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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW
INTRODUCTION

The word “discrimination” has arguably become ohéhe most powerful words in the
English language. History classes all over the evtwéch how biased and discriminatory
civilizations once were. United States history alaontains arguably some of the world’s most
deeply rooted discriminatory practices toward vasigroups of people. From the treatment of
Native Americans, to the slavery of African Amensato the subset of rights afforded to
women for so many years, the history of the Un8&ates is filled with discrimination, bias, and
unfair treatment. Perhaps it is because of thi§ gaat the country as a whole has a heightened
awareness of discrimination.

Discrimination and civil rights discussions haeeged into our everyday lives. The
various “isms” litter our newspapers, magazines, @ay-to-day conversations. Racism,
discrimination based on color, race, national origr religion, is one of the most often
mentioned, but there’s also sexism, the discrinonahgainst a person based on their gender,
and ageism, the discrimination against someonalbas¢heir advanced age. However, thanks to
important legislation, there are protections framtsdiscrimination in the workplace.

The United States first took action to preventdiminatory business practices in the
1960s under President John F. Kennedy, who sulzhatieall-encompassing civil rights bill to
the legislature. Though Kennedy would be assasgirtafore the legislation passed, his
successor, President Lyndon B. Johnson, took upitileights battle. The result was the
passing of arguably the most important piece af dights and antidiscrimination law in the

history of the United States, the Civil Rights Aft1964.
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Under the Civil Rights Act of 1964, specificalljtle VII, it would no longer be
permissible to discriminate against someone om#ses of race, color, sex, national origin, or
religion. Title VII was intended to prevent suclsaiminatory practices from interfering with an
individual's ability to achieve and retain employmevote, and conduct everyday business in
public accommodations (such as restaurants). Tigldtion also created a new governmental
panel called the Equal Employment Opportunity Cossinin (EEOC) to oversee the
implementation of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. EHive-person panel was given the charge of
investigating violations of Title VIl and recommend legal recourse should a clear violation be
found. A finding of civil rights violations from thEEOC also opened up employers to civil
lawsuits from those affected.

Since its inception, the EEOC has continued toenalge strides in creating
discrimination-free workplaces. Along with enforgifitle VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
the EEOC is also responsible for enforcing:

* The Equal Pay Act of 1963, which “protects men adnen who perform
substantially equal work in the same establishrfrenmt sex-based wage
discrimination” (EEOC, 2002).

* The Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 196 7hieh protects employees
older than 40 from discriminatory practices.

» Sections 501 and 505 of the Rehabilitation Act®73, which prohibits
discrimination toward those with disabilities iretfederal government.

» Title I and Title V of the Americans with Disabiés Act of 1990, which
“prohibit[s] employment discrimination against gtied individuals with

disabilities” (EEOC, 2002).
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» The Civil Rights Act of 1991, which provides momgtawards for victims of
intentional discriminatory practices by an employer

Partly because of the EEOC influence, businessks/tmust be more diligent than ever
to seek out and eliminate any hint of discriminatio their practices, whether it is related to
hiring, promotion, or termination of employees.|&a to do so opens up the company to
potentially large monetary damages through ciwildaits. It is interesting that, despite such
awareness, a new form of discrimination has mantgedt only appear, but also seriously
affect the ability of people to work.

One won’t hear or see the term “lookism” in vergny places, but there is a substantial
base of research covering the topic. Lookism, oftefined as “beauty prejudice” (Etcoff, 1999,
p. 25) or the discrimination of someone based eir Hppearance, is one that doesn’t arouse the
extreme emotions associated with its sibling teimasism” and “sexism,” yet it has become an
important topic in the professional world.

Traditionally, discrimination was based on raceydgr, or even age, and moreover, the
victim and the practitioner were typically somewheatare of what transpired. In contrast,
lookism is considered a silent form of discriminatiwhere someone rarely thinks “he has been
offered a lower salary because he is short” (Efd@®9, p. 83). Likewise, the discriminator may
not even realize that he or she is treating somdifezently because of the way they look,
making any claims of discrimination nearly impossifor the victim to prove.

Despite a lack of government attention or pubfjdithas been proven that individuals
deemed “attractive” are generally able to make maoeey (up to 12 percent more for the same
job); have many more opportunities to date, mamnyl have children; and are attributed with

positive qualities such as intelligence based gaeltheir appearance (Jeffes, 1998). In addition,
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those individuals considered to be below averaggpearance are more likely to be abused as
children, are assumed to be less intelligent, aaadtien excluded from being hired into certain
positions or professions (Jeffes, 1998). Appearammimination, however, is not limited to just
physical attractiveness.

A study conducted by Forsythe, et al (1985) reagt#hat a job applicant’s style of dress,
coupled with physical attractiveness, contributethe outcome of interviews. The research
showed that when physical attractiveness is equalview outcomes were more positive for
those dressed in a traditional manner than thosedmssed trendily, casually, or poorly. The
results of this study indicate that perhaps theedomino effect where those who are physically
attractive make more money and so can afford tonesr clothes, thus performing even better
in interviews while those deemed unattractive makes money and perhaps cannot afford the
nicer clothes, hurting their interview scores. TVigous cycle adds to the disadvantage for
unattractive workers.

The topic even made it into the mainstream med2004 when the ABC news show
20/20did an investigation into lookism. The show hifedr people, two women and two men.
Each gender was represented by a very attractrg@pas well as an average-looking person to
test the effects of attractiveness in an intensetting. The representatives from each gender
were given identical credentials and trained taratihe same manner, leaving only their looks as
the differentiating factor. For both genders, ttieaative candidate was not only offered the job,
but treated nicer as well (Stossel, 2004).

Looks certainly can make an impression on pedxsesvidence of this, many point to
the presidential debates between John F. KennaetiiRexmard Nixon. It was widely said that

those who listened to the debate on the radiovmdi¢hat Nixon won; those who watched on TV
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felt that Kennedy had won (Stossel, 2004). On tsien, Kennedy appeared to be strong and
energetic while Nixon seemed tired and dishevelad,so viewers tended to favor the younger,
more charismatic Kennedy. But why do looks havésustronghold on people’s imaginations
and belief systems?

In a joint study conducted by Itzhak Aharon, Naktyoff, Dan Ariely, Christopher F.
Chabris, Ethan O'Connor, and Hans C. Breiter (200®as discovered that viewing an
attractive person has a unique effect on brain @teyrand activity. The study, a joint effort of
Massachusetts General Hospital, Harvard Medicab8cland Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, involved taking MRI brain scans of hesexual male participants as they viewed
photos of men and women of varying degrees ofciweness. It was found that viewing a
photo of an attractive woman actually activated whaermed the reward circuitry of the brain:
the area of the brain that functions in respong®dasing results. Reward circuitry had
previously been linked to rewards of drugs and mgphet this was the first study to identify the
same result as it relates to looks. As put by ABfvblreporter John Stossel, “essentially, beauty
and addiction trigger the same areas of the b(@d04).

Even if the effect of a nice smile or pretty facenore neurological than intentional, it is
still discrimination. Despite the existence of sésdsuch as these, among numerous others, there
is little or no public recognition of appearanceadimination. None of the United States
antidiscrimination laws apply to appearance discration, nor are there any plans to update the
laws for this purpose.

STATEMENT OF PROBLEM
There are many volumes of studies dedicated ttystg the impact of beauty (or lack

thereof) on various aspects of life, including abaiteraction, romance, addiction, and
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employment. All of these studies ended with theesaonclusion: a person’s appearance has
definite positive and negative impacts on the acddige in which the study took place. There is,
therefore, no reason to offer another study tryindetermine what the effects of beauty are.
However, an investigation into the perception atitlales surrounding appearance
discrimination by employees can shed further lgnthis topic.

The U.S. government has passed many laws regaudiiag hiring and compensation
practices for groups of people based on age, sexley, disability, religion, race, color, and
national origin, as these are known factors inrdigoation. However, the problem with lookism
is that it is largely unconscious by both the diearator and the victim.

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

This research, unlike other studies in this fiskekks not to determine if appearance
discrimination exists or how it affects employmdnit rather how this knowledge affects the
mindset of working individuals. It has already beketermined by numerous studies that lookism
affects the professional lives of people, but nohine studies took these results back to
employers and employees to ask for their reactiossek to determine if working individuals
are aware of appearance discrimination, and ifcsahat extent.

The research is biased in that people from aivelgtsmall area of the country, the North
Shore of Massachusetts, were questioned. The savaglaot diverse, yielding responses mostly
from Caucasians, due to the demographic makeupedrea.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS
This research will explore the following questions

* Are people aware of appearance discriminationlagiimate problem?

Copyright © 2005 Nicholas C. Zakas. All Rights Resel.



10

* Is there a belief that steps should be taken taratbat lookism isn’t a negative
factor in employment?

* How often have people experienced appearance misation?

* Do people take into account the appearance of othignout realizing it?
SUMMARY

While not at the forefront of the public’'s conagrlookism is quietly becoming one of

the most researched forms of discrimination. Reseas from major universities and
organizations have studied appearance discrimimainal its various repercussions throughout
people’s professional lives. It is clear that I@vkiexists and is a major force in the lives of
many, warranting further research as to how peodg#t with such discrimination in the

workplace.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
INTRODUCTION

In this review, | will explore the effect that aggrance discrimination has traditionally
had in the business world. Issues such as appeabased hiring, compensation, and promotion
will be discussed. This literature review seekariswer the following questions:

1. What advantages are attractive people given?

2. s appearance discrimination gender-specific?

3. How are unattractive people hurt by appearamsmidhination?
STANDARDS OF BEAUTY

In studying the effect of appearance on employpwr must first come to a solid
definition of the word “beauty.” This is a diffidulask because, as it has been said, beauty is in
the eye of the beholder. What one person, or inda&elcountry considers to be beautiful may
not hold true elsewhere. Distended lower lips mdées are considered attractive by Ubangi
males; small feet were considered attractive fordles in the Manchu dynasty, leading to the
binding of feet (Hamermesh & Biddle, 1994).

Further complicating the matter is the fact thahdards of beauty change over time. The
ideal model for the artist Rubens would not be &mbkpon favorably today. Likewise, the ideal
of Western males today (tall, slender, with musigénition) would have been shunned in both
labor and marriage (Hamermesh & Biddle, 1994). Befmy studies related to attractiveness
could begin, it had to be determined that standaf@i®auty at one location over a specific
amount of time changed slowly enough to allow foaacurate measure of attractiveness.
Fortunately, there is evidence indicating that déads of beauty change slowly.

In a study conducted by Hatfield and SpreecheBg)9t was found that the ranking of

attractiveness of several photographs remainedstensamong respondents ranging in age
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from 7 to 50 years old. Even more interesting, nage of people photographed at different
points in their lives yielded the same relativekiag throughout the age progression. A survey
of Canadian data by Hamermesh and Biddle (1994)dahat the attractiveness ratings of
individuals over a three-year period remained #raes93 percent of the time over two years,
with only one rating level difference in the thirear.

Given that standards of beauty change slowly emooidpe studied, it is then necessary to
devise a model for ranking the attractiveness opfee Most studies involved outside raters
whose rankings were averaged to determine a bgalug for each participant. Naturally, these
rankings are largely subjective as they are asdigased on people’s opinions, not on any sort
of quantitative data. Various studies have usefemiit methods of achieving a baseline of
beauty for research.

A study of law school graduates (Biddle & Hamerime®©98) primarily used a book of
incoming student photos published by the law scharalhe years 1969 through 1974 and 1979
through 1984. Each photograph was copied and plaégatkself, on a sheet of paper in order to
isolate each student from the others. A panel af fifferent people then rated the photographs
from each year; this panel (which was differentdach year) consisted of a male under 35, a
female under 35, a male 35 or older, and a fentaler ®lder. The raters were asked to keep in
mind style and fashion trends during the time geffom which the photos were taken in order
to account for some rating differential based an tvaclothes. Each photograph was then given
an average rating based on the four ratings reddreen the panel. Using this method, the
researchers rated 4,400 students and found theatihgs among the four different members of
each panel varied only slightly, proving that tineyl established a good base from which to

continue their research.

Copyright © 2005 Nicholas C. Zakas. All Rights Resel.



13

Another study (Harper, 2000) relied on data cedleédrom a longitudinal study of people
living in Britain who were born during the weekMéarch 3, 1958. Individuals were contacted
five times after that initial point, at ages 7, 16, 23, and 33. During the first two of these
follow-ups (ages 7 and 11), teachers were askedrtplete a questionnaire about the subject,
including the child’s behavior, attitude, characterd other social characteristics. Additionally,
teachers were asked to rate the child’s physiga¢aance on a five-stage scale with the
following categories: attractive, not as attractagemost, looks very underfed, has some
abnormal feature, and nothing noticeable. From @desl1, there was a high correlation
between the attractiveness ratings of the childvane again proving to be a base sufficient for
further research.

A study designed to determine the effect of ativaness on bargaining (Solnick &
Schweitzer, 1999) took photographs of 70 studeatsgipating in their study. These
photographs were then rated on a scale of +5 (&mt @tractive) to —5 (for least attractive) by a
panel of 20 raters from a different university. Tdrder of photographs was changed for each
panel member in order to achieve unbiased ratidgse again, the ratings for the photographs
were largely consistent across the raters.

As indicated by these studies, it is, indeedsiids to formulate at least a basic
understanding of who is and who is not attractouetlie purpose of study. While these standards
may not translate directly into real-world opinicarsd situations, there is enough consistency to
allow for studies concerning the attractivenessdividuals to be considered valid.
ECONOMIC BEAUTY ADVANTAGE

Few will argue over the perceived advantage afidpaitractive and the seemingly

endless perks that come along with a nice bodybaadtiful face. Models and actors are often
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held up as the fundamental beauty ideal, with tpleatographs adorning magazines that greet
shoppers as they approach the cashier. Howeveg, shmore to beauty than press and prestige.
More and more, research (Hamermesh & Biddle, 1B@dnermesh, Meng, & Zhuang, 2001;
Biddle & Hamermesh, 1998) has pointed to an inengagap between the salaries of attractive
workers in certain industries when compared tortless attractive co-workers. While one would
expect looks to play a major role in careers s@caciing and modeling, the evidence indicates
that many other occupations face the same soisoélscrutiny, often resulting in higher
salaries and more rapid promotion for those endomitdabove-average looks.

Irene Frieze and her colleagues (1991) trackeddlsies of MBA graduates over 10
years. Frieze found that after 10 years, all ofateactive graduates were making higher salaries
than those rated as average or unattractive. mbigded a higher starting salary for males and
higher subsequent salaries for all attractive gasetiregardless of gender.

Solnick and Schweitzer (1999) set up a study wngl ultimatum game decisions,
otherwise known as bargaining. In this study, Sid@ind Schweitzer used attractive, average,
and unattractive players to determine if there araspreferential treatment based on
appearance. They found that, as in other studiese tvas a clear “beauty advantage,” as
attractive players tended to be offered more froenstart and in turn ended up with more in the
end. Though these results are typical, researttases found it difficult to quantify the exact
beauty premium when it comes to pay.

Hamermesh and Biddle (1994), in a study of Camadiézens, found that attractive
workers earned between one and 13 percent moreghbmraverage or unattractive co-workers.
Another study focused on the careers of lawyerddBi & Hamermesh, 1998) found that, “in

the year 5 earnings...for men...a 2 SD increase iadiveness is associated with a 10 percent
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increase in earnings” (p. 185). A related studyniidanesh et al, 2001) found that attractive
women earned 10 percent more than their averageattractive co-workers. While the
percentage gains for being attractive have a vadge, the gains are always present.

Many studies (Hamermesh & Biddle, 1994; Biddle &htrmesh, 1998) have dealt with
the problem of identifying attractive people veransrage and unattractive people by creating a
committee to assign “beauty values” to photograptest of the time, respondents are asked to
rate photographs of people’s faces. One of thelpnabwith this method of evaluation is the
focus on facial attractiveness as opposed to tkeathattractiveness of the individual (Phau,
2000). This point is well taken as other studieglisas Harper, 2000) have found distinct
differences in the way people are treated basddenheight.

Harper (2000) determined that height could bessetafor individuals when compared to
shorter co-workers. He found, “ an unadjusted @y lgetween tall and short individuals
employed in professional occupations of 17.4 perfmemmales and 12.4 percent for females” (p.
779). The pay differential here is analogous topie differential for studies based solely on
facial features, suggesting that overall appearahoeld be taken into account when studying
the effects of beauty on earnings.

With all of the evidence indicating that attraetworkers are afforded better salaries,
several studies (Hamermesh & Biddle, 1994; BiddId@mermesh, 1998) have tried to
determine whether the attractiveness of the ind&fids responsible for such gains or if it is
some other quality that attractive people posdebas been questioned whether attractive
people possess higher self-esteem, which in taasléhem to be more dynamic and successful
at their chosen profession than unattractive peogie may have lower self-esteem and may

therefore be less likely to be productive in thekfarce. Some (Hamermesh & Biddle, 1994)
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have suggested that unattractive workers lackesgéfem before entering the workforce, and that
low self-esteem leads to lower work efficiency, @wages, and fewer opportunities. However,
there is evidence indicating that it is the acplajsical attractiveness of a person that positively
affects their pay.

In Biddle and Hamermesh’s (1998) study of the @aref lawyers after graduating from
law school, it was observed that the same payutagijes based on appearance were present.
Looking further into their research, Biddle and Hamesh determined that “better-looking
midcareer attorneys were billing at higher rates just billing more hours” (p. 186). This seems
to indicate that attractive attorneys were not wagknore or working harder than their average
or unattractive peers, but rather, were being paice for doing the same amount of work.
Indeed, Biddle and Hamermesh concluded, “the ecielstrongly suggests that beauty is not
merely correlated with but actually causes diffeemnin earnings” (p. 197).

With the belief that Biddle and Hamermesh’s (199&Jings were correct, another study
was undertaken, this time investigating female wmskn Shanghai, China (Hamermesh et al,
2001). The purpose of this study was to deternfispending on beauty products (those
purchases intended to increase one’s attractivehadsany effect on a person’s income. If
beauty does indeed lead to higher salaries, tlearesers hypothesized, then an artificial
increase in attractiveness should also show aeaserin pay. The hypothesis proved to be
correct as the research indicated that salariesased as the amount of money spent on beauty
products increased, lending further credence tddhief that attractiveness alone can account
for differences in salary between attractive, agerand unattractive workers.

Further research has found that the beauty prerfoupay continues throughout a

worker’s career. An earlier study (Quinn, 1978)easknterviewers to rate the attractiveness of

Copyright © 2005 Nicholas C. Zakas. All Rights Resel.



17

employees that they had interviewed and were hated; in all cases, salaries were higher for
men and women deemed to be attractive. A latelyshat took place in Canada (Roszell,
Kennedy, & Grab, 1989) found that not only did eetboking employees start off with higher
salaries, but also their rates of salary increasewmuch faster.
The economic advantages of beauty aren’t limitegbly to personal gains. Harper
(2000) found evidence that “the partners of talhmappear to earn around 15 percent more [than
those of shorter men]” (p. 795). It is worth noththat in this study, height was considered to be
an attractive trait for men, so taller men werendle@ to be more attractive than shorter men.
Keeping this in mind, Harper’s research seemsdate that synergistic rewards may exist for
couples where both partners are good-looking andais® support another finding of this study:
that less attractive men are less likely to be i@durr
Beauty affords rewards not only to individual peggdut also to one’s employer. In a
study of Dutch advertising firms, it was found that/ing attractive executives actually
increased revenues. As described in the study:
...those [firms] with better-looking executives haugher
revenues. Impacts on revenue far exceed the ldéédgts on the
executives’ earnings. This suggests that beauttesdirm-

specific investments with the returns shared byfitheand the
executives (Pfann, Biddle, Hamermesh, & BosmanQ2p01).

That firms with better-looking executives reap resgafar greater than those with average or
unattractive executives raises questions as tohghettractive executives seek out successful
firms and vice versa, though it is the positiorPédnn and his colleagues that this cannot be
proven (2000).

Other types of companies also benefit from atitractorkers. Advertisers have long
understood the impact of attractive workers. Maisyal advertisements, those in print and on

television, feature attractive people using or esithg a certain product. Similar to the Dutch
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advertising firms, many products perceive some figfinem having attractive endorsers. A
study on the effectiveness of attractive endor@&nau, 2000) found that “...higher purchase
responses were recorded for attractive endorsessvenattractive endorsers” (p. 41). In this
case, the positive effects of an attractive wo(kee endorser) are derived by the company
whose product is being endorsed. With studies asdPhau’s (2000) finding that attractive
endorsers positively affect purchase intentiors ito wonder that advertisements are regularly
filled with attractive people.

All of the data collected in various studies se¢misidicate that the relationship between
appearance and income is highly elastic, with heargmiums exceeding 1 percent with each
change in the attractiveness of workers. Againnteasurement of attractiveness is based highly
on human preference and is therefore subject twseas the qualitative data is translated into
guantitative data, making it impossible to comenigh a true value for the elasticity of income
with respect to appearance. However, as each baglghown a reward of greater than 1 percent
for attractive people, it can be surmised thatréh&tionship between appearance and income is
elastic.

JOB SELECTION

Job interviews are the means by which companresi@w employees, and as such, it is
absolutely critical for the applicant to make a @ampression. Anyone just entering the public
workforce is typically told to dress professiondly all job interviews; men are encouraged to
wear a suit and tie, women a blazer and drespplars that this is good advice as studies
(Forsythe et al, 1985) have shown that appearaaa Bignificant effect on the outcome of

interviews.
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Forsythe et al (1985) found that those job apptEavho were both physically attractive
and dressed professionally were given more faveraibérview scores than those with similar
attractiveness but dressed in a trendy or casuahenaThe study further found that physically
attractive interviewees who were dressed poorlevwgeren lower scores than those physically
attractive interviewees who were dressed casuailycluding that clothing does, in fact, make a
difference in the perception of a person.

The judging of an applicant based on physicaaetiveness, perceived similar
personality, or perceived intelligence is said écapplying the “Halo effect” (Fatt, 2000). This
phenomenon occurs when the interviewer overloogsfplicant’s education, experience, and
abilities in favor of visual cues. The Halo effaskigns qualifications to an individual based on
their appearance, often resulting in the hiringaheone who may not be qualified for the
position. Baron and Byrne (1981) further state trate an interviewer has made up his or her
mind based on the applicant’s appearance, itéithat the interviewer may interpret any
further information in a manner that supports thgioal evaluation.

Fatt (2000) also points out that studies have shohysically attractive job applicants to
have a much less rigorous interview process thesd#ractive applicants. The more attractive
interviewees are often given shorter interviewkeddewer questions, and aren’t asked to prove
their credentials nearly as often as unattractiterviewees:

...physically attractive job applicants are likelyttave shorter
interview time-frames in contrast to less-attraethounterparts

who are more likely to be asked more questions esoimvhich
can be more probing and critical (Fatt, 2000, p. 11

Another study (Dipboye et al, 1984) found anothibramtage for attractive interviewees.
His research found that physical attractivenessddead to better recall of interview

information by the interviewer. The other aspedtarointerviewee that were found to cause
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better recall were perceived level of intelligeacel positive attitude, two seemingly more
important characteristics for job placement. Dipgeyindings were partially supported by a
later study conducted by Rynes and Gerhart (198@), found that corporate recruiters used
interviewee appearance to determine if he or shddvit” within the company.

Though a large amount of research has concluggagpearance is very important in the
interview process, it appears that this is mora sfibconscious phenomenon than a conscious
one. In a study designed to determine the percempdrtance of various interviewee
characteristics relating to job selection betweandasians and African Americans, Peppas
(2002) found that neither group listed appearanagther the top six or bottom six
characteristics. Such aspects as motivation, eiafras communication, experience, and self-
confidence were listed as the top characteristicgob selection, with no mention of appearance
(which was presumed by Peppas to fall in the midyeaof importance).

OTHER BEAUTY ADVANTAGES

Though there are specific monetary gains for attragpeople in the workforce, these are
not the only advantages of being good looking daios world. Arguably, attractive people have
more opportunities to date, marry, and have child@®well as being presupposed to possess
greater intelligence and capabilities (Jeffes, }99Be past few decades have led to major
studies trying to quantify what so many peopleadyebelieve to be true.

A 1974 study (Horai, Naccari, & Fatoullah) into happearance affects social
interaction found that the opinions of attractivemple are more likely to be agreed with
(arguably explaining why attractive endorsers aoeeneffective than average or unattractive

ones). This finding was corroborated by JosephZ},98ho found that attractive communicators
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(those who must explain situations, tasks, ete yaore often liked and perceived in more
“favorable terms.”

A later study (Golightly, Huffman, & Byrne, 1986&gsearched the loan application
process with respect to the appearance of loancapgs. It was found that attractive loan
applicants were more likely to receive the requkekian amount than their less attractive
counterparts. In this instance, the researchers alde to separate appearance from other factors
relating to loan approval by using applicants vgitiilar credit ratings, incomes, and sources of
collateral for the study. The study concluded thaten these constants, the only remaining
factor to account for the approval discrepancies agpearance.

In order to provide another measure of the perdeagyantage of attractive people,
Hamermesh and Parker (2004) studied student peynspf university professors. In the study,
students rated photographs of professors as b#nagtave, average, or unattractive. The
professor appearance ratings were then comparatsagze student course evaluations for the
teachers’ classes. It was found that the morectitteaprofessors consistently received higher
scores on student evaluations. Additionally, it veashd that professors who dressed
professionally, with men wearing neckties and wonvearing jackets and blouses, also were
rated higher on the student evaluations.

While Hamermesh and Parker (2004) found thesersgrdifferences in student ratings
of attractive versus unattractive teachers, theedways room to debate whether students
consciously or subconsciously believe the teacherdetter because of their appearance, or if
an attractive facade eases communication with stadblaturally, schools use the evaluations to

determine if a nontenured teacher will be invitadlh or more significantly, will be offered
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tenure. Because of this simple fact, the advarttageattractive teachers possess cannot simply
be dismissed if they, on average, receive bettelesit evaluations.
UGLINESS PENALTY

It can be argued that the world has become mucle discriminating when it comes to
looks thanks to the visual nature of media, inclgdelevision and the Internet, and the constant
barrage of attractive endorsers encountered omyaldeis. While this may explain the premium
placed on beauty in terms of monetary gain, it dbexplain the existence of an interesting
phenomenon: the disadvantage of being deemed lzalerage in terms of looks.

While numerous studies have found advantages émetiwith above-average looks,
many have also noted the occurrence of what soneteamed the “ugliness penalty”
(Hamermesh & Biddle, 1994). The ugliness penakypeagally speaking, is the price people of
below-average appearance pay in everyday life. pdmslty can take the form of familiar social
problems, such as being taunted at school, bubteesearch has found many more troublesome
penalties for being unattractive. In fact, it hagib found that unattractive people are
disproportionately abused as children and ofteanrasd to be less intelligent, capable, and hard-
working than attractive peers (Jeffes, 1998). Adddlly, research has found that those of
below-average looks actually suffer financiallyte workplace.

A 1994 study (Hamermesh & Biddle) of data from th&ted States and Canada found
some shocking numbers with regards to the uglipesalty. They found an average decrease of
7-9 percent in earnings for men and women deembd to the lowest percentile of workers
based on looks. Compared with a five percent premgaid for those considered the most
attractive, it appears that the penalty on earrfiogbeing unattractive is greater than the reward

for being attractive by 2-4 percent. In subgroupthe study, it was found that salary penalties
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for workers with below-average looks could reaclhigh as 15 percent. Hamermesh and Biddle
(1994) concluded “other things equal, wages of fgeojfith below-average looks are lower than
those of average-looking workers; and there iseanprm in wages for good-looking people that
is slightly smaller than this penalty” (p. 1192).

All of the research reviewed for this study indezhthat looks did, in fact, affect a
person’s pay; however, not all studies found rewdod good-looking people. One in particular
(Harper, 2000) found no rewards, financial or othiee, for being attractive. The most notable
outcome of this study was the prominence of thenagk penalty. Harper describes, “it is those
who are assessed as unattractive, not attractive ewperience differential rewards in our
sample” (p. 785). Perhaps the difference betwesrsthdy and others investigating the same
topic is the means by which attractiveness was uneds

In Harper’s study, he considered the person’seafipearance, including face, height,
and weight, believing that the full-body appearaoica person is a much better indicator than
facial appearance alone. From this, he was alijeem specific attributes that led to a person
being deemed attractive or unattractive. Thesdatas weren't always a measure of facial
beauty, oftentimes pointing to desirable attribumes man or a woman. As such, taller men were
considered more attractive than shorter men, shwdeen were considered more attractive
than taller women, and overweight men and womere wensidered less attractive than their
normal-weight counterparts. Using this set of cateHarper made some interesting
observations.

First, he found that the probability of an unatthze man being married is lower than that

of an attractive man. This includes short men, wikee seven percent less likely to be married
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than taller men. Likewise, taller women were fivexqent less likely to be married (Harper,
2000).
The ugliness penalty hasn’'t been more promineart th Biddle and Hamermesh’s 1998

study of lawyers. Following lawyers throughout tifest 15 years in practice, the study found a
severe ugliness penalty with respect to yearlyiegsn

...an attorney whose appearance in a photograph taken

average of 20 years earlier placed him 1 SD betmamean of

looks, was earning around 12% less per annum thambose

looks at that time put him 1 SD above the meand®i&
Hamermesh, 1998, p. 187).

Clearly, a 12 percent penalty for below-averagé&dde a steep price to pay for anyone trying to
make a living, but this is further evidence tha tigliness penalty not only exists, but also can
be very large.

A lack of beauty can also affect a person’s egrpitential in other ways. Hamermesh
and Biddle (1994) noted that even though belowayeiooking women already earned less
than average or attractive women, they had andilnelle to overcome. It was noted that those
women rated as unattractive were less likely tokvomrtside the home as well as being less
likely to marry a higher-wage earner.

OBESITY

Harper (2000) roughly defined attractive peopléhase possessing desirable attributes
for a mate while unattractive people possess uratdsiattributes for a mate. It can be argued
that many people find obesity to be one of theuogesirable attributes for a mate. Weight-
based discrimination has received considerablataitefrom the United States government. The
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans witis&bilities Act (ADA) of 1990 both deal
with the discrimination against those with disalah; obesity can be considered a disability

under these acts if the cause is physiologicaystesiic (Chuang & Kleiner, 1999).
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Research reveals that obese individuals are ofeaved as incompetent, lazy, and
insecure; others attribute overweight people wéimg overly reliant on others and unable to
complete work individually. These characteristiase‘hardly associated with job success, ability
and competence” (Bellizzi & Hasty, 2000, p. 38Bgllizzi and Hasty (2000) found that when
the hiring process is underway, interviewers amgioémployer agents tend to assume obese
individuals cannot perform the tasks necessarth®position. They reasoned, “salient
characteristics such as...body weight evoke steraxatlymformation leading to impressions
which become the basis for judgments regardlesiseaf pertinence to the decision at hand”
(Bellizzi & Hasty, 2000, p. 386).

Bellizzi and Hasty (2000) even found that obesefeewith experience and a sales
award weren’t given more challenging tasks or magortant jobs than their non-obese
colleagues because of the stereotypical view cé@lpeople.

Harper (2000) found similar indicators of weighsbd discrimination. In his study, it
was found that 23-year-old obese women experieaqey penalty of roughly five percent over
their non-obese peers. This penalty was found nigtio the top 10 percent of overweight
women, but also into the twentieth percentile.

The research reviewed for this paper indicatesttiwe is still a large amount of weight-
based discrimination in the workforce. Though tH2AAand other United States laws seek to
protect those with a verifiable obesity-causing mo&dcondition, countless others are forced to
accept unfair stereotypes about their personaiityaapabilities.

OCCUPATIONAL DIFFERENCES
When auditioning for a part in a play, a photoXxpected along with an acting resume so

that the casting director can choose the corregsopdor the role. Many colleges striving for a
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diverse student body ask that the students spibafiy ethnicity. Certain sports look for a
particular size and shape of athlete, indicatirgyatteristics that the coach believes will enable
the team to succeed. Many people experience dis@iion based on appearance without even
realizing it, and it is, arguably, an accepted pédcting, building a diverse community, and
choosing athletes for a sports team, so it shaoigecas no surprise that there are major
occupational differences related to appearanceiciis@tion.

Many studies (Hamermesh & Biddle, 1994; Biddle &ttamesh, 1998; Harper, 2000;
Pfann et al, 2000) have found that those jobs remuemployees to work with clients or
consumers directly are more likely to discriminbésed on appearance. Jeffes (1998) notes that
“the more an organization or position deals with plublic, the greater likelihood that an
attractive person will be hired, promoted, and inezgreater compensation than the less
attractive person” (p. 35). These positions inelathny outward-facing jobs such as sales and
human resources. Jeffes believes that when theaprigoal of a particular job is getting
someone’s attention, appearance discriminatioarigiore prominent and accepted. These types
of jobs, such as actors, politicians, and CEOsgplamuch higher emphasis on appearance and
presentation than such jobs as farmers and janitdrsre one is far less likely to base a
judgment on appearance (1998).

Biddle and Hamermesh (1998) found that lawyers \ase affected by appearance
discrimination. Their study revealed not only comgation and hiring discrimination, but also
an interesting segregation effect. In this stutiyas found that the more attractive lawyers often
tended to end up in the private sector after feary of employment whereas the less attractive
lawyers tended to move toward practicing in theliguector. It was reasoned that private

practice requires more selling of oneself and #lwefirm to the client making an attractive
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lawyer into an effective salesperson. Within thelmusector, there is no need for this form of
“advertising” for clients, as they are assigneth®individual or firm. Salaries in these two
sectors differ accordingly as Biddle and Hamernrested that the rewards for attractive lawyers
are greater in the private sector than in the pugdctor, stating, “...by year 15 a 1 SD increase
in average beauty is worth $3,200 to the averapéigesector attorney, but $10,200 to the
average private-sector attorney” (p. 193).

The study found that even when attractive lawgégted out in the public sector and
unattractive lawyers started out in the privatdaedy their fifth year working in law they had
sorted themselves so that the attractive lawyers wethe private sector and the unattractive
ones were in the public sector. This phenomenandasher indicator of how the labor market
forces workers into particular sectors based om #ppearance. Once again it is found that
attractive workers will gravitate toward occupasand sectors where their appearance will be
rewarded highly while unattractive workers move @aosvoccupations and sectors where their
other attributes will be rewarded.

Another section of Biddle and Hamermesh’s 1998ysfadused on the role of older
attorneys who often are partners or senior parindesv firms. One of the beliefs coming out of
this study is that attractive older attorneys waskoublic relations agents, and their good looks
may have a positive effect on the firm’s relatiapstwith clients (Biddle & Hamermesh, 1998).

Biddle and Hamermesh (1998) concluded that appearnan’t simply correlated with
wage discrepancies, but that it actually causesdidaeepancies. They found that the effect of
beauty on the lawyers’ careers led to significahg in the private sector for attractive lawyers
and significant, if not lesser, gains for unattireectawyers in the public sector. Biddle and

Hamermesh suggest that this difference has leds vath employer discrimination and more to
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do with clients, who generally prefer to deal witktter-looking lawyers. As such, attractive
attorneys are rewarded with higher pay and egrheinership opportunities, as they are able to
bring in and keep clients.

The findings of the 1998 study support the findingan earlier study by Hamermesh
and Biddle (1994). In this study, it was determitieat “there is...some evidence that the labor
market sorts the best-looking people into occupatiwhere their looks are productive” (p.
1192). Therefore, attractive workers often findniselves in occupations where they will be
rewarded for their looks while unattractive workersl up in occupations where their skills will
be rewarded. Further, Hamermesh and Biddle state:

...in at least some occupations attractive workessvaore
productive than unattractive ones. This advantagédcarise from
consumer discrimination, with customers prefertmgeal with
better-looking individuals; or there may be occigra in which
physical attractiveness enhances the worker’staldiengage in

productive interactions with co-workers. (Hamermé&dBiddle,
1994, p. 1177)

Hamermesh and Biddle (1994) found that occupatiegsiring interaction with salespeople and
customers are more likely to discriminate basetboks than others.

A British study conducted by Barry Harper (2000hfirmed the sorting phenomenon
when he found that unattractive men are better ndaabfor their work in some sort of manual
labor, such as auto repair, where social interagtidkept at a minimum. Interestingly, Harper
found a penalty for being attractive in professlarad craft occupations as opposed to those
occupations requiring more interpersonal contahtclvleads to Hamermesh and Biddle’s 1994
assertion that workers are sorted into appropoetepations:

Our results indicate that physical appearance saigaificant
differences in the probability of being employedam
occupation...we expect individuals to sort into oatigns that

reward a particular attribute and away from occigpatwhere
penalties exist. (Harper, 2000, p. 793)
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Harper (2000) also found that attractive workeesraore likely to end up in customer-
oriented occupations where the selling of goodseovices requires extensive customer contact.
This effect also reaches into the occupation ofiathtnative assistants, which is dominated by
attractive females.

The end result of Harper's 2000 study concluded atthough pay differential can occur
due to employer discrimination, there was enougtiezce to suggest that there are occupation-
specific effects on pay which, “may be attributecither occupation-specific discrimination or
productivity effects” (p. 789).

Another study (Pfann et al, 2000) also noted oatiapal differences relating to
appearance discrimination. In this case, it waseatghat those in a managerial role might be
better rewarded for attractiveness than those immamagerial positions. The argument made by
the researchers is that “beautiful managers maifieasier to develop [good professional
relationships with workers], generating higher @ags for themselves and higher [returns] for
their employers” (p. 2). More effective managenart lead to better returns for the company,
and this study happened to find that, generallypkipg, those companies with more attractive
executives had higher margins than those without.

GENDER DIFFERENCES

Arguably, men and women experience the same defiiecrimination with respect to
their appearance. Every day, workers of both gendieyss a certain way for work and encounter
the same types of people. Indeed, it has been fthatdgood-looking men, like good-looking
women, are more likely to be hired and receive éiglalaries” (Etcoff, 1999, p. 83).

Biddle and Hamermesh’s 1998 study of the carefdesnyers determined that both

attractive males and attractive females made 1P9et@ent more than their less attractive
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counterparts. Further, studies conducted by Ireilezé&at the University of Pittsburgh found
that women and men who were above-average heighd karger job interview success rate and
were more likely to be hired (Frieze et al, 19%19wever, numerous studies have also found
significant differences regarding appearance disoation across genders.

Biddle and Hamermesh’s 1998 study, which notedlaiities between male and female
lawyers, also found some discrepancies. Whilecit@males and females each earned more
than their less attractive colleagues, the resesdrotved that attractive males had an increased
chance of attaining early partnership with theiv fam compared to attractive females. In fact,
Biddle and Hamermesh found that “great attractigsr@nong women lowers their chance of
early partnership” (1998, p. 195). The researchdidindicate why this discrepancy occurred,
though they also noted “men’s looks may have didhtger effects on their earnings than do
women’s” (1998).

While it's not clear what accounted for the diffiaces between male and female
attorneys in the study, Hamermesh and Biddle (18%tje an interesting observation related to
gender. They found that the average attractiveoiesgles in their study was well below that of
the females. Barring the possibility that the fessadctually were, as a group, more attractive
than the males, Biddle and Hamermesh believe frmin tesearch that a woman’s beauty is
treated differently in the labor market than a rsaeauty (1998). This was partially explained
by an earlier study.

Hatfield and Spreecher (1986) also noted gendfareinces relating to appearance
discrimination, stating that women’s appearanced te evoke stronger reactions than men’s.
This could explain Hamermesh and Biddle’s 1994 studere the females were rated as better

looking than the males as a whole. Hatfield ance&gher (1986) found that attractiveness in
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males tended to increase their opportunity of beelgcted for a clerical, professional, or
managerial role; in the case of females, beautyduebnly in the case of clerical positions.
Another study by Gilmore et al (1986) found thdtiles physically attractive job
applicants were more likely to receive favorable ijaterview outcomes, the perception of
females differed slightly from males. It was obsehthat attractive females were given superior
marks except when applying for managerial posititm$act, attractive females were often rated
less favorably than unattractive applicants whewiyapg for such positions.
Etcoff (1999) also found that women are at mora disadvantage when they are
unattractive, stating “it is homely women who atéyt disadvantaged economically — they are

less likely to get hired or to earn competitiveasigls at work” (p. 85).
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODS
INTRODUCTION

While numerous studies have shown that theresigraficant advantage to being
attractive, there has yet to be a study researdiomgaware workers are of appearance
discrimination and what their perspective is onghbject. This study focused on individuals
working in a variety of different fields, includiregucation, finance, human resources, sales,
marketing, and entrepreneurs, with an intentiopravide answers to the following questions:

» Are people aware of appearance discriminationlagimate problem?

Is there a belief that steps should be taken toragbat lookism isn’t involved in
employment?

* How often have people experienced appearance misation?

» Do people take into account the appearance of othignout realizing it?

* Is lookism more prominent in certain fields?
RESEARCH METHODS

This research used both qualitative and quantéatiethods of data collection, using a
combination of interviews and surveys.

Six requests for interviews were sent out to huneaources professionals. From those
requests, | received two responses from peopleagy¢o be interviewed for this study.
Unfortunately, one of the two cancelled a coupldajfs prior due to a family emergency and
was unable to reschedule in time for inclusiorhia $tudy. As a result, only one interview was
conducted for this study.

It was felt that those in human resources woulbditer equipped to discuss trends in
hiring and employment. Using human resources psajaals also provided more insight into

how the hiring and management of employees hageldaover time, calling upon their
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experience in the field and at the many differemhpanies for which they have worked. It is
also the human resources departments that arargechbf assuring discrimination does not
occur in the workplace.

The interviewee used in this study was first presgmith a brief description of the
nature of the research and asked to sign a humtaipant agreement, indicating her voluntary
participation in the study and providing her wittimtact information for both my research
adviser and me. It was explained that the resadicchot require the use of her name or place of
employment, and that her responses would be keheistrictest confidentiality.

During the interviews, participants were askedatib @pon their experience in human
resources and dealing with issues of discriminatiopresent their opinion on lookism and its
effects on the workplace. The first few questiorsendesigned to gather the interviewees’ level
of experience dealing with appearance-related ssStlgese questions involved consideration of
the interview process and appearance’s effechyif an it, as well as asking the interviewees
about their familiarity with discrimination issues.

The second set of questions related to the legafligppearance discrimination in
employment practices. Though there is no spea@fiall protection against such discrimination,
these questions were designed to elicit opinionshather or not certain common hiring
practices could be deemed illegal if defined ingbepe of lookism.

For all questions, participants were asked to expleeir answers as thoroughly as
possible. Each question was presented in such asvayallow further discussion on any topic,
including predefined follow-up questions as welbaseral discussion should the conversation

lead in that direction.
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In discussing the results of these interviews gitenymity of the participants is
maintained by using pseudonyms. The pseudonynectéfe gender of those interviewed
though not necessarily their ethnicity or countirpiagin. Each interviewee’s place of business
is not named, once again, to protect their anoryrmistead, these companies are identified only
by their particular market segment.

In addition to these interviews, surveys (see AppeB) were distributed to
professionals in various lines of work. Volunteleanded out the surveys at several different
businesses in order to reach the largest numbgartitipants in the shortest amount of time.
These businesses included a software companyaiacial services company, a doctor’s office,
an advertising agency, a school, and several sgilaed individuals. Since prior research
(Hamermesh & Biddle, 1994; Biddle & Hamermesh, 139&rper, 2000; Pfann et al, 2000) has
determined that there are occupational differenelesed to appearance discrimination,
gathering responses from different segments oivibr&ing population allowed deeper
investigation to determine if such results coulddymoduced.

This survey, which fit on a single page of papeaswnade up of two sections. The first
section collected census information from the raegpats, asking them to provide information
about their gender, age, ethnicity, educationtyple, and job level (manager, director, etc.).
This information was gathered in order to seetifuates toward appearance discrimination differ
among certain demographic groups (as found in pusvstudies).

The second part of the survey consisted of a li@ratnt Likert Scale. Respondents were
asked to indicate their level of agreement witthestatement by circling a number. There were
five levels of agreement, ranging from 1 (strordjlsagree) to 5 (strongly agree); a response of 3

was considered neutral, neither agree nor disagree.
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Statements on the Likert Scale section of the sumere designed to determine the level
of awareness about appearance discrimination dsw& determine if the respondent had
participated in such discriminatory practices. Qoes probed into respondents’ beliefs about
discrimination, asking them to determine if theyl lh@en discriminated against due to their
appearance as well as how concerned they were kElmkigm as compared to other forms of
discrimination.

I received 108 surveys back from the volunteers adiministered them. Of those 108, |
disqualified nine for being incomplete (failingaaswer two or more questions), leaving 99
completed surveys from which | could gather datht@abulate the results.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Appearance: the combination of a person’s physittabutes and dress.

Attractive: possessing attributes that one seeksnmate.

Casual dress: lowest level of business attireuntes collared shirts, dresses, and slacks.
Outward-facing jobs: jobs in which employees deadally with customers.

Physical attributes: those features a person is With such as height, eye color, and skin tone.
Poor dress: nonbusiness attire such as jeangis$;sdnd sneakers.

Professional dress: highest level of busineseattomprised of suits for men and women.
LIMITATIONS OF STUDY

Due to time constraints related to my full-time goadt-time work, the sample size for
interviews and surveys is small and may not beagtiepresentative of people in a particular
industry or region. My inability to take much tiro# from work to visit possible participants
during normal business hours severely limited tinalper of interviews conducted for this study,

relying on those in close proximity to my workplaaed my home.
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Some may also argue the validity of a mostly quaiintie approach (surveys) to a
seemingly qualitative area of study. Though moterinews would have been preferable to
solidify the research, it was not possible to geinterviews with more than the two mentioned
previously.

Also due to time constraints related to my wonkals forced to rely on volunteers to
administer the surveys at various locations. Ittdas clear how these volunteers approached
others to participate in this study nor is it clédhe surveys returned reflect a representative
sample from each location.

SUMMARY

The research for this study was gathered usingrdor@tion of qualitative and
guantitative methods. Interviews with two humaroteses professionals with varying levels of
experience were conducted to gather perspectiappearance discrimination from an
employer’s point of view. The selection of peoplerking in human resources was made
because they regularly deal with employment issuek as hiring, promotion, and termination.

Surveys were also used, consisting of census irgtomto gather demographics and a
set of Likert Scale statements. These surveys distebuted through a network of volunteers
throughout various workplaces, including a softwaepany, finance company, doctor’s office,
and a school.

There are some limitations to the study, as thepgasize for both interviews and

surveys is small.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, | will explore the results of theaveys and interviews. The Likert Scale
results are enumerated in frequency tables thav #ie breakdown of responses to the 10
guestions. | will also explore these results iatieh to the responses received from the
interviews conducted.
DESCRIPTION OF FINDINGS

Responses to the Likert Scale statements were teeigitcording to the following table:

Table 1
Response Weight
Strongly agree 5
Agree 4
Neutral 3
Disagree 2
Strongly disagree 1

Using these weights, those responses with a mearrdio 5 have respondents mostly agreeing

with the statement; for those means closer to st mspondents disagreed with the statement.
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Table 2
Frequency of Response “Outward-facing jobs (i.e.,&es) should consider appearance when

hiring.”
n=99
Frequency Percentage

Strongly agree 42 42.4%
Agree 30 30.3%
Neutral 17 17.2%
Disagree 4 4.0%
Strongly disagree 6 6.1%
Total 99 100%

The responses for this statement have a mean®{S® = 1.15). The mode for this
response is 5. This question was designed tohtesesults of prior research (Biddle &
Hamermesh, 1998; Jeffes, 1998) indicating thatelpasitions involving close interaction with
customers or clients are more likely to experiesqmgearance discrimination. Results from this
guestion indicate that there is a belief among exwlthat appearance should be taken into
account when hiring for outward-facing jobs, witheo 70 percent of the respondents indicating
agreement (either 4 or 5).

More interesting than those who indicated theyedjreith the statement was the
makeup of those who indicated disagreement. O$itheespondents who strongly disagreed
with this statement, four of them had only a highaol education. This caused me to form the
initial conclusion that perhaps those with more knexperience realize the value of appearance
more than those who had just graduated from higbacHowever, upon further review, three
of these four respondents were over 40 years @draling this conclusion. The four
respondents also made up only 33 percent of thdkeowly a high school education, the rest of

which responded neutral, agree, or strongly agree.
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Also interesting to note is that three of six reggents who indicated strong
disagreement with this statement identified thewesehs working in sales. This runs counter to
my original belief that salespeople would iden&fypearance as being important more so than
those in other occupations. Indeed, the three satgdte who strongly disagreed with this
statement outweighed the two other salespeopleindicated agreement (one agreed, one
strongly agreed). While there aren’t enough salegigen the sample to form a conclusion
regarding the response, the wide range of answadsIme to believe that perhaps the job type
of “Sales” on the survey was too broad a descmpfiois possible that some respondents
identifying themselves as being in sales could Hmeaen car salespeople, door-to-door
salespeople, or other types of salespeople. Ibeaargued that these types of jobs are vastly
different and may attract different types of peppthich would then alter the outcome of the

survey.
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Table 3
Frequency of Response “A person's qualifications & the most important determinant

when filling a position.”

n=99
Frequency Percentage

Strongly agree 35 35.4%
Agree 35 35.4%
Neutral 21 21.2%
Disagree 8 8.1%
Strongly disagree 0 0.0%
Total 99 100%

Responses for this statement have a mean of 3®§& (£95) with a mode of 4. As with
the first question, this one had over a 70 peragrdement rate (those who indicated agree or
strongly agree). It was expected that there woaldtlbong agreement on this question given the
atmosphere relating to discrimination in the woak@ in today’s world. It was also expected
that no one would strongly disagree with this stetiet for the same reason. What wasn’t
expected was the rather large amount of neutrabenssand the amount, though small, of

disagree answers.

Figure 1: Age of “Neutral” Respondents

26-30 years old
5%

Over 40 years
old
52%

31-40 years old
43%
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The neutral respondents indicated their ages ag loster 31 (either in the 31-40 age
group or the over 40 age group), with the exceptioone, who indicated an age group of 26-30.
Though similar in age, there were varying respoih@e®b types, split roughly in half between
non-titted employees and those in management posi{imanager, directors, and senior
management). Also varied was the amount of edut#biothese respondents, of which two
were high school graduates, one had an associbggiee, seven had bachelor’s degrees, nine

had master’s degrees, and two had doctoral degrees.
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Table 4
Frequency of Response “Attractive people are giveanfair advantages in interviews and

the workplace in general.”

n=99
Frequency Percentage

Strongly agree 14 14.1%
Agree 33 33.3%
Neutral 36 36.4%
Disagree 13 13.1%
Strongly disagree 3 3.0%
Total 99 100%

The responses for this statement have a mean2{S[& = 0.99) and a mode of 3. This
was the first statement intended to elicit an eamati reaction from the respondents. The phrase
“unfair advantages” was chosen intentionally inesrth achieve this end, since it can be argued
that everyone has experienced a time when someemeesl to have an unfair advantage over
them, whether that be in tryouts for a sport, aods for a play, or promotions at work.

Due to the number of responses agreeing withstatement (over 45 percent), it appears
that there is a significant belief that attractindividuals receive certain advantages over their
less attractive counterparts in the workplace. rEthegively large amount of neutral responses
isn’t surprising due to the directness of the statet. | expected any of the statements that were
more direct to lean heavily toward a mean of ti{reitral), as this one did.

If it were possible, it would have been interegtio acquire photographs or some other
measure of the beauty of the respondents to skeiifown level of attractiveness affected their
response to this statement. | have assumed thahgall questions, those who are attractive
would be more likely to disagree with a statemechsas this, perhaps being unable to see the

advantages they have been afforded due to thdisldacordingly, it also seems likely that
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those who are unattractive would be more awarhettivantages that others have received due
to their beauty. Unfortunately, such measures @fbauty of these respondents are not

available.
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Table 5
Frequency of Response “Steps should be taken to ass that unattractive people are not

discriminated against in the workforce.”

n=99
Frequency Percentage

Strongly agree 20 20.2%
Agree 18 18.2%
Neutral 37 37.4%
Disagree 15 15.2%
Strongly disagree 9 9.1%
Total 99 100%

The responses to this statement had a mean of{S[25& 1.21) and a mode of 3, making
it the second statement in a row with responsesatidg an overall neutral feeling. | had
expected the mean for this question to be lowenr tieutral, believing that there would be little
support for unattractive workers in the professianarld. However, almost as many respondents
indicated they agreed with the statement (eithexeagr strongly agree, roughly 38 percent) as
those who were neutral (37.4 percent).

Those who strongly agreed with this statementtitied themselves as either being age
31-40 or over 40 years old. Perhaps this indicthiaisthose with more experience in the
workforce have perceived some sort of appeararsmgichination and therefore would be more
likely to suggest something be done to handle puattices.

Also interesting is that 14 of the 20 respondertis gtrongly agreed with this statement
possessed either a master’s or doctoral degreehwshby far the largest percentage of
respondents with postgraduate degrees for a plnticsponse to this statement. This provides
evidence that the more educated a worker is, tire fik@ly they are to recognize discrimination

and believe that steps should be taken to elimihate

Copyright © 2005 Nicholas C. Zakas. All Rights Resel.



45

Table 6
Frequency of Response “I have been discriminated amst because of my appearance

(attire and/or physical features).”

n=99
Frequency Percentage

Strongly agree 8 8.1%
Agree 11 11.1%
Neutral 13 13.1%
Disagree 20 20.2%
Strongly disagree 47 47.5%
Total 99 100%

The responses for this statement have a mean2{30 = 1.33) and a mode of 1. The
results of this statement were not surprising.peeted the mean to be well below neutral
because, as stated earlier, oftentimes neitheatisicgeminator nor the victim is aware that such
discrimination has occurred.

Of the eight who strongly agreed with this statethsgven respondents were female.
Further, out of the 19 who responded with either {agree) or five (strongly agree), 14 were
women. This was also expected as prior researdtfiélda® Spreecher, 1986) indicates that
women’s looks elicit a stronger reaction than mearsl it is therefore not unreasonable to
assume that women would be more likely to expedappearance discrimination.

Other research (Tiggemann & Mcgill, 2004) has fotht women are under more
pressure than men regarding their appearance amthliey measure up to models and other
figures in the public. This pressure, accordingg€imann and Mcgill, causes women to be more
aware of their appearance and can lead to eatsagdsirs and other psychological problems as

they attempt to alter their appearance.
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The study further indicates that women are mora@watheir own appearance and
others’ reactions to it. This may explain why wonnerhis study represent the majority of those

who feel they have experienced appearance dis@atiam
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Table 7
Frequency of Response “I am more concerned aboutstirimination based on my age,

gender, or race than my looks.”

n=99
Frequency Percentage

Strongly agree 32 32.3%
Agree 25 25.3%
Neutral 31 31.3%
Disagree 3 3.0%
Strongly disagree 8 8.1%
Total 99 100%

The responses for this question have a mean of(33%1.19) and a mode of 5, with the
majority of respondents (over 55 percent) eithee@gg or strongly agreeing with the statement.
This was expected, as discrimination based on Idoksn’t get nearly as much press as other
forms of discrimination.

The amount of neutral responses (31.3 percentpwgsising. | had expected the mean
for this question to be closer to, or above, 4t asemed logical to assume that people would be
more concerned about those forms of discriminatian they have been dealing with and
hearing about throughout their careers. Racismssgxand age discrimination are all issues that
human resources departments are constantly disgussisome companies, sensitivity training
or cultural awareness programs are in place spadifito bring such issues into the forefront
and educate employees. It would be reasonablestoresthat, due to this presumed education in
the workforce, most people would be more conceatemlit those forms of discrimination. Yet
in this study, those respondents indicating stidieggreement outnumbered those who were

neutral by only one.
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To explore the high amount of neutral response®rit back to look over responses to
other statements on the survey. My initial reacttbat the results couldn’t be correct, led me to
believe that perhaps the statement was worded amdnguous or unclear manner. However, the
high number of respondents indicating they agreesdrongly agreed with the statement seems
to indicate that the wording wasn't the problenttker, there is no discernable demographic
pattern for those who answered neutral. The nergsplondents didn’t favor one gender, one job
function, one level of education, or one age grdupe dispersion of responses across various
demographics leads me to conclude that the womfitige statement was not the problem and
that the results must be valid, though | have eomhas to why this statement evoked such a
large number of neutral responses.

Most of those who either disagreed or stronglygtisad (11 percent) were non-titled
employees, with only two respondents identifyingniselves as managers. No clear conclusion
can be made from this, however, as the numberspbradents who disagreed (either strongly or

not) is so small.
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Table 8
Frequency of Response “If | were to interview for gob, | would dress up.”

n=99
Frequency Percentage

Strongly agree 79 79.8%
Agree 14 14.1%
Neutral 2 2.0%
Disagree 2 2.0%
Strongly disagree 2 2.0%
Total 99 100%

Responses for this statement have a mean of 458 (579) and a mode of 5. The result
of this statement is directly in line with my thgdhat most people believe they should dress
more professionally than their everyday attire €& up”) for job interviews.

Neutral responses to this question were expecseithey were expected on all other
guestions, as sometimes people are unsure ofiélveirof agreement with a statement. Even the
couple of respondents who disagreed were expdutiedhe two who strongly disagreed were
not expected. While it is hard to draw any sort@ifclusion from two responses, it should be
noted that both respondents were over 40 and wauedSian. Those who disagreed (response of
2) were also Caucasian, though neither was oveD#the four who indicated some level of
disagreement, two had only completed high schoolthe other two had completed a bachelor’s
degree. All respondents with a postgraduate degdéeated some level of agreement (either

agree or strongly agree) with this statement.
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Table 9
Frequency of Response “I feel most comfortable coevsing with people who look and dress

like me.”
n=99

Frequency Percentage
Strongly agree 7 7.1%
Agree 13 13.1%
Neutral 44 44.4%
Disagree 22 22.2%
Strongly disagree 13 13.1%
Total 99 100%

Responses for this statement had a mean of 2.7% (8506) and a mode of 3. The
purpose of this statement was to reproduce thdtsesfiuearlier studies (such as Peppas, 2002)
that indicated people are more comfortable dealiitig others who they deem to be similar to
them. Such preference can often lead to groupihgeaple based on common characteristics,
which may explain the formation of “cliques” in sxils and may also lead to people sorting
themselves into certain jobs (Biddle & Hamerme#&98). However, the responses for this
statement do not reproduce the findings of thedeeeatudies.

When the largest number of responses to a statemeatitral, this may indicate that the
statement was worded incorrectly. In this casayghol believe that the statement was worded
correctly. Reviewing earlier literature (Etcoff, 99, | was reminded that appearance
discrimination is often a subconscious occurreBagce surveys ask respondents to logically
think about their responses, this may not have Hemporrect way to reproduce the results from
previous studies. Asking someone to conscioustyaaubconscious reaction could be too

difficult for respondents as such behavior can beenaccurately measured through observation.
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Further, respondents may have believed the phlikgenie” is an indication of
discrimination. It can be argued that few peopleewasked directly, will admit to being bigoted
or biased toward others due to societal valuesfitban on such beliefs. Though anonymous
surveys offer a measure of protection againstiatitah for such unaccepted beliefs, it may still
be difficult for someone to admit.

My conclusion is that this statement did not yialdalid result, as it is an inappropriate

instrument for its intended purpose.
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Table 10
Frequency of Response “When meeting new co-workerklook upon them more favorably

when they are dressed in a professional manner.”

n=99
Frequency Percentage

Strongly agree 15 15.2%
Agree 34 34.3%
Neutral 33 33.3%
Disagree 10 10.1%
Strongly disagree 7 7.1%
Total 99 100%

Responses for this statement have a mean of 3Bt& (509) and a mode of 4. The
intent of this statement was to determine if peoydeld admit to appearance discrimination if
the situation seemed appropriate. For most petpe, initial reaction to meeting someone new
is based on the person’s appearance. Arguablyraadction could be stronger in the workplace
when meeting new co-workers as the possibility ofking together for an extended period of
time makes that first impression even more impartan

It was expected that this statement would yielargd number of responses indicating
agreement (either agree or strongly agree), areeshdearly half (49 percent) of respondents
agreed with the statement. | had expected a |pegyeentage of agreement, but | perhaps
underestimated the effect of the type of workplacehe response.

One can reasonably assume that those working fegmional occupations would look
favorably upon new co-workers who also dressedegsabnally, whereas those who work in
trade occupations (such as mechanics, plumbersney not be as affected. Previous studies

(Harper, 2000) have shown that, in some casesn@avi attractive appearance can actually hurt
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those seeking work in trade occupations. Givervirety of workplaces and occupations
identified by the respondents, it is possible that sort of stigma may have affected the results.

| assumed that those with more education would tweriikely to work in a professional
environment (it is not possible using the demogi@ptiormation collected to confirm this as
the job categories were general). Of the severoregnts who strongly disagreed, four had only
completed high school; the three other respondsmtsisted of one person who had completed a
bachelor's degree and two who had completed a nadfehere had been more respondents
who only graduated high school and perhaps one@miith bachelor’'s degrees, it may have
been possible to argue the effect education hgsaiassion. However, with the addition of two
people with master’s degrees, it appears thaagsamption is false.

It's possible that job level (non-titled, managet:.) affected the results for this statement
as only one respondent who strongly disagreedifcahherself as a manager; all others
identified themselves as non-titled. Further, tgkimo account those who disagreed (a response
of 2), only five of the 17 dissenting responden&evnanagers. This seems to indicate that those
who are not in a position to hire don’t apprec@tefessional attire so much as those who can
hire.

As with the previous statement on the survey, thexe a large number (33 percent) of
neutral responses. Since this statement is algoduerct, it may have also caused respondents to
over think their answers to avoid any appearandeewfg biased. The wording of this statement
may also have led to the large number of neutsgdolses, as those who were not in
professional occupations may have believed thatdfisitement didn’t apply to them. | realize
that the statement could have been worded in sw&yaas to be occupation-neutral, and in

doing so, perhaps result in different responses.
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Table 11
Frequency of Response “If | had a choice, | wouldnefer my workplace have more people

who | find attractive.”

n=99
Frequency Percentage

Strongly agree 9 9.1%
Agree 13 13.1%
Neutral 34 34.3%
Disagree 15 15.2%
Strongly disagree 28 28.3%
Total 99 100%

Responses for this statement have a mean of 2Bb& (528) and a mode of 3. The
purpose of this statement was to give respondentgportunity to discriminate. The previous
two statements asked respondents about theirdasittoward discrimination, but this one
specifically asked them to make a choice regarding they would like to work with based on
their appearance.

| expected very few respondents to agree with tdtemient and a large amount to
disagree, and this was accurately reflected imehelts with only 22 out of the 99 responses
indicating some level of agreement (either agrestrangly agree). In addition, | had expected
there to be a fairly large number of respondents dibagreed (either disagree or strongly
disagree) with the statement, as this would indisaime admission of discriminatory beliefs.
Once again, the results matched, with roughly 48qye of respondents disagreeing with the
statement. | had not, however, expected such a &Ergunt of neutral responses.

The wording of this statement was designed to egokee emotions, as respondents
thought about their current work environment arelgbople in it. It can be argued that a
person’s satisfaction or dissatisfaction with thelr can taint their opinion of their co-workers,

but that would most likely lead to agreement oadisement with the statement, not a neutral
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response. Perhaps someone who was content withn hex job and workplace would be more
inclined to respond neutrally as a way of sayingyduldn’t change anything,” as opposed to
thinking clearly about the appearances of co-warker

As with the previous two statements on the surkessylts to this statement seem to
indicate that there is far less appearance disgatian in the workplace than has already been
uncovered in prior studies. It has become clekinggall three statements together, that surveys
may not be an accurate way to measure discrimyatactices in individuals.
Notes on Interviews

The interviewee, Mary Robinson, is a human res@uncanager for a software company.
She has been at the company for three years dne isain liaison for the engineering
department. Due to the frequent use of foreign exakn high-tech jobs, Robinson is intimately
familiar with issues of discrimination in the wot&pe and was anxious to share her experience
for this study.
SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Responses from the surveys, coupled with inforongprovided by Robinson in an
interview, revealed some significant areas of egeregarding appearance discrimination.
Outward-Facing Jobs

Throughout my research, a common point of notethvaslifferent standard that
outward-facing jobs have in regards to appeararoe surveys indicated an overwhelming level
of agreement (70 percent indicated either agrestrongly agree) when asked specifically if
outward-facing jobs should consider appearance \mirerg.

This sentiment was echoed by Robinson, who beliévatdappearance is very important

for those employees who will be customer-facing aredconsidered the “first face of the
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company.” Salespeople, she believed, must be mofegsional in their appearance in order to
give the company confidence that they are beingesgmted appropriately to the world. On the
other hand, Robinson believed that for positionsmalving customer contact, appearance
wouldn’t be as big of a consideration. She citedragxample that for an engineer who sits at a
desk all day writing code, appearance isn’t neaslymportant as his or her ability to problem
solve.

First Impressions

The age-old saying, “you never get a second chemoeke a first impression,” seems to
be a common theme with all parties involved in 8tigly. Nearly all survey respondents (over
90 percent) either agreed or strongly agreed heatwould dress up for interviews. Arguably,
this can be traced to people wanting to make a §iocgidmpression in front of unfamiliar
people.

College guidance counselors and professional cacegrselors alike routinely
recommend that interviewees dress professionallypfointerviews regardless of the position.
Whether due to this influence or one’s own perstediefs about making first impressions,
respondents to this survey statement indicatethiegtwould dress up for job interviews.

Robinson repeatedly mentioned “first impressiansonjunction with the appearance of
interviewees. As an example, she relayed the stoaygentleman who applied for a sales
position at the company. This man showed up tanesview in a Hawaiian shirt and shorts
carrying a “7-11 Big Gulp.” The first impression h@de immediately disqualified him from
further consideration for the position. As the fiosi was customer-facing, his appearance was
considered a negative. Robinson stated that, “doehe looked was representative of the way he

spoke and the way he behaved.” Upon further quastip Robinson revealed that the
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candidate’s skills and experience would have eatytdisqualified him from the position,
though it would have been far later in the hirimggess.

Despite this, roughly 70 percent of respondentldcsurvey stated that a person’s
qualifications should be the most important deteant in job selection. This is expected, as we
are all supposed to believe that jobs go to thdse ave the most experienced and have the best
qualifications. This may, however, undermine thiigaf a good first impression. Robinson
stated that if the man in the Hawaiian shirt haghedo the interview in a suit, they would have
taken him more seriously and listened to what ltetbaay. Obviously, qualifications are
important, but my research seems to indicate thhaeifirst impression you make is a poor one,
gualifications may not be enough to earn the job.

Another statement on the survey revealed thaied@pt of respondents would look upon
new co-workers more favorably when they are drepsefissionally. Once again, this indicates
the importance of first impressions. Though thistfimpression is outside of the interview
setting, it can be equally important for estabhshirust and respect among colleagues.

Legality

As mentioned previously, there are no legal pratastin place for victims of appearance
discrimination. The survey identified 38 percentedpondents who believed (those who either
agreed or strongly agreed) steps should be takprotect unattractive people in the workforce.
This result was just one percent higher than thndsewere neutral on the topic, indicating that
people are unsure of what to do about appearascardination, if anything is to be done at all.

Robinson believed that it could be considered lemabnsider a person’s appearance
when filling an outward-facing job, such as salascé again, citing the “first face of the

company” being a very important role). She alseelveld it legal to consider appearance in the
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entertainment industry as a certain look coulddresidered a “basis of job qualification” for a
particular role.

On the other hand, Robinson believed that thesaldibe some legal protection for the
unattractive. She stated that anything a persbons with should not disqualify him or her from
gaining employment in a particular position unltes feature is relevant to the job. In this
sentiment, Robinson is comparing appearance to tdbers one has no control over, such as
race and disabilities, both protected classes uddeed States law.

When asked if the advantages afforded to attrag@ople (and the penalties received by
unattractive people) could be considered a formisdrimination under United States law,
Robinson gave a stern “no.” Since there are no taegarding such discrimination, it can'’t
legally be considered discrimination. Robinson s&awbuld be different if a person had a
physical deformity that didn’t interfere with thely, because he or she may have some sort of
recourse under the Americans with Disabilities Act.

| followed up by asking Robinson if it would begée for such advantages and
disadvantages to be assigned to other types ofg@dopinstance, if males always received
higher salary and faster promotions while womenevpeEmalized. She said this situation would
absolutely be considered discrimination. | founithtiéresting that changing the parameters of the
guestion slightly would yield such a different reape, as | believed that the apparent injustice
faced by unattractive people would evoke an ematiogaction when presented in this way.
However, Robinson stuck clearly to the letter & ldw in her responses.

About 57 percent of respondents indicated that Were more concerned with being
discriminated against based on their age, gendeace than on their appearance, indicating that

appearance discrimination is not of primary condéermost. Undoubtedly, both employees and
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human resources are constantly on the lookouhfntore apparent forms of discrimination,
and appearance discrimination may never be as pesthiBut what would happen if a claim of
discrimination based on appearance was brought &rgloyer?

Robinson stated that while there are no laws deéggrappearance discrimination, human
resources would be required to open an investigattia claim was brought to them. She said
that any claim of discrimination, regardless of basis, would require action on their part as it
affects the work environment. Human resources wthéd see the issue through to a resolution
before closing the investigation, as with any ottlaims they receive.

If the matter went to court, Robinson believed thaould be difficult for anyone to
prove appearance discrimination at the workplabe. s$ated that generally it is the
responsibility of the accuser to prove that theriisination actually occurred, which can be
very difficult unless they have witnesses to distmatory statements that were made or
documents showing some sort of discriminatory actio the case of appearance discrimination,
she continued, it would be even more difficult toye than claims of race, age, or gender
discrimination.

Robinson didn’t think providing unattractive peeplith legal protection would
necessarily change the number of discriminatiorsiat® brought against companies. In her
opinion, it is difficult enough to prove discrimiti@n, as companies are typically very careful to
keep a “paper trail” of information leading up hetdismissal of an employee. Human resources
as well as managers are responsible for documeallingatters relating to an employee’s
performance and possible grounds for dismissal baigre the termination occurs. Because of
this, Robinson believes that there may be a smatiber of new cases filed on the basis of

appearance discrimination, but not a lot as it wdad very difficult to prove.
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SUMMARY

Research for this study was conducted using at_$eale survey and an interview. The
results of the survey were tabulated and invesithaeparately to determine the respondents’
level of understanding of, and attitudes towarghegpance discrimination.

It is very clear, from both the surveys and thtenview, that people generally believe it is
acceptable to take appearance into account whiag iar outward-facing jobs. As Robinson
stated, those who are the “first face of the corgparust have a certain appearance that reflects
positively upon the company as a whole. With ov@p@&rcent of respondents agreeing that
appearance is important in such jobs, it appeatsajhpearance discrimination is not only
prominent but also accepted for outward-facingtomss. This is interesting because roughly 70
percent of respondents believe that qualificatemesthe most important determinant when
filling a job.

The research also shows that people are uncleartls effect of appearance on their
employment and what steps, if any, should be téxewldress the issue. People somewhat
believe that attractive people are given unfairaad&ges, but those who believed so accounted
for 47 percent while those who were unsure eithay (meutral) accounted for 36 percent of
responses. There is further indecisiveness retatedhether or not steps should be taken to
protect the unattractive from discriminatory preesi with 38 percent believing that something
should be done and 37 percent unsure either wag.mday be due to the fact that most people
(57 percent of respondents) were more concernddbeing discriminated against because of
their age, race, or gender.

There is also evidence that some appearancerdigation does occur in the workplace

outside the scope of outward-facing positions. Whbst people (67 percent of respondents)
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said that they have never experienced appearascendination, that stills leaves a fairly large
amount of people who have experienced it or areren§they have. Further, 49 percent of
respondents indicated that they looked upon newardxers more favorably when they are
dressed in a professional manner, indicating sewve bf appearance discrimination. While it
can be argued this “first impression” of new co-keys can have little negative effect on the
person’s employment, it could lead toward problemsalizing with others at work, which

could affect their overall job performance. And leh3 percent of respondents said that they
wouldn’t choose to work in a place with more attirge people, 20 percent said that they would,
and 34 percent were unsure. This result also iteca level of appearance discrimination in the

workplace.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study was not to determimgfearance discrimination exists, as its
existence has been well documented in severalqus\dtudies (such as Biddle & Hamermesh,
1998 and Hamermesh, Meng, & Zhuang, 2001). Insth&lstudy focused on determining the
attitudes toward appearance discrimination amoegvbrking population. All previous studies
were focused on measuring the effect of beauty agew, promotion, and other quantitative
categories; | was not able to find another studyggay people’s reactions when confronted with
the issue nor their awareness of such discrimindatiking place around them.

Through examination of the data presented in theipus chapter, | have come to some
conclusions about people’s attitudes toward, anaremess of, appearance discrimination in the
workforce. | will discuss these findings in thiadi chapter, as well as provide guidance for
usage of my findings in future research.

CONCLUSIONS
Occupational Differences Exist

One of the important themes reviewed in previdesdture was the occurrence of
occupational differences relating to appearancaridignation. Studies such as those conducted
by Hamermesh and Biddle (1994), Biddle and Hamehni&d98), Harper (2000), and Pfann et
al (2000) all found evidence that appearance caa haifferent effect on one’s career
depending on the occupation. It was noted thaaatire workers generally end up in careers
where their appearance will be rewarded, eith@ragreased productivity or by consumer

discrimination (Hamermesh & Biddle, 1994).
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In my research, | found that there did indeed steebe a different set of rules for those
in outward-facing occupations. An overwhelming migyo(72 percent) of survey respondents
agreed (indicating agree or strongly agree) thaeapance should be a consideration when
hiring for outward-facing positions such as sakRsbinson, who stated that anyone representing
the “first face of the company” to clients or custrs should have an appearance that the
company is comfortable with, supported this poaitihe even went so far as to say that it was
legal to consider appearance as a condition of @mnt for such positions as their appearance
reflects directly on the company as a whole.

These results confirm the findings of earlier stgdihat there are occupational
differences relating to appearance discriminatioh that those who deal directly with customers
are more likely to experience such discriminatidarfermesh & Biddle, 1994). My research
take this one step further, as | found that noy dioles appearance discrimination occur more in
outward-facing jobs, but most people believe itrappgate under such circumstances.

Lack of Lookism Awareness

Only 47 percent of survey respondents believetiéeigreed or strongly agreed) that
attractive workers are given unfair advantageti@wtorkplace. This surprised me after the large
number (72 percent) of respondents who believedappce should be taken into consideration
for outward-facing jobs. It is curious that thoskeonvould afford attractive salespeople better
job placement opportunities would then not realiz this constituted an advantage in the
workplace. My only explanation for this is that lpaps respondents didn’t consider the first
scenario (considering appearance when hiring faudaward-facing position) as appearance

discrimination.
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Regardless of the apparent inconsistency betwesse tets of responses, the data clearly
shows that a large amount of the population is ameawf the advantages attractive workers
receive in the workplace. These advantages havewek documented in previous studies,
which have shown pay premiums for attractive waskerthe range of 10-13 percent
(Hamermesh and Biddle, 1994; Biddle & HamermesBg81$olnick & Schweitzer, 1999). This
information notwithstanding, research has also shaway penalty for unattractive workers of
anywhere from one percent to 15 percent (Hamer@eBiddle, 1994). | conclude from my
research that the majority of people are not awaesuch advantages exist for attractive
workers. | also surmise that the majority of peaoke not aware of the disadvantages faced by
unattractive workers.

This lack of awareness isn't surprising since 6i¢@at of respondents indicated that they
have not experienced appearance discriminatioadoée or strongly disagree). Of the 19
percent (agree or strongly agree) that had expereediscrimination based on their appearance,
most also agreed (agree or strongly agree) thatcttte workers are given unfair advantages,
though there were some neutrals and disagreesisTiniteresting, as | had assumed it far more
likely that those who experienced such discrimpratvould believe that advantages exist for
attractive workers. For the most part, this wascthee. | had not expected any disagreement as to
the advantages that attractive workers have frengtbup that had experienced appearance
discrimination. My only explanation is that the@ntinues to be a lack of awareness regarding
the nature of appearance discrimination in the plade and the various forms it takes.

No Protection Necessary
It was not surprising that only 38 percent of resfents believed (indicating agree or

strongly agree) that steps should be taken to gratettractive workers from discrimination. |
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assume that if people don’t perceive appearanceimisiation as a problem, then they won't
believe any change in policy should occur. Thisrset be the case here.

Despite respondents believing that protection isatessary for unattractive workers,
and despite a formal legal definition of appearatiserimination, Robinson indicated that a
claim of such discrimination would have to be irtigeted by human resources and that the
issue would have to come to some sort of resolution

Although most respondents didn’t see the needratepting unattractive workers from
discrimination, Robinson disagreed. She believat dhy feature someone is born with
(something they can’t prevent) should not be usgddge his or her fit for a particular job,
promotion, or pay so long as the feature doesetgmt the successful execution of the position
in question.

| found it interesting that when | asked Robindma $ixth question in the protocol,
regarding how well-dressed and attractive peopld te find jobs easier, receive promotions
faster, and start at higher salaries, she decthetdhis was not discrimination as currently
understood by law. | had thought phrasing the guesh this way would make the impact of
lookism clear and get her to say that it was disicration. When | followed up by asking if this
same set of information applied to just men, Ramrthen said it was discrimination under
current United States law.

Robinson also believed that, despite a legal dedmbf appearance discrimination, there
was some recourse for those who believe themstivas victims. She was unsure, however,
how an employee could prove such discriminatiok fgace. It would be difficult, Robinson

stated, because there is no legal definition oEapmce discrimination.
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The differences in opinion over protections for ttraative workers lead me to believe
that there is a general lack of information surding the issue. While discrimination against
certain races, ethnicities, genders, ages, rebgiand sexual orientations are in the news
frequently, appearance discrimination has nevereghihis level of notoriety. Indeed, 57 percent
of respondents (those who agree or strongly agmeeinore concerned with being discriminated
against based on their race, age, or gender tle@maibpearance. This certainly isn’t surprising
given the more obvious nature of these forms afrdisnation, but it could also indicate a lack
of knowledge as to the prevalence of lookism.

Dress Up for Interviews

Even though responses to several of the staterimeli¢ate a general lack of
understanding regarding appearance discriminagiomyverwhelming major of respondents, 93
percent, indicated (either agree or strongly agiesg)they would dress up for a job interview.
Robinson stated repeatedly that the value of drgsgp for an interview is in the first impression
you make. Her example of the gentleman who inter@dtefor a sales position wearing a
Hawaiian shirt and shorts accents how importast fimpressions can be in job placement.

This result was interesting as 70 percent of redeots also indicated (either agree or
strongly agree) that qualifications are the mogtantant factor in hiring. While it can’t be
argued that qualificatiorshould bethe most important factor in hiring, this isn'talys the
case. As Robinson stated, you cannot overlookahe=\of your first impression to an employer.

Robinson’s sentiment is backed up by earlier reteeonducted by Dipboye, et al
(1984). In this study of interviews, it was fourét physical attractiveness was one of the three
characteristics that triggered better recall ofiview information (the other two being perceived

level of intelligence and a positive personalitractive job applicants caused the interviewers
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to recall their information quicker as well as iloma detail. Forsythe, et al (1985) made similar
observations regarding the beauty of job applicdniswent a step further describing how
traditional professional dress also increasesvigeee ratings.

| can only conclude that there is a belief amongkens that dressing up for an interview
is appropriate and accepted. This seems to implyrdspondents are aware of some form of
appearance discrimination relating to the job aapilon process, but perhaps are unable to
explain the occurrence in terms of discriminatib's.entirely possible that respondents see the
value of first impressions being, as Robinson ssiggk an important part of interviews but don’t
make the connection with appearance discrimination.
Improper Research Instrument

As mentioned in the previous chapter, the lagdlstatements on the Likert Scale survey
seemed to confuse respondents, as indicated bgrtfeenumber of neutral responses. This also
led to different results than those found in presgistudies.

The first of these three statements tried to miypce results found in previous studies
(such as Schuler, Beutell, & Youngblood, 1989) dbsty positive attributes assigned to those
who have a perceived similar personality. In meagsh, 44 percent of respondents specified a
neutral response with only 20 percent agreeindeiigree or strongly agree). This clearly runs
contrary to findings in earlier studies and indésato me that perhaps this statement could not be
answered appropriately due to its wording and sloj@tter.

The formation of cliques, or exclusive groupsrarids, has long been witnessed in
schools around the world. These are typically fatrog children with something in common. A
study by Batiuk, Boland, and Wilcox (2004) idergdicliques in a middle school environment in

order to help break down the barriers between @mnldThese cliques were often formed around
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a common bond: those who played sports, cheerlegith@se of specific ethnicities, the smart
ones, and so on. Research like this has concludeg trmes over that people prefer to converse
and interact with others who are similar. That egearch should come out completely different
indicates a problem.

Since previous studies used observation and erpatation as a means of determining
how people interact with others, | can only coneltitiat a Likert Scale statement was an
inappropriate way to recreate these findings. Sapgearance discrimination is often not
conscious (Etcoff, 1999), and people may not eeatize what draws them to another person, it
is possible that the logical mind of respondenissdd believe that they discriminate in such a
manner.

The second of the three statements was to deteifrpeople looked upon new co-
workers more favorably when dressed in a professimanner. While 49 percent agreed (either
agree or strongly agree), | had expected a larggtipe response since previous studies
(Dipboye et al, 1984, Forsythe et al, 1985) hawwwshhow dramatic a difference dress can
make in perception. | believe that the problemmithie wording of the statement, since not all
occupations require professional attire to be wirimanual occupations, for example, it may be
considered unprofessional to show up to work iniband tie whereas showing up to work as a
salesperson in a Hawaiian shirt and shorts (a®birRon’s example) is considered completely
inappropriate.

By falsely assuming that everyone would look up@rofessionally attired co-worker as
a positive thing, | made this statement too narmehich | believe affected the results. I'm not

sure that this statement could have been rewordaddurately to take into account all of the
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possible occupations. As such, | believe that éiselts of this statement are of little relevance to
the research as a whole.

The third of these three statements tried to deter if respondents would rather have
more attractive people in their workplace. Oncdrgdeexpected a large amount of agreement
with this statement, thinking that most people @réd be around attractive men and women. |
was surprised that 43 percent of respondents diedgrith the statement (either disagree or
strongly disagree) and 34 percent were neutraliébe that this statement was perhaps too
personal, and that respondents’ level of enjoymagtiteir current workplace may have biased
their responses to this statement.

It also occurred to me that the point of thisestagnt, to determine if people preferred
working in an environment with more attractive corlers, would be better investigated by
setting up an experiment rather than asking fogacl choice directly.

| conclude that a Likert Scale survey was an irppraesearch instrument to gather the
information in these three statements. | belieat disking people to make logical decisions
about subconscious behavior was an ineffectiveftrahis study.

IMPLICATIONS

Prior research has already determined the exdemhich appearance affects
employment; this study shows that people seenctod@asic understanding of these effects.
While some argue that they are more worried abthgrdorms of discrimination, most would
dress up for interviews, seemingly acknowledgimgsic type of appearance discrimination in
the workplace relating to first impressions. Givlea large amount of time and resources that

businesses dedicate toward discrimination andeeliasues (such as diversity and sensitivity
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training), the results of this study should progeful to human resources professionals in a
variety of work environments.

As with most studies, there are opportunitiedtiture research to build upon the
findings presented here. While the Likert Scale’symwas helpful in determining some basic
trends regarding appearance discrimination, itmeded that three of the statements did not elicit
the types of responses found in previous studiesliéve that this is due to the fact that it is
difficult to logically think about and express sdiiiag that is largely subconscious in nature.
Future researchers should look more to experimentat order to more appropriately
investigate the issue.

For instance, asking whether someone would ptefaork in a place with more
attractive people may not hit home as strongly #eei person experienced being in such an
environment. Future research could involve settipg scenario where interviewees are offered
the same job in two different offices, one stafféth attractive workers, and the other staffed
with average-looking workers. Observing the intewees in different types of situations would
allow the subjects’ subconscious minds to workhay tvould normally and provide more
reliable data than that obtained from the surveyus this study.

Future research should also measure the attraesgeof all respondents in some way.
Whether this is a self-assessment or a ratingrasdigy a panel of judges, an attractiveness
rating would give greater insight into data coléettising surveys. | believe that one of the
oversights of the survey used in this study wascobécting this data, as it could be used to
glean more useful information from many of theestag¢nts on the Likert Scale.

As an example, respondents were asked if they Xaefienced appearance

discrimination. It would have been interesting ¢e & those who had rated themselves as being
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attractive, average, or unattractive were dispriopaaitely represented as agreeing or disagreeing
with this statement. The same could be said fostaeements relating to the belief that attractive
workers are given unfair advantages due to thekd@and whether or not steps should be taken
to protect unattractive workers from discrimination

It is recommended that future researchers alsa lsger sample size than the one used
in this study, which was limited by time and gequpyia restraints. A larger sample including
more than one state and various parts of the cpurdy reveal different findings relating to
appearance discrimination. It may be entirely guedhat there is a greater awareness for such
discrimination in California, where actors and misdge constantly looking for jobs, than there
is in other parts of the country.

RECOMMENDATIONS

My findings indicate a lack of awareness regardipgearance discrimination in the
workplace. Since discrimination is a very importeogic in both the public and private sectors,
it is important to address lookism before it beceragroblem or a protected class.

To begin, sensitivity training for employees, umiing managers, should introduce the
topic of appearance discrimination. It should belenelear that while not technically illegal, any
sort of discrimination is considered a dangeroastge in the workplace. This study has shown
that people generally don'’t feel like steps neeldadaken to protect unattractive workers from
discrimination even though some have indicatedgheh discrimination has occurred. These
two seemingly contradictory findings indicate ttiee¢ level of awareness about appearance
discrimination needs to be elevated.

It can be argued that any type of discriminatian 2ad to more disruptive behavior in

the future. During her interview, Robinson stateat she believed sexual harassment began with
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gender discrimination in that men would not acsuich a way toward other men. In the same
way, companies need to be aware that appeararwerdigation may lead to other types of
problems among employees. Discussing the topiois important, as it encourages logical
thought about a subconscious behavior.

Those who are in a position to interview and/oe lob candidates need to be the most
careful about their behavior. This study found thaitst people still dress up for interviews, but
the interviewers themselves should make a concefted to avoid appearance discrimination
in this setting. Most companies have guidelinesialbdnat can and cannot be asked during
interviews to protect the company from litigatiéior instance, questions regarding one’s
religion, age, or ethnicity could open up a compingotential discrimination lawsuits should
the person not receive the job. While it's hara@tgue about the value of first impressions,
interviewers should be trained to separate a catelglpresentation from their level of
attractiveness.

Given the previous research showing the widespeéfadt of appearance discrimination,
it would be wise for companies to train their iniewvers and make them aware of the
occurrence as a way to prevent it from happenirtgerfuture. Interviewers should be
encouraged to take notes about job candidatesathstierelying on their memory, which tends to
favor attractive interviewees (Dipboye, et al, 1984

Human resources departments would also be wisedim raining all of their personnel
regarding the practice of appearance discriminatBemerating formalized procedures for
investigation of lookism claims could go a long wayreparing human resources professionals
for any possible issues that may arise in the éutBobinson stated that the company would

always investigate any claim of discrimination,artiess of the basis, in order to come to an
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appropriate resolution. Knowing that there is aegahlack of awareness surrounding this
particular type of discrimination should empowentan resources departments to seek out ways
to deal with the problem before it occurs. Whiletamly not a sure thing, it only takes one
successful appearance discrimination lawsuit t@$egal precedent and open up all workplaces
to liability. As with other forms of discriminatiotraining human resources professionals to deal
with the problem is the best option for companies.

On the other hand, since there is a general laekvafeness regarding appearance
discrimination, job applicants could use this knedge to their advantage. It appears that most
already do, with such a large amount indicating thay dress up for job interviews. But they
could take this a step further by making sure tiklas attractive as possible when applying for
jobs. It may be worth job applicants’ time and mpteensure a professional appearance, from a
nice suit to a clean haircut, when interviewing.

SUMMARY

The purpose of this study was to determine thd leflvawareness of appearance
discrimination in the workforce. From my reseairitlappears that there is a general lack of
awareness regarding lookism. Part of this stemrm tiee subconscious nature of this form of
discrimination, as it appears some people donti@ate certain behaviors as appearance
discrimination.

Most respondents believe, for instance, that pisrapriate to consider a job applicant’s
appearance when they are applying for an outwanittdgob. This belief was also held by Mary
Robinson, a human resources professional, whatlsaicdinyone representing the “first face of
the company” should be judged partly on their apgeae. Despite this obvious discrimination,

respondents only somewhat believe that attractmkevs are given unfair advantages in the
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workplace. Further, most don't believe steps ares®ary to ensure that unattractive workers
aren’'t discriminated against.

The research also showed that even without a lebefattractive workers are given
advantages, almost everyone dresses up for jotvienes. Robinson indicated that “first
impressions” are very important in the interviewgess. Arguably, “first impressions” are
always based on appearance and can therefore bielemd lookism.

Future researchers should use a larger sampleasizee sample used in this research
was limited by time and geographic constraints. ifdidally, experiments and observations
should be used in future research in order to raocerately capture and measure discriminatory
practices as a survey was not practical for thipgse.

The lack of awareness regarding appearance dis@imon in the workplace should be a
matter of concern for human resources professiomalsse who are in charge of interviewing
job applicants and investigating claims of discriation should be trained in this important issue

to protect companies from possible liability.
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APPENDIX A: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

1. Have you ever known anyone who was either metlhor fired basely solely on their
appearance?

- If yes, what were the circumstances?

2. How would you rank the importance of appearawicen interviewing for a job?

- Studies have shown that, all other thingsaéghose who dress professionally are
consistently given better interview rankings. Dtest surprise you?

3. Have you ever dealt with employee or interviewle#gms of appearance discrimination?

- What are the most common types of discrinnmatlaims you have encountered?

4. How legal is it to consider, as one of manydesfor a job, a person's appearance?
- Attire or physical appearance?
- In outward-facing jobs?
- In the entertainment industry?

5. In your opinion, is there any legal recoursesimmeone who believes he or she has been
discriminated against based on appearance?

6. Research has found that attractive people, thode who dress well and physically
attractive people, often have an easier time figgtbs, receive promotions faster, and are
often started at higher salaries. Does this canstdiscrimination under current employment
law?

7. There are some who believe unattractive pedpald be a protected class, having the
same legal protections as homosexuals, ethnicedigibus groups, and those with
disabilities. How would you respond to this?

- In your opinion, how would enacting such amfe affect wrongful dismissal lawsuits?

- Would people be more likely to file such lats knowing that it's difficult for the
employer to prove that they weren't fired/not hide to appearance?
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Census Information
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Please circle one (1) answer for each of the faligw

Gender:
Male Female
Age:
18-21 22-25 26-30 31-40 over 40
Race:
Caucasian Black Hispanic Asian
Indian Native American Other Prefer Not to Aesw
Job Level:
Contractor Non-titled Manager Director Senior Management
Job Type:
Support Staff Development Sales HR ccunting
Marketing Education Other (specify):
Level of Education:
High School Associate’s Bachelor’'s Master’'s Doato
Likert Scale

Please circle the number corresponding to youl iefvagreement with each statement below. The nusntzenge

from 1 for Strongly Disagreeto 5 for Strongly Agree (3 is Neutral).

1. Outward-facing jobs (i.e., Sales) should consiggpearance when 2 3 4
hiring.

2. A person's qualifications are the most importiterminant when 2 3 4
filling a position.

3. Attractive people are given unfair advantagesterviews and the 2 3 4
workplace in general.

4. Steps should be taken to assure that unatteggtople are not 2 3 4
discriminated against in the workforce.

5. I have been discriminated against because aippgarance (attire 2 3 4
and/or physical features).

6. | am more concerned about discrimination basethyp age, gender, on 2 3 4
race than my looks.

7. If I were to interview for a job, | would dresp. 2 3 4
8. | feel most comfortable conversing with peopleoviook and dress like 2 3 4
me.

9. When meeting new co-workers, | look upon thermarfavorably when 2 3 4
they are dressed in a professional manner.

10. If I had a choice, | would prefer my workpldt®ve more people wha 2 3 4
| find attractive.
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APPENDIX C: SURVEY RESPONSES

Responses

# Gender Age Race Job Level Job Type Education 123456789 10

1Female 31-40 Caucasian Manager Accounting Master's 252225543 2

2Male 22-25 Caucasian Non-titled Accounting Bachelor's 443311544 4

3Female 26-30 Caucasian Non-titled Accounting Bachelors 533311533 3

4Female 31-40 Caucasian Manager Accounting Bachelors 535135533 3

5Female 22-25 Caucasian Non-titled Accounting Bachelors 443314534 1

6Female 22-25 Caucasian Non-titled Other: Associate Auditor Bachelors 542313514 1

7Female 22-25 Caucasian Non-titled Accounting Bachelor's 544423554 4

8Male 26-30 Caucasian Manager Accounting Bachelors 345413514 1

9Male 31-40 Caucasian Non-titled Accounting Bachelor's 443413524 1
10Male Over 40 Caucasian Senior Management Accounting Bachelor's 444334524 1
11Female Over 40 Caucasian Manager Education Master's 543315525 2
12Male Over 40 Caucasian Director Accounting Master's 544115515 1
13Female 22-25 Caucasian Non-titled Marketing Bachelor's 252245533 2
1l4Female 26-30 Caucasian Manager Other: Producer Bachelors 553135534 3
15Male 26-30 Caucasian Manager Marketing Bachelor's 443423532 3
16Female 31-40 Black Non-titled Other: Advertising Bachelors 333353535 3
17Female 26-30 Caucasian Manager Marketing Bachelors 352215533 1
18Female 26-30 Caucasian Non-titled Marketing Bachelor's 444335523 3
19Female 26-30 Caucasian Non-titled Marketing Bachelors 454422523 3
20Female Over 40 Caucasian Manager Marketing High School 4 45545413 1
21Male 31-40 Caucasian Manager Other: Advertising Bachelors 553514554 3
22Female 31-40 Caucasian Manager Marketing Bachelors 533344522 1
23Female 26-30 Caucasian Manager Marketing Bachelors 354214512 2
24Male Over 40 Caucasian Director Development Master's 444224443 3
25Male Over 40 Caucasian Non-titled Development Bachelors 543311522 3
26Male Over 40 Asian Director Development Master's 433515423 3
27Male Over 40 Prefer Not to Answer Manager Development Doctoral 254224423 1
28Male 31-40 Asian Manager Development Master's 434422534 4
29Male 31-40 Caucasian Non-titled Development High School 524254523 4
307 Over 40 Caucasian Non-titled Development Bachelors 543134414 5
31Male 31-40 Caucasian Director Development Bachelors 534323534 3
32Male Over 40 Caucasian Non-titled Development Master's 434414523 2
33Female Over 40 Indian Manager Development Master's 522513421 1
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34Female
35Female
36Female
37Male
38Male
39Male
40Male
41Male
42Male
43Male
44Male
45Female
46Female
47Male
48Male
49Female
50Male
51Female
52Female
53Male
54?
55Female
56Male
57Male
58Male
59Female
60Female
61Female
62Male
63Female
64Female
65Male
66Female
67Female
68Female
69Female

31-40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
26-30 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
31-40 Caucasian
31-40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
31-40 Caucasian
18-21 Caucasian
31-40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
22-25 Caucasian
31-40 Caucasian
22-25 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
26-30 Caucasian
26-30 Black

31-40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
26-30 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
31-40 Caucasian
22-25 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian

Director
Non-titled
Non-titled
Manager
Manager
Director
Non-titled
Manager
Director
Senior Management
Contractor
Manager
Non-titled
Non-titled
Non-titled
Manager
Non-titled
Non-titled
Non-titled
Non-titled
Director
Non-titled
Non-titled
Owner
Non-titled
Non-titled
Senior Management
Non-titled
Non-titled
Non-titled
Manager
Non-titled
Non-titled
Manager
Manager
Non-titled
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Human Resources Master's 5
Accounting High School 1
Support Staff Bachelor's 4
Accounting Bachelor's 4
Sales Bachelor's 1
Accounting Bachelor's 5
Education Bachelor's 5
Accounting Master's 5
Other: Tax Master's 4
Other: Finance Master's 5
Development Bachelor's 4
Marketing Bachelor's 4
Other: Food Service High School 3
Development Bachelor's 5
Development Master's 4
Support Staff Bachelor's 4
Development Bachelor's 5
Other: Support Engineer Bachelor's 3
Development Bachelor's 4
Development Bachelor's 3
Accounting Master's 5
Accounting Bachelor's 5
Other: Professional Services Master's 3
Other: Video Production Master's 5
Other: Legal Doctoral 3
Other: Medical Doctoral 3
Other: Business Owner Master's 5
Other: Funeral Director Bachelor's 5
Education Master's 5
Education Master's 4
Education Doctoral 3
Sales Master's 4
Support Staff High School 5
Accounting Associate's 5
Education Master's 4
Support Staff High School 4
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70Female
71Female
72Female
73Female
74Male
75Female
76Male
77Female
78Male
79Female
80Male
81Female
82Female
83Female
84Male
85Female
86Female
87Female
88Female
89Female
90Female
91Female
92Female
93Male
94Male
95Male
96Female
97Male
98Male
99Female

Over 40 Caucasian
31-40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
18-21
26-30 Asian

Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
18-21 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
31-40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian

22-25 Prefer Not to Answer

Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian
31-40 Caucasian
31-40 Caucasian

31-40 Native American

Over 40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian

31-40 Caucasian
31-40 Caucasian
31-40

26-30 Caucasian
31-40 Caucasian

Over 40 Caucasian
31-40 Caucasian
Over 40 Caucasian

Prefer Not to Answer

Prefer Not to Answer

Non-titled
Non-titled
Non-titled
Non-titled
Non-titled
Director
Contractor
Non-titled
Director
Manager
Non-titled
Manager
Non-titled
Non-titled
Director
Manager
Manager
Non-titled
Non-titled
Non-titled
Manager
Manager
Non-titled
Non-titled
Non-titled
Non-titled
Non-titled
Non-titled
Manager

Support Staff

Other: Healthcare Provider

Support Staff

Other: Customer Service

Sales

Human Resources
Support Staff
Education
Development
Education
Other: Delivery
Support Staff
Sales

Sales
Education
Education
Education
Education
Education
Education
Education
Education
Education
Education
Education
Education
Education
Education
Other: Public Safety

Senior Management Other: Proprietor
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High School
Bachelor's
Associate's
Associate's
High School
Bachelor's
High School
Master's
Bachelor's
Bachelor's
High School
High School
High School
Associate's
Master's
Master's
Master's
Master's
Master's
Master's
Master's
Master's
Master's
Master's
Master's
Master's
Master's
Master's
Master's
Bachelor's
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