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In even the briefest of social interactions, people’s physical ap-
pearance—their beauty (or lack of it), their carriage, their dress—is obvious
to others. And, according to folklore, people’s appearance telegraphs infor-
mation about their intelligence, personalities, and characters.. From flame-
colored hair through flat feet, appearance is reputed to provide kernels of
folk insight into others’ natures. What steceotypes do people hold about the
beautiful or the homely? Aic they accurate? Do we really treat the beautiful
and the homely so difierently? '

For many years, social psychologists displayed a studied lack of profss-
sional interest in these and related questions. Recently, however, there has
been a surge of interest in such topics. In their 1974 review of physical-attrac-
tiveness research, Berscheid and Walster (1970 cited only 42 studies dealing
with “physical attractiveness.” From 1974 to 1978, Psycholegical Abstracts
HJci:unelh“nZSOpubF;;ﬁansonthhtnpk.ThhchapuxZsanaacnqﬂto
review what social psychologists know about physical attractiveness as a bi-
asing factor in interperscaal encounters—including psychotherapy.

Tie rusearchreported in this chapter was 1unded, in part, by a National Institutes of Health Bio-
medical Grant to the University of Wisconsin. The authors would like to thank Carol T. Miller
(1978) for her review of the physical-attractiveness research that has been conducted since Ber-

scheid and Walster's review (1974). Miller's review alerted the authors to a number of studies
they would have otherwvise micced,
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3  Social-Psychological
Issues in Bias: £
Physical Attractiveness |

ELAINE HATFIELD AND
MORTON S. PERLMUTTER :

In even the briefest of social interactions, people’s physical ap-
pearance——their beauty (or lack of it), their carriage, their dress—is obvious
to others. And, according to folklore, people’s appearance telegraphs infor-
mation about their intelligence, personalities, and characters. From flame-
colored hair through flat feet, appearance is reputed to provide kernels of B
folk insight into others’ natures. What stereotypes do people hold about the B
beautiful or the homely? Are they accurate? Do we really treat the beautiful

and the homely so differently?

For many years, social psychologists displayed a studied lack of profes- ";‘%
sional interest in these and related questions. Recently, however, there has =

been a surge of interest in such topics. In their 1974 review of physical-attrac-
siveness research, Berscheid and Walster (1974) cited only 42 studies dealing :
with “physical attractiveness.” From 1974 to 1978, Psychological Abstracts
listed more than 250 publications on this topic. This chapter isan attempt to
review what social psychologists know about physical attractiveness as a bi-
a~ing factor in interpersonal encounters—including psychotherapy.

*+ research reported in this chapter was funded, in part, by a National Institutes of Heaith Bio-
B o Grant to the University of Wisconsin. The authors would like to thank Carol T. Miller
"~ tor her review of the physical-attractiveness research that has been condu=ted since Ber-

: and Walster's review {1974). Miller's review alerted the authors to a number of studies
»ould have otherwise missed. T
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i BIAS [N PSYCHOTHERAPY

A note: In late 1975, family therapist Morton Perlmutter interviewed 67
therupeutic nurses, social workers, psychologists, and psychiatrists in Madi-
s and vihivackee, Wisconsin, and the surrounding areas. At that time, he
viasintereztad in sexism ir *h =10y and the dif{erences, if any, 'n the way psy-
Botherapists tresled wiase + weune female patients. Azzin and again, how-
crar, e [ound the conversaticns taking an unexpacted turn. The therapists
unstly men) began by discussing how they treated men versus women, but
thev ended up talking about their encounters vith beautiful women patients,
I ihis chapier, Perlmutter’s interviews with psychotherapists are used as a
frame for the discussion of the biasing effects of beauty, both in psychothera-
py and i1 day-to-day encounters.

Thie tirst section of this chapter asks, “What is beauty 7 The second section
a:&s what pecgple expect beautiful people to be like. The third secticn asks to
what extent parcoption is translated into action: Do the beautiful really have
an advantage ir life? The fourth section reviews the impact that such diiferen-
tial treatment has on the beautiful: What are they reallvlike? Finally, the fifth
s.ction suggests some directions that future researcii o.. wie biasing effect of
beauty in pcychotherapy might take.

WHO I5 FPHYSICALLY ATTRACTIVE?

Intelectually, from psychotherapists to the person in the street,
peopie.nay all agree, glibly, that “beauty is in the eye of the behoider”; how-
ever, they dun't really believe it. For example, Perlmutter assumed that psy-
chotherapi-is would be sensitive to the fact that their perceptions of who was
L.zuiiful .i.d v ho was not must be shaped by their own historiez. Yet Perl-
uiiter found that psychotherapists inevitably talked as if beauty was “out
tnive”; they ussumed that everyone would share their perceptions. In their re-
sca.cit, Boracherd and Haidield found that judges hired to rate the physical at-
tractiveness of ~arious stimuli had exactly the same responze. They assumed
thit everyone must share their opinions. When they found others did not,
they werz iner=luloes, Even then, it did not occur to them that the Jifference
= ot real They'd say: “Look—lock—at her eyes —her nose,” or “Can't you
. =47 o thiem, beauty was very real.

The data suggest that the truth lies somewhere between—to some extent,
people car agree as to what is beautirul. Yet, ultimately, beauty is always in
the eye of the behoider. Researchers bave found that there is reascnabie con-
census as i what is beautiful or homely, but ornly that. (Typically, in such
crudies, intesvater reliabilities range from .70 to .73; see Cavior & Dokedki,
Note 1; Darwin, 1872; Ford & Beach, 1951; Kopera, Maier, & Johnson, Note
2; and Murstein, 1972.)

Given the fact that there is only partial agreement as to what is beautiful
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and what is not, the question becomes this: ¥hat do most people, most of the
time, perceive to be beautiful?

Characteristics of Attractive Stimuli

The question of */ho is physically attractive, and why, is one that
has fascinated novelists, poets, and street-corner pundits for centuries. Un-
fortunately, the popularity .f the question is not reflected in the definitive-
ness of the available answers.

It has been said that “Except for some arbitrary beauty-contest conven-
tions about ‘ideal’ female dimensions, we know less about attractive stimuli
for pecple than we do about those for fish” ([{ochberg, 1664). A few intrepid
analysts (e.g., Bain, 1868) attempted to order the chaos and to advance theo-
ries of beauty in humans, but without conspicuous success. Darwin (1872)
surveyed the beauty standards of various tribes throughout the world, and
sadly concluded that there is no universal standard of beauty. Modern ana-
lysts agree (see Berscheid & Walster, 1974). Authors of serious treatises on
beauty are inevitably reduced to gaping at the dazzling variety of characteris-
tics that some peogle, somewhere, sometime have considered to be beautiful
or sexually appezling. Let us review what little is known about the traits that
are considered to be physically attractive.

Cross-Cultural Data

Ford and Beach (1951) examined more than 200 primitive sacje-
ties. They were unutie to find any universal standards of sexual attractive-
ness. They found enormous cultural differences as to the particular charac-
teristics that are considered critically important. For some peoples, the shape
and color of the eves is important; for others, it is height and weight. In still
others, what really matters is the size and shape of the sexual crgans—the
penis and the lakia majora and minora. To complicate things still [urther,
even if two societiee dn agree as te which bodily parts are important, they
rarely agree as to voiean coa. wiuics beauty in that feature. In some sucicties,
like «ur owa, a thin woman is assumea o be more attractive than a plump
one; in most others, the reverse is true.

Western Society

Within a given cocicty, however, there is 2 reasonable consensus
as to what is beautiful or sexy. For examgle, Europeans and Americans show
considerable agreement in their perception of beauty. For example, Iliffe
(1960) conducted a study in Great Britain. A national daily newspaper asked
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.o T4 the “prettiness” of 12 photographs of women's faces. [liffe
I+ . ithaouhe thousands of teaders who responcd —and readers were from
i sandrecions andiznreainage rom 3te S0—

. . cbeqoriial, (Cross & Cross, 1971, and Fopera

e benndifd or cexy?  Amerizans agree as to what
Cou el ste. What haprens when they focus prefer-
2ot ¢ beaut 7 Vo'hai is 2 "good-lookiag” man or woinan?

Ce.oy ana Davis (1004, ash 2 collzge swudents lhow Laportait 3 variaty of
oo e s tasial Leslures were in determining attractiveness. Mast pecple felt

e e el Beararss 5 oere the moutly, eyes, sirao.ure of the fare, hair,
N E i

-4 i ohnilarrestlis have beensecured by Kieck, ilichard-
B, 27,5, MeCuallers and Stazt {19741, and Terrv (1977).

:. andl Corger (1953) zonducted the best systemalic study

isbeausiuland saxy. The peycins Hgists prepared 105 nude

LY
IR 1ot e wornan had a “gelden mean” tigure—she had av-
E ~asis, buttocks, and legs. In the romaialng silhouzties, the
o buize sks, and lezs wete systenatically vanied in size. Forex-
e siihouattes nad larg? (+2), moderatily lage () standard
ot ~all {—=1), oc smali (—2) breast, The silhouettes’ legs and
R wriesl i the saine vz, Coll

clln crenwere asked to lock at the
¢ = time, and indiczte which they Ehed best. Mest wen juddged
M L T-sized breasts, buttack:, and legs to be fur more at-

! alloriarge oncs. The

moot mop el fiurehad tnedliun legs, wnedium o siighily small cuttocks, and
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man (Note 3) contends that “American society is a society with a hexghtist
sreraizz Tehamuio o b pead and to be short is tu Le stigmatized” (9. 1). Ex-
perit nialevid e that heds dicbemaz fron Be -t ooz, Flebel, 2nd Reit-
v Mo ), Dannenmaier and Thinin (168 4), Karuoriian (107, Foulac
Lo Tatill sT ), Werd (1997, and PU R Wilsoa (168).

Can men and women even agree on anything? According to the roixicie,
men and women are supposed to have markedly different standards of beau-

ty —and of everything else. For example, women are supposed to prefer deli-
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cate, ladylike women, while men are supposed to prefer earthy, sexy ones.
And, the folkiore continues, women arz supposed to be a pushover for pretty
boys, while mn value rugged goad lovks. The existing research indicates
that this stereotype is not tue. Mica and women show surprising agreement
as to what is good-lookin; and wiha! is not (Barscl.sid, Divn, Walsier, and
Waleter, 1571; Cavior & Datocki, Moere 1; Kopera et al., Mote 2; Murstein,
1972; and Walster, Arenson, Abrahams, & Dottman, 19¢€6).

Lackily, for the vast majority of us, althcuzh there is substantial agree-
mant as to what is beautiful or ugly, there is not complate agreemment. The
poetic hope that anyone will be found beautif 2l by someone also seems to be
true. For example, Crass and Cross (1971 report,

The inost pe pular face in the sample was chosen as best of this group of 6 by 207
julss bul there was no face that wis never chosen, and even <l least popular
face was pickad as best of its group (of six pertraits similar in age, sex, and race)
by four subiects. (p. 438)

Conclusion. The data suggest that men and women show substantial
agrecment as to what is beautiful or ugiy.

THE OPERATION OF EIAS:
Vb AT DO PLOPLE THIWK SCAUTIFUL
PECPLE ARE LTKE?

Berscheid and Walster (197.) found that :nost of us possess very
deieate stereniy D e as to whal beautiind or ugly peopie are like.

What Is Beautifnl s Good;
Vot s U;,;'; Y Luid
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expectations as to how unattractive and attractive children they have not yet
met will probably behave (see Dion, 1973; Styczynski & Langlois, 1977).
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‘ 2 e aeqiainted? Several studies indicate
nat even when clididres know cae another, they are biased in faver of i
Hul. T Dior n and ilerscheid (Mote Stasked sursery-sthe sl childrento look
w. Thotiprashe of their clazsn ates and to tell them somethinz asout thei

st sl by Jhaviors, They m»u;.d tnat, as carly @3 nur:-er) school,

.
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Thoo chddeen fanewed, for example, that unattractive boys were the most
LY oly t2 engage in aggressive, antizocial behavior, Thay were accused of
Lo © .t hitiing and yelliiag ot their teachers and saying 255TY things,
U henchiidren w ore adked te nominate “someone wino scares you,” they gen-
o .ily chose dheir unaitractive classmates {male and female). At the same
tieer, ncessver, when children were asked to nominate “scmeone who's
atrzig o lots of Jhings,” it was unattractive girls who were identified. The
Lriienotiee were thus seen as both f u..,l tenivg and trightened. Artractive
Sovs L yinls, ia contrast, were perceive? 1o be more independent thar their
inatiensy ve penrs- 'he/ were pecceived as "‘"r-'mg dsing thinzs alone, as
-ip from anyca2, and as net afraid of acthing. (Similar results
e by Lerner & Lerner, 1977.;
’r!c“; o0 yva account for the children’s biased perceptions of their atirac-
tiv sonl e sattractive poors? The preceeding evaluations could have been du
o et A tws facters: (1) picjadice, and/er (2) aic cperation of self-Fulfuli-
gl uvcier, It is possible that unattractive children are caught in a vicious
o, i ol sleicotyped e«pe\tntlcns and self-fuifilling prophacies. Cther chil-
dren evpeci them to be unpleasant and therefore remember behuviors that
ccnfirm their spectancies and igrore those that do not. In reaciing to their
SLam il gi;} cutonsts, unaltraciive children begin to behave in ways that
se. (Sea Aduins, 1977; Berschei l & Walster, 1974, Styc-
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B
[epers

by ummhuod bias bazed on beauty is firmly entrenched. Experiments
it the beautiful and the ugly arce rercived b be very ditferent
cers know nocthing about their benavior, or when o Behar-
P b buesoadiad and the ugly is ideniicall Let us conzider seme of this re-

cobecid, Toel v dster (1970 ask~d men and women to examire a

satagranhs, Theyveroaniiedte -Hem  frgur swhalth peo-

i a1 bk plGHOZTapils, WHG Giliered markeuly if sppealince, were e,
{Raters were told that thair inferences would be scored for accuracy.) Dion
sl found that men and woinen acsumed that atiractive people pos;e ssalmost
ver Codially o acable personaliity toiit possible, For examyle, shipsically at-
FraCavureaple w AE sum rm2d to be nore : *<u1;ly W arm and lz'_sl. ansive, sen-
o i i, woae moseriibie, and suigoing ian
persons of-lesser physxcal attractiveness were assumed to be. Attractive peo-
ple were also assumed to be more “exciting dates,” to be more “nurturant” in-

dividuals, and to have “better characters” than others.
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The raters were asked not only to estimate the current ersonality charac- p
teristics of peviple sin, Iy [romn thsir appearance, but to guess what fate held '
in store for them. They pro wcwcdthatphysically . cactive individuals would
have happier marriages ana more prestigious occupations than would the less
attractize. Al all, aviractive people were expected to lead far more fulfill-
ing lives than the unattractive were. (Similar results were secured by Smits &
Cherhoniak, 1978.)

In gomerul, then, it appears that most people assume that what is beautiful
is gond; what is ugly is bad. Scieniists have explored peogle’s stereotypes
about the beautiful and the ugly in more detail.

o ®

Beauty Is Sanity

There is considarable evidence that the beautiful are assumed to be
more mentally heaithy than are the ugly. Cash, Kehr, Folyson, and Freeman
(1977) asked college students to listen to a male asychologint inturview a
“well-zdjusted” or a “poorly adjusted” coliege woman. They were led to be-
lieve that the woman was attractive or unattraciive, or they were given no
idea as to what she looked like. The studenis’ raciigs of the w raan’s mental
health, dagree of disturbance, and prognosis for future happiness showed the
following: When the woman described herself as maladjusted, studeits rated
the physically attractive woman more favorably on all dimensions thaa they
rated the unseen woman o the unattractive interviewee. When the woman
describad hers:If as weil-adjucted, the students rated the attractive woman or
the unscen woman more pesitively than they rated the unattractive woman.

P -hotherapisis’ perceptivis of clic.is. At psychotherapius lessswayed
by pliysical appearance than i e pusson on the strezt? The dota suggest,
“Probably not”

Thera is some evidence that wien’s judgments of whether or not a weman
has “zomething to live for sy b pe don e beadty, Pavio: iad Mevcowab
wed men te read bac! souead infomiaiion ibout an attrastive or un-

b 1- 3 % i R . PR SR T -~
e woman whe o et thet she hod treaabie of incuratie cancer.

i - fome LI . ¢ R T o N T B
Skertly thoreafter, oo ted 1o hllhoradl Was she ustified? The auraciive
S Tun WaE e Ceie L e, Ld gt e B odoapting suicide, e:pecially

e et b= Lo cortonse, uratractive wowien vare per-
the men's feclings
ed in aitempting to

A7 vprognocis of thadiee oz Apparent-

ol sl 0 A
ceivd as morve justifie.d v thei dusgm te act. (Startlingly

’

about whe.licr or nel the unattractive women was jusii

U T S L TP
cor ~ibsUldiae WLl ACT Lidadeil

Iy, the men nssumad Phat urctin Yoo o a s Hisle to live rog, vith or

e okt B et - )
COUL e 0

A T2

i head Tioic o) conducied an experiaient 0 deleswiinic wheiher clini-
cians shared society’s bias against the homely. Muirhead interviewed two
types of therapists: (1) Freudians—those who described themselves as disci-

ples of Freud or one of Freud's followers (Adler, Sullivan, or Rogers); (2)

o iry
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“eclectic” therapists—those who described themselves as “without any par-
ticular plilosophy of therapy.” Half of the therapists were men, half were
wamen, The therapists had vacious levels of acade.aic attainment and a vari-
ety of exprricace (inost had maintained personal caseloads for a year or
mgre).

Muirkead asked the therapists to examine a patient’s background informa-
tion. (This background information included a picture of an attractive or un-
ateractive male or femzle client.) The bicgraphicai sketch described the client
a: aa academically talented college junicr, frem aa intact, five-member
iniddie-class family, with no known history of mental illness.

Ther (hetheapisis listened to a tape of a therapy session. Interwoven in the
ialogue wer2 2 number of symptom statements taken from the Minnesota
viuliiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), such as: “I don't like someone
watching me when [ work,” and so on. The therapists were asked to (1) diag-

:ose the client’s problem, and (2) make treatment recommendations.

The study found, unexpectedly, that tiierapists’ philosophical orientation
itad a substantiz! impact on their evaluations. Regardless of their theoretical
wi'.owation, therapists rated attractive versus unattractive men about the
-wne. Moy zver, Freudian therapists rated attractive women as beiter adjust-
¢d than urattiactive clients. Freudians judeed sttractive women more favor-
-cly aa namter of dimensioas: need for support, sexual adjustment, intel-
iactval funcuonirg, verbal fluency, how ralaxed versus nervous they felt,
and kot seli-revealing versus defensive they were. In contrast, eclectic thera-
pis.s did not rate attractive and unattractive women any differently.

This siady 's consistent with several others that have found ihat attractive
“iieins receive more favarable clinical ratings than unattractive clients do
{Barocus & Black, 1974; Baroczs & Vance, 1974; Katz & Zimbardo, 1977).
The siudy suggests that therapists are no more immuae to the halo effect cast
6v physical beauty than are lay persons.

Clieats’ perceptions cf psychotherapists. Of course, bias is a two-way
street. If counselors are biased, so are patients. There is some evidence that
ians’ physical attractiveness influences their clients’ expectations. Cash,
iagt .y, MleCown, and Weise (1975) found that men and women expected an
tive psziiciogist to be more helpful than they did an unattractiva psy-

fuisglstin Jealing with general anxiety, inferiority [=elings, parent prob-
fans, vaeag problems, and drug addiction.

Beauty Is Character

Judgricnts about potential wrongdoers. If people do assume that “veau-
o735 goed ey mizht be expected to give the physically attractive the Lone-
fit of the doubt when it seems possible that they might be guilty of wrongdo-
ing. Even when the attractive are clearly guilty, people may be inclined to
find excuses for their actions. As a result, the physically attractive may be
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Physical Atiractiveness 61

punished less severely than unattractive people may be. There is some evi-
dence that these hypotheses are correct.

Dion and Berscheid {INote 5) studied women's reactions to the transgres-
sion of beautiful or ugly children. Women were asked to review some teach-
ers’ reports, These reports contained each child’s name, age, and photograph
(attractive or unattractive), and some rudimentary backgreund information.
In each report, the teacher described a mild or severe transgression that the
7-year-old had committed.

The women were asked how they thought the child usuaily behaved on a
typical day. {These free descriptions were categorized by judges as being pre-
'dominantly “prosocial,” “mixed,” or “antisccial.”) Dion fourd that the at-
tractive child does seem to have a big advantage. When the child’s transgres-
sion was very mild in nature, there were no differences in how the act was
perceived. When the transgression was severe, the women attributed signifi-
cantly more antisocial behavioral dispositions to unatcractive boys and girls
than to attractive children. For example, when the severe transgression was
attributed to an attractive child, one of the women said,

She appears to be a perfectly charming little girl, well-mannercd, basically un-
selfish. It seems that she can adapt well among <hildren her age and male a good
impression . . . she plays well with everyone, but like anyone else, a bad day can
occur. Her cruelty . . . need not be taken too seriously.

When the same act was committed by a physically unattractive child, an-
other woman inferred,

I think the child would be quite bratty and would be a problem to teachers . . .
she would probably try to pick a fight with ather zhildren her own age . . . she
would be a brat at home . . . all in all, she would be a rea problem.

When asked to estimnaic how likely it was that a chiid would commit a sim-
ilar trensgressicn in :he future, the att:octive and unattractive children viere
both givan the benefit of the doubt, when transgression had beea slight. When
the transgres-ion had been severe, however, the women ju dged the attractive
chudici's charsciers to be more positive than the unaltracuve children’s.

Tae authors found no suppost for the speculatioa that women would feel
that the unattractive child should be punished more severely than the attrac-
tive one. Regardless of the crime, thewomen senerally thought the transgres-
sion should Ee discussed with the child; physical puuichment, withdrawal of
low2, and othar alternatives were emincaily unponular. Nevertnele:s, one
wonders whelnor a child who is perceived to be z chronic troul iemaker, and
liacly o commit e same transgression in the future, would not be “reasoned
with” more swiftly than would the attractive child, and if perhaps the discus-
sion would not proceed along somewhat different lines.
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o2 BLAZ IN PSYCHOTHERAPY

Other researchers have explored the imp~ " -~ of physical attractiveness
in intluencing peopie’s perceptions of adults’ characters. Some studies have
found that the beauiiful have a distinct advantage in simulated jury settings
(sec Efran, 1974; Leventhal & Krate, 1977). Others have found that they do
not, or that “it depends” (Jacobson & Berger, 1°74; Pichl, 1977, Sigall &
Coairove, 1975; D. W. Wilson & Donnerstein, 1977).

Juzizinents about victims.  \What about victizns? Do the beautiful receive
more compassion than the ugly? Perhaps. Seligman, Brickman, and Koulack
(1977) ard Thornton (1977) asked -tudents for their opinions about a rape
case involving an attractive or an unattractive woman. Seligman et al. found
thzt students made quite different attributions as to wi., each of the women
was rapad. if the woman was beautiful, that seer ed to “explain” tne rape. If
the weman was not, the students felt she must have done something to pro-
vuke her attack. Regardless of what the woman looked like, and regardless of
wity students thought the attack kad occurred, they were equally convinced
of the defendant’s guilt, however. Thornton found that students recommend-
ed a lonjer sentence for a man who raped an attractive woman than for one
who utacked an unattractive woman,

. What can we conclude from the preceding evidence? Sometimes, the phys-
izal atiractiveness of the accused or the victim is important; whe. .. ., the
b raatiful persca almost always has the advantage. Cften, however, justice
dues appear to be “blind.”

Beauty Is Competence

There is considerable evidence that physical attractiveness affects
parents’, teachers’, employers’, and peers’ perception of how competent
'others are. Let us review a sprinkling of this evidence.

Clifford and Walster (1973) asked 400 fifth-grade teachers to examine stu-
dents’ academic files and to ~ve thejr professional evaluations of the stu-
dents’ intellectual ability. The files contained a good deal of information
about the students. The students’ Pictures were pasted in one corner of the re-
port. The report cards reported the students’ absences during the school year;

grades in'th content areas of reading, language, arithmetic. socia] studies,
et mirie, andd phsical education, and gralesinthe three parsonal
Laliaras of “heol hiul iiving,""p:x:ena!ucv&!o;mf. o and “work habits wa

attitudes.” The teachers were asked to estimate the children’s parents’ attitudes
teward scheol, the children's IQs, ard their prob:zble futurs educational i1c-
comrplishunents. As predicted, the children's physical attractiveness had a
sizong limpact on the teacher's expectations of their intellectual poteniial,

[ranother =t ' Rossand Salvia (1$73) asked teichiers to evaluace attrac-
tive or unattractive children who were identicalin maturity, intelligence, and
behavior problems. Once again, teachers showed a strong bias: They assumed
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Physical Attractiveness 63

that the unattractive children’s IQs were really lower than the scores indicat-
ed, and they were more likely to recommend that an unattractive child be
placed in a class for the mentally retarded. They also predicted that the unat-
tractive children would have more serious social difficulties.

A variety of other studies have indicated that teachers expect beauty and
brains to go together, and they grade accordingly. For example, beauty is re-
lated to teacher expectations of academic ability (Clifford, 1975; Lerner &
Lerner, 1977) and to actual report-card grades (Clifford, 1975; Lerner & Ler-
ner, 1977; Salvia, Algozzine, & Sheare, 1977). These biases are especially

, ominous in light of the fact that physical attractiveness is niot related to stu-
dents’ scores on objective tests (Clifford, 1975).

The attractive and the unattractive are likely to confront such biases
through life. For example, college students rate essays (Landy &% Sigall, 1974)
and painitings (Murphy & Hellkamp, 1976) more positively when they are at-
tributed to attractive individuals than to unattractive ones. Similarly, person-
nel managers (Cash etal., 1977; Dipboye, Arvey, & Terpstra, 1977) evaluate
aitractive job applicants more favorably than they do equally qualified but
unattractive candidates.

Sex X Beauty Interactions

Do people see handsome men and beautiful women any different-
ly? There is some evidence that they do. Berscheid and Walster (1974) ob-
served that gender may be important in determining people’s reactions to
beauty, for two different reasons: (1) It may be more importantto be a beau-
tiful woman than to be a handsome man or (2) the content of the physical--
attractiveness stereotype may ditfer for men and women.

There is evidence in support of both contentions. (1) Several researchers
have found that physical attractiveness is a more important determinant of
how women are evaluated than of how men are evaluated (see Bar-Tal &
Saxe, 1976a, 1976b). (2) People do seem to have gender-specific stereotypes.
They expect physically attractive women to be more feminine, and to con-
form more to feminine sex-role sterectypes, than would their unattractive
peers (see Hill & Lando, 1976). They expect altractive men to be more mascu-
Lne 2nd 3 -+ sex-role stereotypes (see Cush et al.,

liac 2nd to conform sore £ nascul

e
1877 IR

Conclusicn

Peupll can naclly avoid judging others by their physical appear-
ance—physical attractiveness (or its lack) is immediately apparent in every
social encounter. People might know full well that a host of other things—
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et RT T N REYCHOTHIRAPY

IQ, personality, character, socioeccnomic status, or genetic background —
ace mere “important” than mere beauty, but they have no way to assess an-
other's standing in thesv areas. People do not wear their IQs tattooed on their
foceheads; prople's financial status is a private ooatter among themselves,
their banlers, and the Internal Revenue Service; most persons would not
know how (o interpret people’s genes, even after examining a photomicro-
graphic print of inem. Smail wonder, then, that most people search for a link
biriween appearance and J.e more elasive realides. In this section we have
seen that most people are biased in favor of the beautiful and against the
homely. They simply assume that beauty is good—that beauty is sanity,
character, and competence—even in the face of evidence to the contrary.

THE CPERATION CF BIAS:

DD PEOPLE TREAT THE BEAUTIFUL
AMND THE NONBEAUTIFUL
DIFFERENTLY?

A given individual may or may not share others’ stereotypes
ab.ut what the beautiful are like, For most people, beauty and goodness are
virtually synonymous. For Jack the Ripper, “sexiness” was evil. If people

b dirferencly about the beautiful and the ugiy and feel differently about
them, their biases must inevitably be reflected in their actions. Not surpris-
ingly, there is some evidence that they are: Most people, most of the time,
treat th2 beaunitul more compassionately than Lhey treat the ugly. Let us con-
s.der some examples of this research.

Echavicr in Intimate Settings

According to Perlmutter and Hatfield (1980), people communi-
cate their feelings about their relationships with others via a panoply of
“metamessages.” It is by paralinguistic and kinesic signals—which include
chan oo ot Lacial exprescinn, hesiiations, shifts in tempo of speech or move-
s« ut, overtones of the voice, irregularities of respirat’ -1, and so forth—that
b ol sighai the tinits of their relationships. The evidence indicates that peo-
ple send very different metamessages, as well as different objective messagess,
to ihe atiractive and the ugly.

Barccas and Karoly (0972) asked college men to listen to a tape of a woman
daos:ribis g her college experiences. The “speaker’s” picture was either attrac-
L1 :or unattractive. The men were told to press a button each time they felt
like signaling their responsiveness to the woman, trying to increase their rap-






Physical Attractiveness 65

port with her, or approving of what she was saying. As expected, men were
more responsive when they thought the speaker was attractive than when she
was not.

Snyder, Tanke, and Berscheid (1977), too, found that observers treat
physically attractive ard unattractive women very differently. The authors
showed men a picture of an attractive or an unattractive woman and asked
them (1) to give their firs. umpression of her; (2) to have a brief conversation
with her; (3) finally, to raie her again, now that they were better acquainted,
(In fact, the woman in each case was simply a randomly selected college stu-
dent who had agreed to participate in the experiment.)

What were men’s first impressions of the “beautiful” or the “unattractive”
woman? As one might expect, they expected the attractive woman to be more
poised, sociable, warm, and outgoing than they did the unattractive one.

Then they actually had a chance to talk with this woman, who they be-
lived was unusually attractive or unattractive. How did these conversations
go?In order to find out, the experimenters separately recorded the men’s and
women's portions of the conversation and, later, asked raters to give theirim-
pressions of them. How “sociable” were the men and women? How sexy were
they? And so on.

According to the raters, when men thought they were conversing with an
attractive woman, they used their voices with unusual effectiveness. They
were unusually sociable, sexually warm, interesting, independent, sexually
permissive, bold, outgoing, humorous, obvious, and socially adept. The rat-
ers also judged men to be more comfortable, more attracted to their partners,
and more attractive to their partners when they thought she was attractive
then when tiiey thought she was not. Somehow, men conveyed a very dif-
ferent metamessage to an “attractive” partner than to an “unappealing” one.

What about women? Do they respond differently to attractive men than to
unattractive ones? Of course. For example, Brundage, Derlega, and Cash
(1977) found that women were willing to reveal far more about themselves to
attractive men than to unattractive ones.

Of course, it is not only in our intimate relations that beauty counts; it is
critically important in our day-to-day encounters as well.

Helping Behavior

In old fairy tales, the “damsel in distress” was inevitably beauti-
ful. It's lucky for her that she was. A number of experiments document that
beautiful damrels—and ruegedly handsome knighits —are more lik l; to get
help when they need it than are their less appealing peers.

In one study, Benson, Karabenick, and Lerner (1976) “misplaced” com-
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piciaa griaduate-scheol applications in stamped envelopes in u. ot phene
cocths. Attached to the applications was 2 picture of an attractive or unat-
tractive manorwaman. The Good Samzritans wwho found the envelupe were
7 1o mail i eavaiope if the candidat was attraciive than if ke or
i, appiicant was atiractive, 17% of the envelcpes were
want was not, only 35% iore rorurned.,

3, researchers have docunicnied that {regard-
2} cople are far more eager to help physically at-
cuple than they are to help their unattracive counterparts, (See
i cresine, 1973; Sroufe, Chiain, Coaek, & Frieman, 195 7; West

973.)

AL, ot OF

ing Behavior
VoLt dbout the oppsite side of the coin? Viken pecpiein zeneral
liwipn de Lfe they most likely t= ask for aid —a bezutiful person or an
~ioabe tiive ene? Siaber srd Bickmar (1974} argued hat men and women
PR it Desitaat to ack attraciive pe apbe for aid, It is hard to ask
trhientens ane's self-esteem ard pub “age. otbars are

- won Dulp sackers value their astecm, it shaould Se Lhnost mpes-

<o ior aids The wuthors found sup poit for their nofon: Peaple
Ve il eiliig to ach artractive people than to ask unattractive people for

Sumerory

1t cumes as nc susprise to discover that most people react very dif-
ferently to the beautiful and to the homely. It appears that because most peo-
ple believe that “beautiful is good,” they make it “good to be beautiful.”

T T T T eyem e
LT T PR CV] o BE T S PR
T St T ey R

B P O O U I W Lol . _1av a2

PEUFLE REALLY LIKS

Isi the preceding section, we reviewed evidence that people per-
frieatirattive and unaitsacrive people very differently and treat theis e
i wly Ie these studies, social psychoiogists carefully arranged things so
that the beautiful and the homely would be identical in all other traits. But, in
nature, all things are rarely equal. What are the beautiful really like?
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The Origin of Possible Differences:
C.letics or a Self-Fullilling Prophecy?

Recendly, researiiiers have begun to collect information as to
what attractive and unaitraciive people are raally like. The evidence con-
tirms what many have susp.iod ali along: Alizactive and unatiractive peo-
ple are different in a variety _f ways.

Cif course, these Lilcrences may be causad by two very ditferent factors:

1. Msture. There may be a genetic link between attractiveness and a host
of ocher variables.,

Nurtiie, Or, as scems mare iikely, the exisience of preconceived no-
tions about what physically attractive and unattractive individuals are
probabily like sets the stage for people to assess the beautiful and the ug-
ly’s behavior in biased ways and to treat them in very different ways,
Naturally, the beastiful and the rnanbeautiful are molded by these ex-
periences. In the end, they become what everyone "knew” they were
from the start.

[\

Regardless of why the beautiful and the hemely are different, there is evi-
dence that people’s stereotypes sbout beauty da liave a kernel of truth Thare
is considerable evidence that—even by nursery-cchocl zge—the beautiful
and the ugly are very differest indeed,

Self-Concapt

Only =z few resezichers kave tried to determine whether or not
self-esteern and physical attractiveness are related. Adams (1977} found that
putysically actiactive men arnd wonten do have unusually high sel{=steem.
There is also some evidence that zttcactive men and women are unusuaily
self-accepting. Glasgow and Arkowitz (1975) found that after a brief en-
counter with another person, physically attractive people perceived them-

selves as more socially ~killf ' than did their sroite

Fozoralivy

Do physi-ally atts_ctive peugle have “betier” personalities than
those of cheir uncttrctive coort Wereally &b aot Raow. Caly a few re-
searthes hove studied ch. b ciiudss ¢ 7. ool profucs. A few scattered

: TR e i st e Ny mzlindiiclo-
desceeairod {Cazhioet W1, 7770y, L sl et Daclizon & Fuston, 1575),
and more independent, ambitious and sociable (Krebs & Adinolfi, 1975) than
unattractive people.

stedl indlcatethors
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The data on attractvenes s-personality links are, however, surp*xsm’*ly
srarse. A Sfiller (1978) ha sobserved “disinterast in personality diiferences
becween aiiraciive and unatirictive people has coatinned unabuted to the
present” (p. 33).

Pooularity

Choe 2ad Zerseneid Mote 5)round some evidenc 2 ihat, asearly as

ruiady schel, phrysical attraziviness zad papulartty are rclated. They
fornd that st all age. attractive nursery-schocl boys were more popular than
ehicus Loss attiiictive peers, For nurse ery-school girls, howewar, ihe relati onship
Leiween baauty and popularity was more comiplex, Al very young ages, un-
atacctive g were the most popular. A5 the zirls got older, hovsever, the at-
tractive girls became more and morz populq., while the unattractive girls’
peputarity 8 :xined.
By adulihood, thece is no doubt *hxt beautiful men and women are more
pular than t'rw'r p2ers are. In z series of studies, social psychologists ran-
: :ned rolizze students to dates. Againandagain, researchers found
fhns e wiore phvicaily attractive the dates were, the more they were liked.
| sifractiveness has proved to be more important than incelligence,
i Janions, income, and other factors in "t-ﬂrm?nhg who likes whom
SRR SRR 'nq.d et @l., 1971; Curran & Lippeld, 7573, Huston, 1973: Maihes,
2075 and W ltes et al., 16¢6).

Thereis also compelling evidence that our hk‘ng for same-set peers issimi-
larly iaflucnced by physical attractiveness (see iorhs & % Adinolfi, 1375).

B3 Bl

*

< section of this ch apier, we . aws 2vt~hlished that peo-
people to be unusually socizlle, ouroir 2, and warm
75 Dicaetal., t,/?; Soyderei !, 197 ,7 Rezzarch indi-
pnoas may be correct. A number of resezrchers have
‘vl are mere sociable and more soc ially skil'ad than are
oo L, Lsidman and Lewns (1977) asioed col-

'J

L CEIELETE colon s ithan rasges ien ! d"r"-f,n oGl
Gineatn R wrpiiedr s I fact g ot SRRl wopatad
s+ pafines asuivie desirable, likable, and socially skilled than did men who
speke vith unseen partners who happened in {act to Le very uactirac.ive.
Leastudy Cfxu‘_ﬂ and wemen'’s C'M'x.-‘t,uns Sayderetal. (1577} provid-
{ocneiaforrationg s o the process x:"'*.rhAcha sell-fulfilling prophecy”—
in - Rien the beantiful bezamo sharming and the homsl L roome awlivard

“ed shy—might develop. As reported earlier in this chapter, Snyder et al.
7 &l P. P P Yy
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Pnysical Attractiveness &9

found that men talked quite differently when they believed their telephone
partners were attractive than ; ¢hen they believed they were not, Men present-
ed themselves far more posiiively when they believed they were speaking to
attractive women than when they did rot. How did their randomly assizred

ol crin beacty on (he average) respond to

pariners (who, of course, did | o; . i
this diffcrential treatment? Acvording to the najve cbservers, the stupposedly
“attractive” zartners respond. by becoming znus+ally confident, animated,

"7 tic, znd pesitive, The w omen wha were treated as if they were unat-
tractive did just the reverse.

Jhi-. periment deraonstrates rather ciearly how cur stereotyped expecia-
tions can bias and subtly shape our behavior—and, in reauction, our partner's,
The authers point=d cut that participinisin their experiment conversed for
onily 10 minutes. The cumulative effects of alifetime of such differential treat-
ment should prove powerful indeed.

Hzppiness

From our discussion thus far, it seems evident that physically at-
tractive men and women shoujd fee} iwappier and more fulfilled than do their
less fortunate pecrs. In terms cf acceptance by peersand by adulis, in terms of
opportunitizs to select 2 compatible mate, and in terms of the increased edy-
cational and empic; iient OFpditunities, it is clear that attraciive pcogle
ought to be hapyier than the uniattractive,

But the bluebird of happiness is an elusive fowl, whose habits have not
been fully identified. Often, pecple’s personai feelings of satis{action with
their lot do not showa one-to-one corivspondence with the "cbjective” good-
ress of that Int. Happir.:ss may follow “adaptatica” rules (cf. Crespi, 12i2;
Itelson, 1964}, For zxample, Thibaut and e (1085 poin ad out that indi-
viduals’ huppiness in any givin relationship is = funciion of the oilicomes
they receive in that relaticnsiip, campiared to Li the sutcomes weey bav
known in ocher relations!.ips,

Brickman and Campbell (1977 21 e, then, thatscan Way be on a sort of
“hedonic treadinid. e more W G2t b more wWe expect and the more we

. -
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wrnbwe nevel The host and s - Wit e

esnont, the leae iy
""" ¢ Tl e le) e i sies e wlGut Hadt ce time

Eatin Taal, D Ds hoad u {Clegui Conciusion thut attractive peopie shouid be

hoonier than the unattractive,

lneveis

Beiveen phussici! stz ctivensss «ndhap

that keautiful Pecpie ~robs ler than xaitract’ve onss, but the

dnave Los{rooa clear t shetd, Voalster, & sohrnstad:, 1973; Cash &

Burns, 1977; and Dion et al., 1972),
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c:

Mental illness

A number of researchers have attempted to determine whether or
not physical attractiveness or ugliness is related to mental and emotional
heaith,

In a classic scely, Farina, Fischer, Sherman, Smith, Groh, and Mermin
(1977) cLieovad that in our society, “beautiful people are greatly valued and
weii-irenled wiile those who are unattractive receive a most regrettable re-
cention.” Farina et al. reviewed the remarkable nuiiwc: of ways in which the
beautiful are advantzged and the unattractive are disadvantaged, and con-

cinded;

Evidently, the environment is quite a different place for physically attractive
peopie than it is for those who are humely. The furmer have a nicer, more for-
ziving, supportive, and pliable social worid and it should be easier to adapt to it
than to the conditions faced by the latter group. Hence the long-term adjust-
awnt of unattractive people ought to be relatively poor, and more of them
zhould be mentally ill than gocd-looking persors. {p. 510)

The autnors found that this was so. They asked raters to evaluate the phys-
izal attractiveness—both from photographs and from face-to-face interviews
—ot psychiziric patients and normal vsomen in the communrity. They found

PRUGES

zo.tziderable avidence that beauty is related to social adjustment and mental
heaiih:

1. Psychizatric patients were less attractive than normal women.

2. When psychiatric patients were asked about their early lives, it ap-
peared that physical attractiveness and mental illness were Linled early
on. The becter-looking a patient was, the better adjusted she felt she
was as a child.

3. Piiysical attractiveness also seemed to be linl:ed to current adjustment,
The more attractive the patient was, the better she reported her current
»justment to be. Thare was a tendency for aides to agree. So did the
psychotherapist. The more attractive the patient was, the less likely she
a5 to receive a dingnosis indicative of severe maladjustment {schizo-
phrania).

-l

What about more “objective indicators” of adjustment? Those also seem
to suggest that the more attractive the patient was, the “less maladjusted” she
wzs. Women's interpersonal adjustment was assessed via the Minimal Social
Bebi-vior Scale (MELS). (The MSBS was administered in the zuise of aninter-
view. It measures such things as “Do women sit in a chair when azled to?”
“Do they respond to questions?”) Attractive patients received unusually high
scorés on this scale.
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Physical Attractivencss 71

Finally, the more attractive the patient, the shorter a time she estimated
she would have to remain in the hospital; the shorter her current stay in the
hospital had been already; and the shorter the length of time she had been in a
mental hospital in her lifetime.

Of course, in Fzrina et ai.’s study, it was not possible to tell for sure which
came rirst: Did unatiracti-, -fiess generate mental illness, or are the mentally
ill simply unable to mainty: their appearance?

Since then, other researchers, assessing bezuty earlier in patients’ lives
(i.e., from childhood snapshots, yearbook photos, etc.), have attempted to
disentangle this riddle {s Mapoieon, Chassin, & Young, Note 7). Their re-
sults suggest that probably both factors were operating in Farina et a].’s study,

Cavior (1970) has argued that there are implications for psychotherapy re-
search and practice in these resy] ts.

Psychotherapists might do well to consider plastic surgery (reconstructive
and cosmetic) as an alternative oradijunct to psychotherapy. Anecdotal reports
by plastic surgeons and interdisciplinary rezearch by psychelegists, sociolo-
gists, and plastic surgeons (e.g., Kurtzberg, Safar, & Cavior, 1968) have sug-
gested that plastic surgery can result in marked changes in self-concept, behav-
for, and the responses of others. For example, if an unattractive girl requests
psychotherapy because skhe feels lonely and rejected and cannot find a husband,
it might be more advantageous in terms of time and expense to consider plastic
surgery. Rather than have the gir! spend months or years in expensive therapy
trying to discover her intrapsychic difficulties, jt might be better to help herinte-
grate and adjust to the changes which might result from plastic surgery. (p. 97)

Cavior goes on to note tha; Some progressive mental hespitals have recently
employed professional cosmetologists to help patients beccme more attrac-
tive, .

Kurtzberg et al. (1963) have provided some evidenca that Cavior’s argu-
ments may be correct. They proposed that if prison inmates’ physical disfig-
urements were surgically corrected in Prison, inmates should develop better
self-concepts and better so-ia] relations. After release, the inmates should
show improved psychological adjustment, less prison recidivism, and have
more job success.

To tast their hypotheses, Rurtzbearg et al. esigned disfigured inmates of
the Mew York City jail system to one of four experimental groups: surgery
alone; surgery and social and vocational services; social and vocational serv-
ices without surzery; and a no-treatment control group. (Thesa prisoners’
disfigura:- nte =1mond fram Lnife ~nd burn scars to lopped ears, needle tracks
from drug use o and pest s5L)

Data from fr00ony “upswn ad smat, conducied 1 year foilowing surgery
or release from prison, revealed that the recidivism rate of nonaddicts recejv-
ing surgery was significantly less (36 % less) than that of disfigured nonad-
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72 BLAS IN PSYCHOTHERAPY

dicts and control subjects. Nonaddict subjects receiving only social and voca-
fional services, but not surgery, had a recidivism rate 33% higher than that of
cerirel subjects. This group also appeared to show poorer social relations
ar.d 3 :2ndency to become further alienated from society during the 1-year
fotiovi-up period.

They rzpoit that with regard to specific disfigurements, “plastic surgery
anpeared to help those with facial disfigurements to a greater extent than
fanse with disfigurements on their bodies” (p. 650). Kurtzberget al. conclud-
&l that aithough the cost of plastic surgery in the rehabilitation of adult of-
fenders is relatively high, it “can be considered negligible if the offender is
helpu:t t2 remain oat of prison for even 1 year” {p. 649).

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Is beauty an advantage or a disadvantage? Earlier, we observed
it in any individual case, beauty may be cither an asset or a liability. There
will alway s be some people (say, a movie star’s brutalized child) who equate
b zauty with insensitivit; and cruelty, and who react to the beautiful with an-
gerf anG reoo.ment, In earlis- sections of this chapter, however, we have es-
tublished that most people, in most settings. —-st of the time, arebiased in fa-
vor of th2 beauatiful: In general, it is a distinct advantage to be beautiful. But
what about therapy? Is beauty an asset éhere? That is not at all clear.

“e lrnutter’s intarvievis (in press) with psychotherapists provide some sug-
gestions 2s to how beauty might affect therapists’ initial impression of pa-
Uienis, their eventual diagnosis, and the course and eventual outcome of psy-

. chstherapy.

in Lis interviews, Perlmutter found that psychotherapists were acutely
av-are that, when they were dealing with beautiful clients, they had mixed
rsuse. Formany therapists, the therapist-beauv iful woman inieraction be-
came the focus of their struggle wish self-definition. On the one hand. thera-
~i:t5 v rere coricernied about professional and #thical standards. They tried to
b= obiective. On the other hand, consciously or unconsciously, they were at-
tracs.d tu the beauiifal patients, and they hoped their patients werz attracted
to them.

Perlmutter cbserves that, in systems terms (sec Dateson, 1972; Watzlawick
& Weakland, 1977), therapists and patients are bound by the rules construct-
ec! 7= o their individua!, and jointly negotiated, metastructures. The jointly
+o .0 motastructure contains aspects of their individual socialization
1 inciudes a szase of the ethical, commitment to mates, fairness, acquis-
itivercss, chame, and guilt). Tt is this metastructure that guides the negotia-
tions in the early therapeutic interactions and allows each therapist and
patient as a system, to develop (implicit) rules for how they will conduct them-
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Physical Attractiveness 73

selves in the context of their highly sexually charged relationship. Psycho-
analysts label this as transference and countertransference. Itis the ideational
and affectional state that therapist and client possess as a frame of reference in
regarding the other. Since the beautiful client is “different” from other pa-
tients, there is no way that therapists can fail to recognize this difference and
react toit. (To perceive a difference and not to acknowledge it is rarely possi-
ble between two relatively cognitively and emotionally functional humans.)
How, then, do therapists differ in the ways they perceive and treat beautiful
and homely people? How do the beautiful and the homely react to such treat-
ment? Perlmutter argues that psychotherapists’ biases affect their initial im-

*pressions of patients, their eventual diagnoses, their interactions, and the
outcome of therapy.?

Therapists’ Sensitivity to Issues of Beauty

The psychotherapists were well aware that the patients’beauty or
ugliness was a critical issue for them. They joked a great deal about the prob-
lem. However, they focused almost entirely or: the probiems of dealing with
women who were beautiful and sexy. Only rarely did they mention the diffi-
culty of dealing with patients who were unattractive. (There were only two
references to this problem in Perlmutter’s tapescripts. One therapist decribed
a patient as “a dog.” Anocther said, “I've had some real pigs.”)

Therapists’ case records substantiated their concern with their patients’ap-
pearance. For example, several therapists had clients who were beautiful and
possessed other socizlly desirable characteristics (e.g., they were graphicart-
ists, were gymnasts, had Ph.D.s, played with the Milwaukee Philkarmonic).
The therapists’ reports often noted beauty-related issues; however, they rare-
ly contained any reference to such women’s artistic or professional lives.

Diagnosis and Course of Therapy

Perlmutter co- -'uded that therapists are biased in their diagnoses
of the beautiful and thz a.ly’s preblems.

1. Whern Jealing with niost paticais, therapists were fairly certain as to
what their goals were. When dealing with beautiful women, however, thera-
pists were far more uncertain about their goals. Sometimes they wculd start
out with clear-cut objectives, but as therapy progezssed, they conlinually re-
vised thent. Frequently thoic dizgnases were comples. 2ad mixed. (Does this
refizct the thernpists” ambivaienceas?)

2. Therapists tended to settie upon intrapsychic interpretations of beauti-
ful women's personal, marital, or familial problems. Since'the women were
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derined as the real patients, it was “unnecessary” or “useless” to deal with the
husbands. (Sometimes husbands were described as “less amenable” to ther-
apy than their wives or “intractable.”) An example: One psychiatrist re-
ported his experiences with a 13-year-old university graduate. She was "“very
beautiful . . . very sexy.” She complained that her husband abused her physi-
colly. Onthic asis of the inizke interview, the psychiatrist concluded that the
problem was hers—she was “probably invitational” and had “managed to se-
duce her husband into beating her.” He concluded that ti.. ..usband was
probably not an abusive husband, and, thus, it was not necessary to see him.

3. When the patient was beautiful, most therapists chose to engage in ver-
bal therapies—even when the therapist usually relied Lkeavily on the behav-
iorzl/learning approaches. (According to Schofieid, 1964, attractive men
and women are more likely to obtain individual psychotherapy than are un-

- attractive clients.)

Length of Therapy

Perlmutcter found that therapists’ initial expectaticns as to how
long therapy would probably last differed inarkedly from reality. If the pa-
tient was beautiful, the male therapists reported that they had initially ex-
pected therapy to take an unusually long time. (Did therapists hope that they
would have to spend a great deal of time with the women? Perhaps. One ther-
apist, treating a beautiful woman, reported that he was tempted to “keep her
in therapy as long as [he] possibly could.”)

VVhat actually happened, however, was a little more complicated than
{this.

i " 1. Traditionally, in therapy, both the beginning and the end of sessions are

“1, i social times. Often therapist and patient engage in small talk before getting
down to business or terminating the interview. Many therapists reported that
when iheir patients were beautiful wemen, they had a tendency to prolong
the social time at both the outset and the terminus of ezch session,

Z. In addition, therapists observed that wher the patient was beautiful,
cach indivi:(ual session tended to 12t somewhat longer than usual. (Are ther-
iy .ols espedially reluctant te terminace the therape:-tic hour?) Barccas and

4 3 . Biack (1574) and Katz and Zimbardo (1977) provide some support for Perl-
4 mutter’s observation. They found that attractive psychiatric patients received
qualiiatively better and quantitatively more treatment than did their unat-
tractive counterparts.

3. In the end, however, therapists found that beautiful women actually
endzd up speading less tofal time in therapy than other women. Farina et al.
: (1977) reported similar results. (Do therapists do a better job? Or do they
find, in the end, that it makes them nervous to confront so much tempting

beauty day after day?)
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Physical Attractiveness 75
Therapist-Patient Interactions

Therapists’ Self-Presentations

Many therapists were aware that beauty served as a nexus, about

which a male-female sexual power struzgle ensued. Therapists wished to help
their clients, to rescue them. At the same time, much of male role socializa-
tion attaches to acquisitiveness; they longed to possess the beautiful patient.
The paradox, possession without possession, frequently continued through-
out the duration of therapy.
« Therapists were often aware that they became very concerned about their
image when dealing with beautiful patients. They wanted to seem charming,
masculine, desirable. They had a hidden (or not so hidden) desire to become
more intimate with their patients. Therapists observed that they found them-
selves trying to “seduce” their patients in a variety of ways.

Many therapists found themselves acting in an unusually “macho” way
with their striking patients. For example, some therapists who regularly served
tea or coffee to their patients found themselves gruffly barking out, “Get it
yourself,” when an attractive woman was the patient. Another therapist
caught himself acting “puffed up” in front of his good-looking patients. For
example, he wou:d pompously give orders to his secretary in such a patient’s
presence. .

Other therapists noticed that they had a tendency to be more fatherly or
more charming than usual when the patient was a beautiful woman. For ex-
ample, some therapists admitted that they tended to be better dressed on the
days that a beautiful woman was due. Some tried to behave more suavely —
for example, offering tea or coffee {and serving it) to beautiful women, while
expecting their other patients to serve themselves. Many therapists reported
that they tended to be more humorous and iight when dealing with beautiful
women. :

Finally, some therapists reported that when their patients were beautiful
women, they had a tendenc: to try to act not just as therapists, but as physi-
cians and lawyers, too. For example, one therapist found nimself giving his
patiznt quasi-legal advic., even though he was not qualified (by kis own ad-
missica) to do so.

Anexample: Astriking !y beautiful woman, who was suffering from a mild
agitated depression, came in. Although she couldn’t quite put her finger on
how she knew, she knew that her husoand was having an affair. Her husband
insisted that there was no truth to her accusations.

What the client secretly hoped for was that the therapist would recognize
how upset, frightenied, and enraged she was at her husband's infidelity; that
ite woultd lure her husbaind in; ana wiat he wouid force a recoiciliation. She
wanted to threaten her husband with a divorce, but that was really all. The
therapist empathized with her greatly; he became very angry at her husband.
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1z began to play the “macho” adviser, urzing her to file for divorce and in-
structing s onexactly what kind of divorce tc file, how to go about it, and
o o, OF course, this advice made her panic. She did notwanta divorce. She

gl d some e Lo bludyeon herhusbandiinie loving ker more. The
i s Tl Lii-fledized terzoc. He was a poor therapist
! i ) 19
. .

T lmabior speculates that all of ticse react sos really represent die same
p:oceus: Therapiste arats, ing to play out seereotypod sex roles—thze cowboy
i e e, Luve—nther than respending prokc;zsit‘::.'.i‘n;'ﬂ'l\az‘.estly.Perlmut-
b Lo ivasio DS are inaceard with the research repocted earlier, which has

e
. Y . L 1 s 1 »
oo et man and women by to arpenr at tnerr! le—and Tab ther best”

(ev fadiy TheTas Sonforming 10 crocitical sex roles—when confronting beau-
Foui e e Dnaw & YWagner, 1975).

Sciting

ey horzpists regorted dhat seating was a problem with any
el — e uh o not I thuy sat toe Car awsay. they appeaied tobe ccol
s Tkl i ey sat too close, they semed to br conveyinga sercval invita-
Ui, Too prouioms were iensified when the client was a besutiful woman,
T {any wiorapiats reperied that the therzpist-client sexiing arran ement did

Jzpunid on whetner thie client was a beantif:l woman as opposed to an aver-

gy OF ity 0N2, Cenviaiiy therapists satclosarts Leautiful women thanto

) others. Many therapists acknowledged that wn intimate sealiiig a.aungement
1. was their idea. One therapist, who described himself as “somewhat sexually

assertive,” admitted that he enjoyed sitting so that he could look under his cli-
ents’ skirts or obtain a view of their breasts, or both. “That,” he reported, “is
one of the fringe benefits of being a therapist.” A few other therapists made
similar comments. Other therapists acknowledged that *here were problems
involved in seating, but they insisted it was the client’s fault; she was seduc-
viesn, Tlhaes thorapists insisted that beautiful women sit in provocative ways.
S om Tt esothoopies repotta { Uiis incerosling o note how bautiful

“ip . o= B T B | KECP e -~
e Santae e op chchr selrtana CoE Hie geniialia. .. orat

~ : "
ey ara

L ' S : Cnanivustivel” .o
C I spite of the fact that the beautiful women were “at fault,” the therapists ac-
Unn~wledged that they enioyed “the periormance.”

PR

The Ciitcome of Therap

According to Perlmutter’s interviewees, then, therapist-client re-
lationships are very 4i¢‘~-ent when patients are beautiful than when they are
.. * -~ does this work out? As always, it depends.
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Physical Attraciivencsg 77

Sometimes the therapists’ biases worked to the patients’ advantage. One
therapist provided an example. The husband was an “average-looking” phy-
sician; he earned over $120,000 a year. The wifewasa very beautiful house-
wife. The therapist diagn ssed the woman’s problem as chronic dependency;
she was unaiie to express anger. (Whea upset, she became incapable of
spezking; she sizraiog b o- diziress by “psvchotically” waving her arms.) The
therazist *0al an enenr.oeus interest in the wife; he increased her number of
Visits to thrie or four times o week. He nelped her a great deal. The husband,
however, was ignored. He became more and more depressed, Finally he saw
a second therazist, whe zave him some attzntisn, (Barocas & Black, 1974,
anc Katz & Zirntardo, 1577, insist that such cases are typical; patients receive

uantitatively meore and qualitatively better treatment than do their unat-
tractive counterparts.)

In other cases, kowever, being beautiful did not seem to be an advantage.
Instead of receiving the help they needed, beautiful women received “pseudo-
help.” (In citing these cases, Perlmutter :akes issue with the Barocas & Black,
1974, and ¥%atz & Zimb:irde, 1977, conclusion.)

Therapists reported that they were unusually concerred aboyt doing well
when their patients werse beautiful. Humazn relations inevitably involve an
exchange (sce Welster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978). In a therapeutic give-
and-take, therapists trade their training, skill, and attention for the patients’
attention, effort, money, and gratitude, Patienis are surgcsed tc get their
“money’s worth.” The therapists reported that when dealing with beautifu]
women, they Vapt having the ureasy feeling that thev must be at their best,
They began to try harder—often too hard.

Perlmutter argues, as noted, that such therapists tended to give their pa-
tients "ps_eudo-help"—help that had more to do with the therapists’ needs
than the patients’. According to Perlmutter, the therapist and patients gener-
ally entered a collusory relationship: He pretended to help; she pretended she
was being helped (see Perlmutter, in press). The beautiful wor 11 often found
herself in a bind. She was afraid to intentionally metacommunicate her dic-
satisfaction with her treatment. Should she confront her thers Pist, she would

un the tisk of mpaaiy e AN e relatios
-

EAAR NS I S S

Lhasifal -
Fow dows ihis L cas ~ccording to Perlmutter, “Not well.” Let us cen-
sider two examples:
Cne coupi .~ 712 50 Ted—came o for marticze conn g, Ted was
“anvzly pock-viaked 'n"; Janie ‘vas extremely beautifyi, They had multi-
pie nroblenis: TV +ir son had cancer; ther drank beavily: they fought con-
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: e [
e L= T2 LSS B UL T F T

Sl it ~ bl WAt -
razricied toting no kelg ar zll,
~ v

i

stantly. i he ticiapist conciuucy “aal v veiie vl L Jicall dopend-
ent” on her husband. He concluded that she needed to have an affair to free
herself. She did. During therapy, she was encouraged to devote a large por-
Hom of tho hacerbn cnnn i inpinn hor saxial evneriences. (The therapist admitted
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- found this very exciting.) Scon, the husband, a very “machc” person-
ality, became depressed. He withdraw even fruther from his family and his
busir.oss. In refrospect, the therapist realized he had neglected the husband.
E.ontually, the hesband became desperate. tie was unasle © handic his

irs; evenraaldy he tre™h 3 tar to a hotel and tock picturcs of her en-
C .5 sexual act Ltk ascthed wan. tle {hrestened to uss these pictures to

divare herandteke casiody of Lis sen, The outeoms of therapy was ot good.
' ecund cosa, tWS ther.izists Teporied difficultics in Jealing with the
in patient. The woman wasa harndsome woman who had lost the
. -latareinhercalvesasa result of adclescent poliomyelitis. The first ther-
api.bald ter for a few sessions, but soon realized it was impogsikle to go on.
T -oaidn't distinguich between his rit; and nis physical attraction to her.
Fio founed nimsel! thinking obsessively along these lines: “How canitbe that
s ayens 80 becutiful is <0 maimed?” “Ah, but she is still beautiful.” “Ah, but

e 1

Soitiie o

L

e beauty has a poignant quality.”) Evertually Therapist 1 referred her to
Tieramst © sUGeoStng that what she needed was quick symptom relief. (She
vozs phobic; she worricd that she'd fall over in her whezlchair and be hurt.
o weas ~sori-d that people would invada her house and injure her. She was
;) He recommended a combinativn of hypnosis and behavior thera-
.. Oace thase symploms were ameliorated, he thought that more therapy
lome if she needzd it
-+t 2 hod probiems identical to Therapist 1's. fle decided to perse-
yere in therapy, however. In retrospect, Therapist 2 realized that he, too, had
Feonae £ personally involyed widh her Diat he had {ziled as a thevapist. He
v r ottt mpied quick symptom relief. He plunged into insight-oriented ther-
apy.[Heliad insisced on denying that his patient had any real problems. W hen
o« wowd alk about the problem of being handicapped. he would say such
ihings as, “Don’t giveme that bullshit. You're as capable at getting around as
the rest of us.” What he really needed to do was to acknowledge her limita-
tions—to consult with an expert in such handicaps who could acknowledge
her Limitations and teach her to deal with them. After 3 years of therapy, she
showed no improvement; if anything, she was worse.

e tm oA AN
e 1
IR TENG SIS ¥ A AR

In the first section of this chapter, we begin by asking “What is
beawir I’ The question of who ie physically attractive, and why, is on? thet
has fascinated men and rvoanen for centuries. Upnfortunately, the 7of oty
of the question is not seflected in the .iefinitiveness of the availuble answers.
“ard and Beach (1951) surveyed more than 200 primitive societies. They were

¢ to find any universal standards of sexual attractiveness. Researchers
.owever, that within a given society, however, there is reasonable con-

A « ~ what is beautiful and/or sexy and what is not.



= S I - 4 =N L L I N
=M= |I‘|”' - AR W L 2" :
= L I \Il‘- TR o =1
i 1 - I= 2=l —— Wi .
[ o ' =i [T R ' 2 '
S A B - EE ST .
-I—-I“unl S o e e M (el & 2 L
il BT e L= . S a 1 -
'|n'-||-:l-. I--||||IU :'.rl—-r F omyliet e = =
Rl [TOR T b SR el w ol IE:h'nll'Hl:_ S=rs i
L1 L . i - = m i -]
W Al e o gl s sm
1 ll" o - ol i [ Horns [ 1
—— L T T o B '
Ll L i 11X RENTRY | .
L P be =g 1 1
N e - 1 L e '
e TR B R R . J
el 1oy W s S 0 iree e
-1y = T SISy e -
LIS
= Pl i g E . 1 |II.J__..N Ml gy .
ik F I T R====TREAN ~mimfs g A FEE
1 T T o = b A “!| n - i 1l
-I } T bl [ S III - - H|:||'I' L

S e -'.\1-||-||1_|. LT | o e -
H. Wi e = ST I  E = &l _

o (TR i = e I.J'I"'J LT TR T R =k
st i a1 =N 4 Ksitral Hlzen g T WIN WL e
DTl U e = W imi L L T ) =l

ot U e g e LI L TR T . L g
SRLES o Y Bl NN e e

! for o e T =" g L |
1 | FE 4 1 i :| 1 =g
. : - my _
i 1 A 1 e o T R
Cl| =R T Ny —ar ! [ L T 1

--Ea - L= --mf‘—-w_e-'.w-h..m\ w=E=Eflaas
VIR el e e et R TT) TR T
=l e ST - W g

-



Physical Attractiveness 79

In the second section, we besin to explore the operation of bias. We ask:
“What do people think baautify] people are like?” There is considerable evi-
dence that, generally, most people assume that the beautiful possess a wide
variety of socially desirable traits, while the urattractive Possess an equal
compliment of urappealing characteristics, Specifically, most people—in-
cluding psychotherapists—seem to believe that beauty is sanity, character,
and competence—even in the face of hard evidence to the contrary,

In the third section, we zsk to what extent perception is translated into ac-
tion. Do peogle treat the beautiful and the nonbzautiful ditferently? Do the
beautiful reall; " tagein life? The evidence suggests that most
pecple, most of the time, do treat the beautiful more compassicnately than
they treat the uzly. They send “meta messazes” indicating their willingness to
become intimate more quickly; they are quicker to offer help and less quick to
demand help in return,

In the first three sections, in short, we review evidence that people perceive
attractive and unattractive peopie very differently and treat them very differ-
ently. What impact does such differential treatment have on the beautiful? In
the fourth section, wereview the sparse evidence as to what the attractive and
the unattractive are really like. There is seme evidence that people’s stereo-
types about beauty o have a kernel of iruth. There is considerable evidence
that, by nursery school, the beautiful and the ugly are different indeed. For
example, the beautiful have a more positive sel{-concept; may diifer in per-
sonality; are more popular (from late nursery school on); and, not surprising-~
ly in light of all this, arc more scciabie. Whether or not the beautifyl and the
ronbeautiful differ in hapriness is open to question. There is considerable
evidence, in any case, tha: the beautiiul are better adjusted and mencally
healthier than their unattractive peers,

Finally, in the fifth section, we close by suggesting some directions that fu-
ture research on the biasing effect of beauty in psychotherapy might take.

NOTES

'Since rearly zll of the therapists were men, one can really substitute “strikingly beautitul wom-
en” here,

“Perlmutter’s impre;sions have not yet been tested experimentally. They remain “suggestions for
research.”
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The 1fluence of group interaction and group ccaction on ratings of the attractiveness of photo-
graphs of women. Paper presented at the 79th Annual Convention of the American Psychologi-
cal Association, 1971.

3. Feldmi=n. S. D. The presentation of shortn:ssin evervday life—height and heightismin
American sciety: Towariasociclogy of stature. Paper presented at the meeting of the Ameri-
can Socic: | cal SAssociation, Derver, 1971,

4. Bersowitz, W.R., Neoel, J. C., & P.zitman, J. W. Height and interpersonal attraction:
The 1962 mayoral clection in New York City Paper presented at the 79th Annual Convention of
the Aunerican Psychelagi-al Association, 1971.

S. Dion, K., & Berecheid, E. Physical attractivencss and secial perception of peers in pre-
school children. Unpuolisned raanuscript, 1972, (Availabie from the authors.)

6. Muirhead, S. Therapists'sex, clients’sex, and client atiructiveness in psychodiagnostic
assescmamts. Poper presented at the 87th Annual Meeting of the American Psychological Associ-
ation, New York, September 1379. .

7. Napoleon, T., Chassin, L., & Young, R. D. A replicaticn and extension of physical at-
tructivene:s and mental illriess. Manuscript submitted for publication, 1979,
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