’ babyfaceness and attractiveness at late adolescence

were employed as predictors in this study because these appearance ratings
were closest to the time at which most subjects completed their military service.
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Both ratings were quite reliable, with ¢ = .86 for babyfaceness and a < .87 for
attractiveness. Subjects’ height and relative weight at age 18 wére also used as
appearance predictors. As in Study 1, any subjects who were missing height or
weight at this point in time were assigned values from early to middle adult-
hood, if available.

Rational Predictors and Control Variables

Intelligence and personality measures were included in all blocks of rational
predictors. Intelligence was included, rather than education level, for two
reasons. First, intelligence measures were available for a greater percentage of
subjects, resulting in less missing data. Second, we believed that since subjects
might not have completed their educations at the time of their military service,
assessments of education in middle adulthood may not have been an accurate
reflection of their education level at time of service. Personality variables from
clinicians’ sorting of the 73-item longitudinal California Q-set in early aduli-
hood were also included in all analyses. As in Study 1, these personality
variables were assertive/submissive, dependability, outgoing/aloof, and warm/
hostile. Entry rank, time served in the military, amount of combat experience,
and whether the individual had ever been wounded were used as control
variables, when appropriate.

Results

Correlations among the predictor variables are shown in Table 9. Taller men
were less outgoing and less likely to be wounded. Heavier men were more
outgoing, more likely to be wounded, and showed a marginal tendency to have
more combat experience. Surprisingly, we found a moderate negative relation-
ship between relative weight and entry rank. Because of this, entry rank was
added as a measure of military status and was included as a criterion variable
in regression analyses. There were also marginally significant tendencies for

‘attractive men to be more intelligent and to have less combat experience.
Correlations among predictor and criterion variables are shown in Table 10. Six
percent of subjects were missing data on intelligence, while 22% were missing
data on personality. In these cases, means were substituted for the missing
values (Footnote 6).

As before, appearance and rational predictors were entered in separate
blocks in regressions predicting military outcome variables. The initial
block of appearance variables included babyfaceness, attractiveness, height,
and relative weight. The block of rational variables included I1Q, assertive/
submissive, dependability, outgoing/aloof, and warm/hostile. Military control
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Table 10

Correlations Between Predictor and Criterion Variables - Study 2

Combat Combat
Exit rank Award  experience infensity
(n=174) (n="13) (n=74) (n="73)

Babyfaceness .04 24* 16 12
Attractiveness A7 .08 =207 -.26*
Height .10 -.15 -.19 -.30%*
Relative weight -23% .07 21 ApEF¥
Intelligence 36%* -.08 .00 -.09
Entry rank S55%E# -21% 11 .01
Time served? 26% 217 17 23%
Combat experience .14 g3k TGEEN
Wounded -.05 .09 30*# A3FEE
Assertive/submissive A2 A5 20F 15
Dependability 4% .02 .09 -.12
Qutgoing/aloof .03 .07 11 25%
Warm/hostile .05 -.19 -.20F - 17

20ne subject was missing data on this variable.
Tp <.10, *p < 05. ¥¥p < 01. *+*p < 001,

variables were entered in the rational block and included entry rank and
time served (in all analyses), amount of combat experience (in analyses
predicting award and combat intensity}, and whether the person had been
wounded (in analyses predicting award). Military variables were not used in
predictions of entry rank. Predictors with £ < 1 were trimmed from the blocks,
and each block was then reentered separately and then together in a combined
model.

Military Job Status

Entry rank. Relative weight, the only appearance variable retained in the
trimmed model, accounted for 6% of the variance in entry rank, with heavier
men having lower entry ranks (Table 11). The trimmed block of rational
variables included IQ and dependability and accounted for 12% of the variance
in entry rank, although only IQ was significant. The combined model added
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Table 11

Regressions Predicting Entry Rank From Appearance Variables, Rational
Variables, and All Variables Combined

Predictor B t P

Block 1: Appearance predictors
Relative weight =24 (-.23) -2.10 (-1.96) .04 {.05)
F(1,72)y=4.39, p=.01, R*= .06
Block 2: Rational predictors
1Q 29 (.30) 2.56 (2.47) 01 (.02)
Dependability 13 (.14) 1.16 (1.15) .25 (.26)
F(2,71) =5.16, p = 000, R* = .12
Block 3: Combined variable model

Relative weight -.16 -1.40 17
¢ .26 2.23 03
Dependability 11 95 35

F(3,70)=377,p= 01, =14

Note. Values for the untrimmed models are in parentheses.

significantly only to the variance explained by appearance alone {p < .05). The
effect of relative weight was eliminated, indicating that it was due to heavier
men being less intelligent and slightly more dependable.

Exit rank. Appearance alone accounted for 9% of the variance in exit rank.
Although both attractiveness and relative weight were included in the trimmed
model, the only significant predictor was relative weight, with heavier men
having lower exit ranks (Table 12},

Of the rational and control variables, 1Q, entry rank, time served, and all
personality variables except outgoing/aloof combined to explain 58% of the
variance in exit rank. Both control variables were significant predictors, with
men who had served longer in the military and those with higher entry ranks
earning higher exit ranks. In addition, assertive and dependable men were more
likely to achieve higher exit ranks. The combined model added significantly to
the variance explained by appearance alone (p < .001). The effect of relative
weight was eliminated, due to the fact that heavier men had lower entry ranks.
The pattern of rationai predictors remained the same.

Award. The only appearance variable in the trimmed model was baby-
faceness, which accounted for 6% of the variance in whether the individual
received an award while in the military (Tabie 13). Contrary to prediction,
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Table 12

Regressions Predicting Exit Rank From Appearance Variables, Rational
Variablies, and All Variables Combined

Predictor B t r

Block 1: Appearance predictors
Aftractiveness 12 (13) 1.05 (1.09) .30 (.28)
Relative weight -.26 (-.25) -2.26 (-2.12) .03 (04
F(2,70)=3.61, p=.03, R = .09
Block 2: Rational predictors

Entry rank 53 (52) 6.13 (5.95) .00 (.00)
Time served 35 (35) 4.18 (4.01) .00 (.00)
IQ 09 (.10) 1.05 (1.08) .30 (.28)
Assertive/submissive A7 (.16) 1.89 (1.60) .07 (.11)
Dependability 30 (31 3.71 (3.64) .0C (.00}
Warm/hostile A0 (L10) 1.09 (1.05) .28 (.30}

F(6, 66) = 15.16, p = .000, R* = .58
Block 3: Combined variable model

Attractiveness 10 1.14 .26
Relative weight .10 -1.15 .26
Entry rank 51 5.89 .00
Time served 36 4.35 .00
1Q 06 .63 53
Assertive/submissive .19 2.04 .05
Dependability .29 3.53 .00
Warm/hostile 10 1.07 .29

F(8, 64) = 11.92, p = .000, R = 60

Note. Values for the untrimmed models are in parentheses.

babyfaced men were more likely to receive an award. All rational predictors
were trimmed from the analysis, but military control variables accounted for
18% of the variance. (The initial block of predictors for this equation also
included whether the individual had been wounded, but this variable was
trimmed from the model.} Men with more combat experience were more likely
to receive an award, while those with high entry rank were less likely to be
decorated. The combined model added 17% to the variance explained by
appearance alone ( < .01), and 4% to the variance explained by the control
variables (p < .10). The same pattern of predictors remained in the combined
model, although the effect of babyfaceness was reduced slightly.
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Table 13

Regressions Predicting Award From Appearance Variables, Rational
Variables, and All Variables Combined

Predictor B t P

Block 1: Appearance predictors
Babyfaceness 24 (23) 2.09 (1.90) .04 (.06)
F(1, 70y = 4.38, p = .04, R* = .06
Block 2: Rational predictors

Entry rank -24 (-23) 2.13(-1.84) .03 (07)
Time served 12 (14) 1.09 (1.15) .28 (26)
Combat experience 33 (29 294 (227 .00 (03)

F(3,68)=5.14, p = .003, R* = .18
Block 3: Combined variable model

Babyfaceness 21 1.87 07
Entry rank -25 -2.32 02
Time served .10 .87 39
Combat experience .30 2.75 00

F(4, 67)=4.87, p = 002, R* = 23

Note. Values for the untrimmed models are in parentheses.
Military Job Quality

As expected, there were no significant predictors of amount of combat
experience, suggesting that neither appearance nor rational predictors play a
role in determining how much combat a soldier sees.

Combat intensity. The trimmed block of appearance variables, including
attractiveness, height, and relative weight accounted for 30% of the variance in
the intensity of combat experience (Table 14). Surprisingly, heavier men had
more intense combat experiences, while more attractive men, as well as taller
men, had less intense combat experience. The effect of attractiveness was
only marginally significant. The block of rational and control variables ac-
counted for 69% of the variance in the intensity of combat experience. The
most important predictor of intensity was the amount of combat experience, but
more outgoing men and less dependable men were also more likely to have
more intense combat experiences. The combined model added 45% to the
variance explained by appearance alone (p < .001), and added 6% to the
variance explained by the rational and control variables (p < .01). The effects
of attractiveness and height were eliminated after accounting for personality
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Table 14

Regressions Predicting Combat Intensity from Appearance Variables,
Rational Variables, and All Variables Combined

Predictor B t r

Block 1: Appearance predictors

Attractiveness -19 (-.19) -1.84 (-1.80) .07 (.08)
Height =22 (-21) 2.08 (-1.90) .04 (.06)
Relative weight 3% (39) 3.72 (3.71) .00 (.00)

F(3, 68) =9.69, p = 000, R® = 30
Block 2: Rational predictors

Time served A1 (1D 1.56 (1.45) .12 (.15)
Combat experience g6 (17 10.87(10.33) .00 (.00)
Dependability -15 (-.14) -2,17 (-1.91) .03 (.06)
Qutgoing/alocf A5 (15 2.12 (2.00) .04 (05

F(4, 67)=36.95 p= 000, B> = 69
Block 3: Combined variable model

Attractiveness : -.05 =70 49
Height -.09 -1.2% .20
Relative weight .24 3.47 .00
Time served .10 1.61 A1
Combat experience .69 10.15 .00
Dependability -11 -1.72 09
Outgoing/aloof .07 1.02 .31

F(1, 64) = 27.40, p = .000, Ri= 75

Note. Values for the untrimmed models are in parentheses.

and military variables. The effect of outgoing/aloof was also eliminated
while the impact of dependability was reduced to a trend. The only remain-
ing significant predictors were relative weight and amount of combat expe-
rience.

Discussion

Although Mazur et al. (1984) found a positive relationship of military rank
with facial maturity among men in a military academy, no significant relation-
ship was found during their years of service, which parallels the nonsignificant
effect of babyfaceness on exit rank in the present investigation. On the other
hand, babyfaceness did predict military status as indexed by the receipt of an
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award. Surprisingly, however, it was the more babyfaced men who were
marginally more likely to carn an award. This finding could reflect a contrast
effect, whereby whatever courageous actions babyfaced men took were more
salient because they did not fit the perception of babyfaced individuals as being
warm, dependent, and submissive. Consistent with this reasoning, prior re-
search has revealed that babyfaced individuals may receive greater punish-
ments for intentional or serious harmdoing (Berry & Zebrowitz-McArthur,
1988; Zebrowitz, Kendall-Tackett, & Fafel, 1991), behaviors that are equally
out of the perceived character of babyfaced people.

Relative weight, which did not play any role in Study 1, was found to pre-
dict both status and type of military experience in Study 2. As predicted, heav-
ier men had lower exit ranks. However, this outcome does not seem to reflect
bias against overweight individuals, since it was eliminated when controlling
for entry rank. Moreover, the lower entry ranks of heavier men appeared to be
due to their personality and lower intelligence. Heavier men were also found to
have more intense combat experiences, even afier controlling for personality
and military variables. This unpredicted effect could reflect bias against over-
weight men. Alternatively, it could reflect the inadequacy of the Body Mass
Index as a measure of overweight when it is applied to a population that is likely
to include many individuals who are high in muscle mass. Indeed, obesity
researchers have recognized problems with standard measures of relative
weight in certain populations, such as athletes (Schachter, 1971; Welham &
Behnke, 1942). Finally, attractive men and tzll men were less likely to engage
in intense combat, although these effects were eliminated after controlling for
personality and military variables. Contrary to prediction, more babyfaced men
were not less likely to engage in intense combat.

Unlike Study 1, in which appearance variables were frequently as important
as rational predictors in influencing civilian occupational outcomes, intelli-
gence, personality, and military experience were much more important than
appearance in determining military outcomes in Study 2. Nevertheless, even in
a setting like the military that prides itself on making personnel decisions
based on merit and qualifications, appearance played a role that was not
always totally accounted for by covariation with intelligence or personality.
Such an impact of appearance was apparent in one type of military achigve-
ment: Babyfaced men were more likely to be honored with a military award or
citation. Appearance also influenced men’s exposure to hazardous military
activities, with heavier men having more exposure to gunfire and casualties.

Conclusion

These studies took several important steps in looking for effects of
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appearance on occupational outcomes. First, they focused on the appearance of
real people in real jobs, continuing an important tradition of extending labora-
tory findings to the real world. Second, they went beyond an examination of
income and occupational status, identifying the effects of appearance on the
types of occupations and occupational experiences people have. Finally, they
compared appearance effects to more rational predictors of occupational out-
comes. Interestingly, different appearance variables were found to be important
for men and women in the study of civilian occupations, suggesting a fruitful
area for future investigations. The finding that the occupational consequences
of appearance added significantly o those of ability and personality, particu-
larly in civilian setfings, suggests a nonjustifiable bias. As such, the results
support the Harvard Law Review’s argument that the Rehabilitation Act of
1973 should be construed to protect people against employment discrimination
on the basis of facial or bodily appearance.

References

Beehr, T. A., & Gilmore, D. C. (1982). Applicant attractiveness as a perceived
job-relevant variable in selection of management trainees. Academy of
Management Journal, 25, 607-617.

Berry, D. S. (1990), Taking people at face value: Evidence for the kernel of
truth hypothesis. Social Cognition, 8, 343-361.

Berry, D. 8. (1991). Accuracy in social perception: Contributions of facial and
vocal information. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 61,
298-307.

Berry, D. 8., & McArthur, L. Z. (1985). Some components and consequences
of a babyface. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 48, 312-323.

Berry, D. S., & McArthur, L, Z, (1986). Perceiving character in faces; The
impact of age-related cranio-facial changes on social perception. Psycho-
logical Bulletin, 100, 3-18.

Berry, D. 8., & Zebrowitz-McArthur, L. A. {(1988). What’s in a face? Facial
maturity and the attribution of legal responsibility. Personality and Social
Psvehology Bulletin, 14, 23-33.

Block, J. (1971). Lives through time. Berkeley, CA: Bancroft Books.

Buck, S., & Tiene, D. (1989). The impact of physical attractiveness, gender,
and teaching philosophy on teacher evalvations. Journal of Educational
Research, 82, 172-177.

Cash, T. F., Begley, P. I, McCown, D. A., & Weise, B. C. (1975). When
counselors are heard but not seen: Initial impact of physical attractiveness.
Journal of Counseling Psychology, 22, 272-279.

Cash, T. F., Gillen, G., & Burns, D. 8. (1977). Sexism and “beautyism” in



160 COLLINS AND ZEBROWITZ

personnel consultant decision making. Journai of Applied Psychology, 62,
301-310.

Cash, T. F., & Kehr, J. (1978). Influence of nonprofessional counselors’
physical attractiveness and sex on perceptions of counselor behavior.
Journal of Counseling Psychology, 25, 336-342.

Cash, T. F., & Salzbach, R. F. (1978). The beauty of counseling: Effects of
counselor physical attractiveness and self-disclosure on perceptions of
counselor behavior. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 25, 283-291.

Caspi, A, Elder, G. H., & Bem, D. (1987). Moving against the world: Life-
course patterns of explosive children. Developmental Fsychology, 23,
308-313.

Chaiken, S. (1979). Communicator physical attractiveness and persuasion.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37, 1387-1397.

Chaiken, S. (1981). Physical appearance and social influence. In C. P. Herman,
M. P. Zanna, & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Physical appearance, stigma, and
social behavior: The Ontario Symposium (pp. 143-177). Hillsdale, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum.

Clausen, J. A. (1993). American lives: Looking back at the children of the Great
Depression. New York, NY: Free Press.

DelJong, W_, & Kleck, R. E. (1981). The social psychological effects of over-
weight. In C. P. Herman, M. P. Zanna, & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Physical
appearance, stigma, and social behavior (pp. 65-87). Hillsdale, NI
Lawrence Erlbaum.

Dickey-Bryant, L., Lautenschlager, G. J., Mendoza, J. L., & Abrahams, N.
(1986). Facial attractiveness and its relation to occupational success. Jour-
nal of Applied Psychology, 71, 16-19.

Dipboye, R. L., Fromkin, H. L., & Wiback, K. (1975). Relative importance of
applicant sex, attractiveness, and scholastic standing in evaluation of job
applicant resumes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60, 39-43.

Eagly, A. H., Ashmore, R. D., Makhijani, M. G.; & Longo, L. C. (1991). What
is beautiful is good, but . . . : A metanalytic review of research on the
physical attractiveness stereotype. Psychological Bulletin, 110, 109-128.

Eichorn, D.’H. (1981). Samples and procedures. In D. H. Eichom, J. A.

~ Clausen, N. Haan, M. P. Honzik, & P. H. Mussen (Bds.), Present and past
in middle life (pp. 33-51). San Diego, CA: Acadenmic.

Elder, G. H., Jr. (1969). Appearance and education in marriage mobility.
American Sociological Review, 34, 519-533.

Elder, G. H., & Clipp, E. C. (1988a). Combat experience, comradeship, and
psychological heatth. In J. P. Wilson, Z. Harel, & B. Kahana (Eds.), Human
adaptation to extreme stress: From the Holocaust to Vietnam (pp. 131-
156). Cleveland, OH: Plenum.



APPEARANCE AND OCCUPATIONAL OUTCOMES 161

Elder, G. H.,, & Clipp, E. C. {1988b). Wartime losses and social bonding:
Influences across 40 years in men’s lives. Psychiatry, 51, 177-198.

Elder, G. H., & Clipp, E. C. (1989). Combat experience and emotional health:
Impairment and resilience in later life. Journal of Personality, 57,311-341.

Facial discrimination: Extending handicap law to employment discrimination
on the basis of physical appearance. (1987). Harvard Law Review, 100,
2035-2052.

Feingold, A. (1982). Physical attractiveness and intelligence. Journal of Social
Psychology, 118, 283-284.

Feingold, A. (1992). Good-looking people are not what we think. Psychologi-
cal Bulletin, 111, 304-341.

Frieze, . H., Olson, I. E.; & Good, D. C. (1990). Perceived and actual discrimi-
nation in the salaries of male and female managers. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 20, 46-67

Gillen, B. (1981). Physical attractiveness: A determinant of two types of
goodness. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, T, 277-281.

Goebel, B. L., & Cashen, V. M. (1979). Age, sex, and attractiveness as factors
in student ratings of teachers: A developmental study. Journal of Educa-
tional Psychology, 71, 646-653.

Haan, N., Millsap, R., & Hartka, E. (1986). As time goes by: Change and
stability in personality over fifty years. Psychelogy and Aging, 1,220-243,

Hammermesh, D., & Biddle, J. (1994). Beauty and the labor market (Working
Paper No. 4518). National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc.

Harris, M. B., Harris, R. 1., & Bochner, 8. (1982). Fat, four-eyed, and female:
Stereotypes of obesity, glasses, and gender. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology, 12, 503-516.

Heilman, M. E. (1983). Sex bias in work seftings: The lack of fit model.
Research in Organizational Behavior, 5, 269-298,

Heilman, M. E,, & Sarewatari, L. R. (1979). When beauty is beastly: The
effects of appearance and sex on evaluations of job applicants for manage-
rial and nonmanagerial jobs. Organizational Behavior and Hiuman Per-
formance; 23, 360-372.

Heilman, M. E., & Stopek, M. H. (1985). Being attractive, advantage or
disadvantage? Performace-based evaluations and recommended personnel
actions as a function of appearance, sex, and job type. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 35, 202-215.

Hensley, W. E., & Cooper, R. (1987). Height and occupational success: A
review and critique. Psychological Reports, 60, 843-849.

Jackson, L. A. (1983). Gender, physical attractiveness; and sex role in occupa-
tional treatment discrimination: The influence of trait and role assump-
tions. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 13, 379-388.



162 COLLINS AND ZEBROWITZ

Jackson, L. A. (1992). Physical appearance and gender: Sociebiclogical and
sociocultural perspectives. Albany, NY: SUNY Press.

Jackson, L. A., & Ervin, K. S, (1992). Height stereotypes of women and men:
The liabilities of shortness for both sexes. Journal of Social Psychology,
132, 433-445.

Jasper, C. R., & Klassen, M. L. (1990). Perceptions of salespersons’ appear-
ance and evaluation of job performance. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 71,
563-566.

Kiker, V. L., & Miller, A. R. (1967). Perceptual judgment of physiques as a
factor in social image. Perceptual and Motor Skiils, 24, 1013-1014.

Larkin, J. E., & Pines, H. A. (1979). No fat persons need apply. Sociology of
Work and Occupations, 6, 312-327.

Lester, D., & Sheehan, D. (1980). Attitudes of supervisors toward short police
officers. Psychological Reports, 47, 462.

Lewis, K. N., & Walsh, W. B. (1978). Physical attractiveness: Its impact on
the perception of a female counselor. Journal of Counseling Psychology,
27, 620-624.

Lombardo, J. P., & Tocei, M. E. (1979). Attribution of positive and negative
characteristics of instructors as a function of attractiveness and sex of
instructor and sex of subject. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 48, 491-494,

Mazur, A, Mazur, J., & Keating, C. (1984). Military rank attainment of a West
Point class: Effects of cadets’ physical features. American Journal of
Sociology, 90, 125-150.

McArthur, L. Z., & Apatow, K. (1983-1984). Impressions of baby-faced adults.
Social Cognition, 2, 314-324.

McKee, K., & Smouse, A. D. (1983). Clients’ perceptions of counselor expert-
ness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness: Initial impact of counselor status
and weight. Journal of Counseling Fsychology, 30, 332-338.

Millsap, R., & Meredith, W. (1988). Component analysis in cross-sectional and
longitudinal data. Psychometrika, 53, 123-134.

Paradise, L. V., Cohl, B., & Zweig, J. (1980). Effects of profane language and
physical attractiveness on perceptions of counselor behavior. Journal of
Counseling Psychology, 27, 620-624,

Roberts, J. V_, & Herman, C. P. (1981). The psychology of height: An empiri-
cal review. In C. P. Herman, M. P. Zanna, & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Physical
appearance, stigma, and social behavior (pp. 113-140). Hillsdale, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum, )

Ross, C. E., & Mirowsky, J. (1983). Social epidemiology of overweight: A
substantive and methodological investigation. Journal of Health and
Social Behavior, 24, 288-298.

Ross, J., & Fermis, K. R. (1981). Interpersonal attraction and organizational



&

APPEARANCE AND QOCCUPATIONAL QUTCOMES 163

outcome: A field experiment. Administrative Science Quarterly, 26,
617-632.

Schachter, 8. (1971). Emotion, obesity, and crime. New York, NY: Academic,

Schwartz, 1. E., Pieper, C. F., & Karasek, R. A. (1988). A procedure for linking
psychosocial job characteristics data to health surveys. American Journal
of Public Health, 78, 904-909.

Sleet, D. A. (1969). Physique and social image. Perceptual and Motor Skills,
28, 295-299.

Sparacino, J. (1980). Physical attractiveness and occupational prestige among
male college graduates. Psychological Reporis, 47, 1275-1280.

Spencer, B. A., & Taylor, G. S. (1988). Effects of facial attractiveness and
gender on causal attributions of managerial performance. Sex Roles, 19,
273-285.

Taylor, P., & Glenn, N. (1976). The utility of education and attractiveness for
females’ status. American Sociological Review, 41, 484-497,

Udry, J. R., & Eckland, B. K. (1984). Benefits of being attractive: Differential
payoffs for men and women. Psychological Reports, 54, 47-56.

Waters, J. (1985). Cosmetics and the job market. In J. Graham & A. Kligman
(Eds.), The psychelogy of cosmetic treatments (pp. 113-124), New York,
NY: Praeper.

Welhem, W. C., & Behnke, A. R. (1942). The specific gravity of healthy men.
Journal of the American Medical Association, 118, 498-501.

Wells, W. D., & Sicgal, B. (1961). Stereotyped somatotypes. Psychological
Repores, 8, 77-78.

Zebrowitz, L. A., Kendall-Tackett, K., & Fafel, J. (1991). The influence of
children’s facial maturity on parental expectations and punishments. .Jour-
nal of Experimental Child Psychology, 52, 221-238.

Zebrowitz, L. A, & Montepare, J. (1992). Impressions of babyfaced individu-
als across the lifespan. Developmental Psychology, 28, 1143-1152,

Zebrowitz, L. A, Olson, K., & Hoffman, K. (1993). Stability of babyfaceness
and attractiveness across the life span. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 64, 453-466.

Zebrowitz, L. A., Tenenbaurm, D. R., & Goldstein, L. (1991). The itopact of job
applicants’ facial maturity, gender, and academic achievement on hiring
recommendations. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 21, 525-5438.






