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Abatract

The relation between physical attractiveness and behavior was examined by
assessing whether behavioral differences exist between attr-active and un-
attractive children. Sizty-four, 3- and 5-year—old boys and girls were
selected as sukjects on the basis of physical attractiveness. Same-age

"and sex, attractive, unattractive, and mixed-attractiveness dyads were formed
and were observed in a" semfnaturalistic play setting. A categorical obser-
vational system wvas used to record positive sccial behavlors, aggressive
behaviors, acti_vity and object-directed behaviors, and sex-stereotyped be-

. haviors. - Pew differences were found between attractive and umattractive
chiidren in the categories indexing positive social behaviors. A develop~
mental trend was found for aggression: no differences based on attractiveness
were found foz 3-year-olds, but S5-year—old unattractive children nit peers
more often than attractive children. Finally, unattractive children were
generally more active and preferred to play with a masculine toy while

attractive children were less active and p:.ayéd wvitna feminipe toys.
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Peer Relations as a Function of Physical Attractiveness:

The Eye of the Beholder or Behavioral Reality?

A child's physical appearance provides highly visible cues vhich indicate

age, sex, race, and physical attractiveness. However, there has-been lirtle.

\

—

systematic study of the role these characteristics play as elicitors or
modifiers of beﬁavior in social interactions. The lack of research interest
in these physical appearance variables is particularly suprising considéring
the implicit and explicit cultural values_associated wirh beauty and ugliness
(Berscheld & Ualster, 1973). For exarple, through fairy tales we all know
that Cinderella is beautiful, good and kind vhile her step-sisters are ugly,
vicked, selfish and cruel; and the ugly duckling who is rejected by his “peers"
finds happiness only uhen he grows up to become a beautiful swan. Indeed,
there 15 recent cvidence that children and adults nake inferences about the
behavior of others on the basis of piysical appearance; destrable traits are
attributed to attractive iudividuals while undesirable traits are attributed
to unattractive persons (Dion, Berscheid & Valster, 1972; Dion, 1973).

In one study, the phyaiéal attractiveness of a child who committed a
transgression was found to influence adul: evaluations of the child 2nd the
seriousness of his or hef transgression (Dion, 1972). Undergraduate women
attributed more positive characteristics to attractive than to uanttractive
children whoﬁ they believed couritted the same serious punishable act. Further,
a transgression committed by an attractive child was evaluatéa less negatively
than was the same transgression when committed by an unattractive child. Clif-

ford and Walster (1973) demonstrated that elementary school teachers rated
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unfamiliar attractive childroa as having greater intellectual‘poten;ial, better
socizl relations, and as nore likely to become successful in life than un-
attractive children. This efféct was found despite tbe fact that the ﬁeachers
had been givenAidentical'objective informationrabout both gro;ps of cﬁildren.
ot only do adults rate children differentially based on physical attrac-
tiveness, but children rate each other differemtially. It has been demon-

strated that children as young as three years of age can reliably discriminate

differences in the facial attractiveness of agemates and, further, that their

judgments agree witn attractiveness ratings made by adults (Diom, 1973). In

_addition, unacquainted prescnoclers have consistent behavioral stereotypes

associated vith appearance. Both male and female children preferred‘attrac-

‘tive peers as potential friends waile they disliked unattractive children.

Furthernore, attractive children vere expected to behave prosocially while
unattracﬁive peers were expectéd to exhibit antisocial behaviors (Dion, 1973).
Taken togetier, these findings on behavioral expectations strongly suégee:
that physical attractiveness plays an important role in the developmént of
peer prefereﬁées and peer interaction. However, the proceases which nediace
the relationship betveen perceptiors of the behavior of attractive and unattré%

tive children and the actual behavior emitted by these children renaigs

largely unexplored. A nunmker of questions about the relaticn.between the
social cognitions and the behaviors associated with puysical attractiveness
mist be ansvered. For example, do adults and cnildrem react differentially

to attractive and unattractive childrem because these children actually behave
differeqtly?‘ That is, are qnattractive children aggressive and antisociel
vhile attractive childrec are friendly and behave prosocially? Or, 18 it tke

case that there are no real behavioral d ferences between attractive and
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unattractive cnildren, but rather, they are perceived by otaers to behave:in

this panner? Perhaps both children and adults have assimilated rultural -—§> S
stereotypes based on physical attractiveness which distort the perception of °
the beha~ior »f others to fit these stereotypes. Finally, these two processes
_ may interact. -That 1is, because of cultural stereotypes we may expect attrac-
tive children to‘behave in one way and unattractive children in another.
These expectaxions may in turn act as a self—fulfilling prophecy in which
attractive childrea learn to behave in prosocial ways while unattractive
childreo learn to behave in unacceptable, antisociallways. ..

~ Our study was designed to clarify the process 1ssues discussed above.

.

tJe wished to assess whether or not behaviorzl differences exist between chii—»
dren judged to be attractive or unattractive and at what ages, if any, these
differences appear. If no behavioral differences are found between attrac-—
tive and enattracgiie ciildren, this result would suggest that childrén are

only perceived to behave differently. Developmental differences, however,

Te—
—

would suggest that stereotypic expectations of behavior based on physical
attractiveness and a self-fulfilling prophecy nay be interacting such tha
no behavioral differences are found at younger ages, but behavioral differ-
ences becoue evideet in older children. Finally, desonstrating substantial
differences in behavior in both younger and older attractive and unattractive
children night indicate that children learn these cultural stereotypes at
yohnger ages than expected, or even perhaps .that there 1is some biological
relationship betueen appearance and behavior. .
Method

Subjects. A full-face black and white photograph was taken of 110 chil-

dren, all from a large, middle-class nursery school in Austin, Texas. All
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T | photogfaphs uvere cronped ac chin level to eliminate clothing cues and ehildren‘i

o .

e - bj;;vitb eyeglasges or facial deformities were not included in the original stimn-z
ius set.. Pho:ographs were ranked from wost to least attractive by 2V adult
females Who were unacquainted with tbe sungects. A Keadall Coefficient of

» Concordance performed on the rankings 1ndicated that interjudge agreement was
’ ' significant, U = W40, p < .001.l Although the correlation falls in the moder-

\\‘\\\ i ate range, it is consistent with the findings of preﬁfous_research {bion &
Berscheid, 1374; Styczynski & Langlois, in press). Frow these rankings, 64
white children, 32 girls and 32 boys, were selected. The seleetion;p:Ocedure

- resulted in a fioal sample consisting of 16 attractive girls, 16 unattractive
girls, 10 attractive boys, and 16 unattractive boys. Half of toe subjects
were 3-year~olds with a pean age of 3 years, 4 months wﬁfle the other half
vere 5-year-—olds witih a mean age of 5 years, 1 montn."ﬁzzt*em

Apparatc-, A portable child study device was erected 1n’a room in the
nursery school. This structure consists of two wooden panels, 3.05_m. long
and 1.22 m. high, which are placed in a corner of the room to form a play
area of 3.05 py 3.05 mo. Five toys, a set of small blocks, a large riding ?
truck, two stuffed dolls, a soft, mediun—-size bell, and a set of wooden pﬁzzle~
were placed in the play area. :

Deéigg. Saue-age and sex dyads were formed on the basis of physical
attractivencsg. For eacn age and sex, three types of dya@s were formed innau\\;\\\
factorial design: dyads consisting of two children who were both‘judgedfto ‘
be attrective in appearaace, dyads whose membere vere:judged to be unattractive

. and mixed dyads consisting of one attractive and one unattractive child.

All dyads uere observed twice and thus for each age and sex, there were eight

oLservations for attractive children paired with other attractive children

7
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(aA dyads), unattractive children paired with other umattractive children
(UU dyads) , attractive children paired with unattractive children (AD dyads),
_~ and unattractive children paired witkL attractive children (UA dyads). Within
eachiagé,'eex, and physical attractiveness category, all children vere paired

randonly with the stipulation that the pairs must be from the sane classroon. -

, - Procedure. Children vere allowved to play in the playroon on several

ey
Y.

rcccasiéns‘ﬁricr to data collection in order for the children to adapt to both -
the presence of the adult observers and to the playroom situatron. During
data collection, dyads uere brought into the playroom and told that they could
play. Zuo observeré, 2ach observing a single child, vere seated on 75 com.
stcois placedijust outside tue p%ay_area. .Observations of dyads wvere counter—
balanced across five trained observers who vere naive as to the purpose of
tue study. | |

Data collection andianalysis. Data were collected with the categorical

observational systen described by Gottfried and'Seay (1973). This observational
system was developed to permit meaningful comparison between cross—cultural

»and cross-species data, and consequently, 1s relatively free from high level
inference during the data collection process. Tﬁe basic score for each cate-
gcryvis the number of 15-second intervals within which tue defined-behavior
occurred. A apecific<categcry is recorded only once per 15-second intervail.

Reliability of obscrvers was monitored during the course of tne study and

inter-observer reliabilities for tue various categories ranged from r = .74 to

“e=-.r = .99, mean r = .0y. Table l presents the behavior categories used in this

study. e >

Insert Table 1 about here..
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Preliminary analyses og variance were performed to examine effects due
to observation period (observation 1 vs. observation 2 for each dyad).A No
'effects due to observation beyond chance levels were , found for the behavior
categories and thus observatlon periods were combined in Subaequent analysest

In order to reduce the number of categories, a prinﬂiple component factor
analysis was executed on the scores for all behavior categories ‘using.a Vari-
max rotation. The individual behavior catagories were thus reduced to‘eight
factors. The scores for'the categories comprising eachh factor were combined -
and 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 analyses of variance were then performed to assess the effecui:
of age, sex, Subject attractiveness, and peer attractiveness for each factor.2
Duncan's Multiple Range Test (Winer, 1971) was used to compare differences l.
between cell means"for all significant‘interactions. All differences reported
between ccll means are significant at the .05 level or greater. |
. Results

Results are.reported for factors representing four general-types of be-
havior: A) Positive social behavdors;including social signaling and comnuni-
cation (Factor 1), proxinity and touchiné (Factor 2), and approach-withdraw
(Factor 3):; B) Aggressive behaviors including hitting (Factor 4); C) Activicy
and object-directed behaviors including high activity level play (Factor 5)
and low activity 1evel play (Factor 6): and D) Sex-eterectyped behaviors 1in-
cluyding playing with dOLlS and grooming (Factor 7) and play behaviora involv-

ing the riding truck (Factor 8). Lower-order interactions are not discussed

vhen modified by higher—order interactions. Means for each behavior factor

are shown in Table 2. _ - ,;/)/

Insert Table .2 about here - 4 ;///
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Positive social béhaviors. =

. Factor 1l: Social signaling-and communication. This factor includes

smiling at, looking at, and~ta1king to a peer and yielded an age main effect
indicatingfthat 5-year-olds exhibitEd nore of these behaviors than 3-year- |
olds, F(1, 43) = 43,91, p;< .0001. . Moreover, a subject attractiveness x.peer
attractiveness interaction revealed that children in same—attractiveness
-dyads (AA or UU) were more likely to exhibit these behaviors than children in
mixed attractiveness dyads (AU or UA), F(1,48) = 5.68, p < .025. . -

Factor 2: Proximity and touch. A sex x subject attractiveness X peer

attractiveness interaction, F(1,48) = 4, 55 P < .05, yielded a: pattern of

results for girls similar to that found for social signaling and communication.

Girls were significantly more likely to touch and maintain proximity when in
same—attractiveness (AA or UU) than when placed in mixed-attractiveness (AD

or UA) dyads. For boys, all dyads snowed similar amounts of proximity and

touching. ) f o S ' jﬁ

Tactor 3: Approach-withdraw. An age main effect was founu for approach ’

and withdraw bebaviors, F(1,48) = 6. 81, p < .01. Higher levels were observed
in the 5-year-olds tnan in 3-year-olds. Ia addition, an age x sex X subject
attractiveness intéraction, F(1,48) = 7.99, p. < .01, was found for these
behaviors. This interaction was due primarily to a cross;over age effect
.'for boys.ﬂ Attractive -year-old ooys approached and withdrew more than un-
'attractive 3-year-old boys while the pattern for both S-year—old boys and
3-year-old girls was just the reverse, unattractive children exhibited these
behaviors more than attractive children. o differences were found between

attractive and unattractive 5-year;old girls.

10
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Aégressive-behaviors..

Factor 4: Hit. This factor includes behaviors such as hitting, biting,

scratching, kicking and hitting uith objects. Ace, F(1,48) = 10. 36, 2_< Ol,
and sex, ggl,as) 12 20, 2_< 001, effects were found showing that boys were

more aggressive than girls and 5-year-olds more than 3-year-olds. An age x

" sex x subject attractiveness x peer attractiveness interaction, F(1,48).=

11.93; B < .001 indicated that 3-year-olds of" both.sexes showed low amounts
of aggression and thzt no differences based on attractiveness were evident
for these 3—year-olds.- In contrast, the highest amount of aggression was
seen in 5-year-old male dyads in which at least one member oF the pair was

unattractive. The lowest level of aggression for 5-year-old boys was found

in AA dyads. vMoreover, hitting was observed twice as often in 5-year-old

. female UGU dyads than in any other type of S—yea;-eld femdle dyad. . iig'_
Activity and object—directed behaviors. : . R

\,
N

\

- high activity'lev

e

Tactor 5: liigh activity level play. Thie factor included standing,\
walkino and running, throwing toys,»transporting toys, and playing with the
ball. A sex main effect indicated t@at boys exhibited more high activity
1eve1 play than girls, F(l ,48) = 38.45, B_<".Ol. 'An~age x sex X subject |
attractiveness X peer attractiveness interaction, F(1,48) = 6.96, p < .01,
yielded an interesting pattarn. For 3-year—old boys, AA dyads exhibited moTre
than tvlée the acount of this type of play than any other type of 3-year-old
male éyad. The pattern for S-year-old boys however, was very different and
the differenc was due primarily to AA dyads who showed very low levels of "
these behaviors«\éimonv 3-year-old girls, unattractive girls exhibited more .k

' play than attractive girls,-and UU dyads played in_this

-~
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manner most frequently, vhile AA dyads did so least frequently. "The greatest

) freqaency of these behaviors among' S—ycar-old girls was ag.\‘\among ou pairs

. while other pairs showed 1cwer amOunts.

Factor 6:" Low activity level play. . This factor includes sitting on

the floor, crawling, and playing with puzzles or. b10cks. Sex, F(1,48) = 5.00,

p < .05, and subject attractiveness, F(1 ,48) = 4 59, 2_< .05, effects revealed
‘greater frequencies of.this play among girls-then boys and among attractive

than unattractive children. A four-way interaction, F(1, 48) = lé 37 B< .001.

. produced a pattern which was similar for 5-year-old boys and 3-year—old girls. '

Specifically, AA dyads exhibited more of this play than other dyads. among o
. . these chiidren. Anong 3—year—old boys, hcuever, the reverse was true such

-~ .
_that AA dyads exhibited less of this type of play than other 3-year—old male
dyads\_ For 5-year-old remales, ir1s palred with attractive peers (AA or UA '

dyads) exhibited'higher fregneﬁcies\bf\thcqe behaviors than girls paired with

.- pnattractive peers (AU or UU dyads). - _ S

[y . B - . 5

Sex-sterecotyped behaviors. . L ’

. Pactor 8: Doll plav and rrooring. Sex, F(1,48) = 20.09, E;<}001, and

-gubject attractivcneaa,.F(l 48) = 7.58, p < .01, nain effccts for doll pia
nd grooming indicated that girls exhibited more of these behaviors than bo S
and_attractive children did so more than unattractive chiidren. A Bex x Sub-
ject attractivenesstx peer attractivencss intcraction, f}i,&B) = 6.57, p < .0V
proved’ consistcnt with the sex and subject attractiveness main effects.- All
boys, regardless of dyad ic comp0sition, showed lov amounts of th ese;pfhaviors.
For girls, however, the AA'dyads exhibited extremely high amounts of doll play

and grooming compared to other female dyads.

"‘ . ) .. 12
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Pactor 9: Riding truck play. A marginally significant sex main effect,

#(1,48) = 3.33, p < 97, and a subject attractiveness main effect, ¥(1,48) =
6.53, p < .01, for playing with and ridiag on the riding truck indicated
higher amounts af this play im boys than girls and in unattractive than attrac-
tive children. An aje x sex x subject attractiveness interactiom, F(1,48) =
3.87, p ¢ 05, revealsd that higher levels of play with the riding truck were
setn smong unattractive 3-year-old girls and unattractive S-year-old boys
then amwmgz thelr attractive counterparts. There were no differences, however,
anong ths other groups.
Discussion

An overview of effects due to attractiveness reveals that bshavieral
differences betveecn attractive and umattractive children are generally wot
found amonk positive social behsaviors, but rather are evidenced primarily in
sgxressive, activity sad object-directed, and sex-sterectyped bmhavtou.)
The pattern of results for positive soctal bdbehaviors is generally inconsistent
with previous renearch based on children's and adults' attributiocs of be-
havior. Ia those studie, attractive children are perceived to e more
frindly #od prosocial thax less attractive children (Picm, 1972, 1973; Dion
& Sezscheld, 197s4). In this study, few differences were observed in the
overall positive eocial bebaviors of sttractive and uwaattractive dllldm;
Clear di{fferences were arvarent, however, vhen the attractiveness of both
the child and his or her peer vas coosidered. Specifically, both attractive
and @atttmun cLildren tended to suile, look, and talk more with peers who
were similar to themselvea in attractiveness. For girls, this pattern vas

also true for proxiamity sod touch.

13
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Tvo explasations sceu possible for tue inconsistency between these
results for positive social Lehaviors and past research of attributions
associated with ‘attractiveness. First, there may be no relationship between
citldren's beuavioral expectations for each other and the actual overt behavior
of children. Tuis interpretation seem. plausible since attributions of
behavior are presumably extracted frow vhat a target child is believed %O
be like scross a uide variety of situations, while actual behavior may vary
across situations. Several theorists have, in fact, argued that globLal
ratings of behavioral traits may siow little relationship to actual behavior
in specific contexts (e.g., ilischel, 1Y70). Morcover, ratings which reflect
perceived Lebavioral attributes iznore the role social agents, such as peers,
play as elicitors of tiwse belaviors in these contexts.

An alternative explanation for the inconsistency between the present
findings and past soclal cogsition research lies in the possible impact of
children's learned petceptions of attractiveness oa their overt benavior
vith peers. .amely, attractive cuildren uay perceive themselves and other
attractive children as friundly and prosocial, btut may view unattractive
children as unfriendly and aggressive. Canséquently. attractive children
mey exaibit positive soclal Lehaviors wita attractive peers whon they per-
ceive as friendly also, but nay show lower amounts cf positive social lLe-
haviors wuen playing with umattractive peers vhon they perceive as antisocial.
$imilarly, wnatiractive childrin may learn that they are perceived as less
friendly by attractive peers and thus, they may actually conform behaviorally
to their sttractive peers’ expectations of them dy exhibiting lower levels of

social behaviors when ia a play situatioo with an attractive child. Ia either

11
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case, our findings indicate tugt the frequency of positive social behavior
is pot eimply a function of a cuild's levels of attractiveness as suggested
by previous social cognition researcla, but rathér; these behaviors are a
function of the pnysical attractfveness of both the subject and that of his
or her playmate. These results furtaer underscore the need to take into
account the social-situational factors which {zpingc on peer interaction before
generalizinz from perceptions of behavior to actual overt behavior and vice
versa.

The findings for aggressive behaviors both reaffirm and extend past
researchy which indicates that unattractive children are expected to behave
antisocially (biom, 1973). Specifically, tiere were no differences in fre--
quencies of ag;ressive behavior hetveen attractive and unattractive 3-year-
olds while higher freyueucies werc fouud awong S-year—old pale pairs whicn
includcd an unattractive child and awong 5-year-old female UU ﬁairs. These
dits syggeirt that Jdiffcrential behavioral expectaticns for attractiv: and
unattractive children and a self-fulfilling propiaecy may interact: unsttrac-
tive children way becone avare early that they are in fact perceived by‘others
to be both unattractive aud antisocial. Consequently, they may exhibit aggres
sive beuaviors consistent with others' expectatiouns of then. Indeed, Dion
and Berscheid (1974) suggest that ageressive behaviors may be a respouse to
being perceived as unattractive by others.

The results fcr activity and object—directed behaviors and sex-stereo-
typed behaviors revealed soae une#pected differences between attractive and
unattractive children. Attractive children generally exhibited ﬁore low

activity level play as vell as doll play and groomirg while unattractive

15
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children played more actiwv:ly (e.g., with the riding truck). These data are
consistent with those xeported by Halverson and Waldrop (1976) 1in which
positive relations were found between high levels of activity aad minor
physical anomalies. The index of minor physical anomalies employed (Waldrop
& Halverson, 1971) actually represented physical characteristics commonly
found in unattractive children (e.g., slight deviations with respect to
features such as the eyes, mouth, and ears). Our data also supplenent recent
evidunce that unattractive children are rated by “eachers as exhibiting wore
masculine play behaviors than attractive children (LaVoie - andrews, 1976).
Further, our findings azain indicate the impact of peer attractiveness on
thege behaviors. rSor example, attractive girls were more likely to play with
dollg than unattractive girls, but only when paired with attractiv;ipeets.

Considering the findings for both aggressive behaviors and activity
behavicrs, 2 salient pattern emerges. \S§nce wmattractive childrea are more
active, the probability of involvement in an aggressive act may be higher for
these children than for the less active attractive children. Negative evaluy-
ations of trans;rcssions committed by unattractive children may be a reflec-
tion of the fact that thei; higher activity level causes thew to be involved
in more disturbances and lLieace become “trouble makers”. If these activity
level differences generalize to the classroom, they nay account for the
desirable characteristics attributed toc attractive children since teachers
seem to prefer low activity levels in children (Fagotv& Patterson, 1969).

Overall, our results indicate that behavioral differences do ia fact

exist betwvecn attractive and unattractive children and that these differences

are found most clearly ssong aggressive, activity, and sex-stereotyped

16
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behaviors rather than positive social behaviors. Further, thé developmental
;rendé in our data suggest that thesc differences in behavior geen more
likely to be a function of lcarning processes rather than uiqlogical influences
Addictional research 1s necessary,-houever, explicate the exact nature of the
diffdrences among activity and scx-stereotyped behavicrs as a function of
attractiveness. Moreover, investigatiom of children's awareness of their own
phiysical attractiveness as well as the relationship between this awareness
end their overt bchavior is warranted. Caution needs to be exercised'whnn
generalizing from children's behavioral attributions to actual overt behavior
since social-situational factors such as setting and physical attractiveness
of a child's playnate may well ﬁave differential effects on behaviors euitted"

by attractive and unattractive children.
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Footnotcs

lA manipulation che;k was performed to emsure that the childien agreed
with the attractiveness judgments of the adult raters. The photographs were
presented to each child in random pairs. Each pair contained one attrac-
tive and one unattractive child of the same sex. Each child was asked to
indicate the more attractive member of the pair. This paired compatiaoﬁ»
task provided a procedure gimple enough so that all children would attend ‘
and tespond to all stimuli in front of them. A t-test was petformed to test
agreement between the paited-comparison choices made by the children and ' |
the rankings of the adults. The number of times the children agreed with
gdulﬁ raters was compared to the number of times they would have agreed ?y
chance. Childrep'and adults agreed beyond a chﬁnce level, t = 2.00, p < .05.

25cores for each member of the dyad were entered into these analyses.
Thus, the audlysea'of variance included data which do not meet the assﬂmﬁ-
tion of independence since the behLavior of'one member of thé dyad might be
expected to inflvence the behavior of the other mwember. Two subscquent
analyaea in which the data do not violate the assumption of independence
were executed in order to confitm‘the tesulta of the original analycis. In
the first reanalysis, scores for both subjects in the dyad were coubined and
dyad scores were entered into the analysis. For the second rean;lysia, the
‘gample was divided into two halves such that one dyad member was randomly
choser for Half I snd his of her partmer was placed in Balf II. Sepatate
analyses of variance were then performed on the two halves. The resulls

from both subsequent analyses closely parallel the results of the orlgtnsl

snalyses. Therefore, results from the original snalyses are reported since

20
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this type of analysis yields the most useful information concerning effects
due to both aubject and peer attractiveness. Any significant main effecte
or interaction obtained in the ogiginal nnalysis, but not obtained in the
eubsequent analyses are not reponted. |
3Itimiaht_be argued éhac 1f stereotypes are “carried around in the
head", observers could not record without bias the behaviors eghibited'ny
‘attracti;e and unattractive children. ngever, tbis_angument'noea not
seem tO BPpiY to our,findinge for a number of reasons. First, if observers
Were biased, substantial differences should have shown up between.attractive
and unattTractive children in categories indexing positive social behaviors.
Indeed, this is where one would most expect to find differencea based on
past research, Second, the completely unexpected finding of activity level
differencesfsuggests that observers wexe not biased. There.ere no data
suggesting that differential expectations exist with respect‘to activity.
Finally, Sex gnd age differences consistent vitn many previous studies
were found evep though obgervers were not familier with these findings.
Thus, our resuits are inconsistent with the systematic bias interpretation

‘and 1ndicate>that observers were making accurate and reliable observations.



Category

Proximity
Touch

Approach
Withdrawy/

Snile

Visual
Inspection

Vervalize

Hit another
child

liit with
object ©

Stand .
Yalk/run

Crawl

sit

Manipulafe

Peer Relations and Physical Attractiveness
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Table 1
Behavior Categories

Description

Positive Social Behaviors

Being within 2-feet (.61 m.) of peer.

ilake physical contact with peef:

lovement from beyond to within 2-feet .
(.61 m.) of peer.

liovement from within to beyond 2-feet
(.61\m.) of peer. ’ '

Smile or laugh directed toward peer.

Open eyes directed toward peer.

tiord or word approximation directed
towvard geer.

Agpressive Behaviors

Hit, bite, kick, push, or scratch peer
with part of body. '

liit, push, or throw at peef with object.

Activity and ‘Object-directed Behaviors .
Standing with erect‘posiﬁre.

Erect ﬁovement of 2-feet (.61 m.) Or more.

Hovement of 2-feet (.61.m.) or more omn

all four limbs.

_ Rest haunches on iject or floor.

Object mnét be in contact with hand; .

some part of hand must move.

Reliability
Coefficient

076‘

-. .96

.96
.87
.87

.99

. 79"‘ . 998



Category
Transport

Tarow

Groom

.Puzzles
 Ball .
Blocks
Dolls

" Riding Truck

Other Objects

Peer Relations and Physical Attractiveness
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. Table 1 (cont'd.)
Description | Reliability
: Coefficient
Hovenent of body and object through a - 74
distance of 2-feet (.61 m.) or more.
Throw or otherwise propel object. ’ .97
Fine-finger manipulation of own body .87

or clothing.

Objects '

Three wooden puzzles designed for ages 3-5.

‘ A soft, medium size ball.

A set of blocks of various shapes and colors.
Two stuffed dolls.

A large truck 36 x 16 x 8 inches (.91 x .41 x
«20 m.) ' .

Wonstandard small objects of various types
contributed by subjects: keys, handkerchief,
etc. .

aReliability ranged from .79 to .99 depending on the object manipulated.

K

o
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e

[/Aruitox provided b e

Lt

Factor 1
Souial
Signaling

and
Commmication
Factor 2
Proximity

and

* Touch

Factor 3 .

Approach-

Withdraw

M

AU

VA

AU

- TA

A

UA

w.

Cell Means for Bach Factorl

Table 2

3-Year-0lds

Males Females
115,25 60,00
67,25 .25
50,75 53,25
65,25 83,75
46,75 £5.25
13,50 525
075 1;;42.75
64.?§“MN~-'"‘ 54,50
3,50 Y,
29,50 5,50
16,25 30,50
s B

L]

5-Year-0lds
Hales Females
600 P00
w0
s s |
153,00 1.5
68,25 65,25
58,00 56,50
nat  wa
61,25 2.5
16,25 05 |
Wi B
410 3L
m WO

\L ..‘)

1Note: AA = Attractive §, attractive peei:; AU = Attractive §, unattractive peer

U4 = Unaf:tractiv‘e 8, attractive peer; UU = Unattractive 5, una

ttraotive, peer
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Tuctor 4
AA
Ht - A
TA
o
Bwr 5.
R M
Activity .
Level UA
Play )
Factor 6 ’
Low A
Activity AU
Level A
Play W

Tible 2 {cont'd.)

3-Year-0lds

Males Females
6,75 .25
5.50 1.50
2.5 2,75
7,00 150
.5 S
.5 .75
59.50 76.25
© 70,2 85.50
34.25 110,50
79.00 73.00
61,75 54,15
52,15 89,00

5Tear-0lds

Males Females
1.00 5.2
1.2 1.25
18.00 1.50
12.75 I12.00
29,00 56,75
120.00 62.25
62.60 41,50
87,00 72.50
117.0 93,2
51,25 62,75

' 30,25 93.00
36,00 41,15

ljote: A = Attractive S, attractive peer; AJ = Attractive §, unattractive peer

UA = Ugattractive S, attractive peer; W = Unattractive 5, unattractive peer

€7
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Table 2 (cont'd.)

3-Year-01ds 5~Year-01ds

Males ~ Females. Yales Females

Fotor 1 | :
| X M 65 BB 055 1.0
Play L1250 16,50 6.00 8.00 |
d B LD 825 2.0 14,75
Crocafng w750 17.50 8,50 15

Factor 8

Riding oM B 5,50 26,00 26.25
T 0% 12,25 05 .
Play uo 85 62,25 66,73 13,75
w60 16,50 . 56,25 46,00

lblote: M = Attractive §, attractive peer; Al = Attraﬁd"e S, wattractiye peer

UA = Unateractive §, attractive peer; UU = Unattr3ctyy, S, wmattrgctive peer

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

2
. SSIVIAFIODIIIV [BOFsLAyd PUDP STOFITTOY a03g



