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ABSTRACT 

This research addressed differential perceptions of 

children regarding aggressiveness, grades, popularity, and 

academic achievement as a function of gender of raters and 

child characteristics—family type, gender, and level of 

physical attractiveness. The study is grounded in an 

ontogenetic model that predicts child behavior partially on 

the basis of adult perceptions which in turn are the result 

of such factors as children's gender, physical appearance, 

and family type. 

It was hypothesized that gender of raters, family 

type, and gender of children would differentially impact 

ratings of aggressiveness with female raters perceiving 

more aggressiveness than male raters, children from single-

parent families being perceived as more aggressive than 

children from stepfamilies or intact families, and male 

children being perceived as more aggressive than female 

children. It was further hypothesized that highly 

attractive children would be rated as less aggressive, as 

achieving higher grades, as more popular, and as attaining 

a higher level of education than average or low attractive 

children. Attractiveness and family type were predicted to 

interact in their impact on aggressiveness, grades, 

popularity, and educational attainment with unattractive 

children from single-parent families receiving 

disproportionately more negative ratings than unattractive 

children from stepfamilies and intact families. 

The hypotheses were tested by mixed model analyses of 

variance with between group variables of gender of rater 

and response booklet form and repeated measures variables 

of family type of child, gender of child, and 

attractiveness of stimulus child. 

V 



As predicted, male children were perceived to be more 

aggressive than female children and highly attractive 

children were expected to achieve higher levels of 

education. The impact of physical attractiveness on 

aggressiveness ratings was not in the predicted direction: 

Children average in attractiveness were rated as more 

aggressive than those in either the high or low 

attractiveness groups. Other hypotheses regarding gender 

of raters and family type of children were not supported by 

the data. Implications of these findings for the 

development of aggressive behavior, as well as for 

prosocial behaviors and achievement, are discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Attractiveness and Differential 
Perceptions: A Stereotype 

There is a plethora of research supporting the belief 

that physically attractive individuals are wiser, nicer, 

friendlier, more moral, more industrious, more successful, 

and just plain "good." Perceiving attractive individuals 

in a more positive light than unattractive individuals has 

come to be known as the "what is beautiful is good" 

stereotype (Dion, Berscheid, & Walster, 1972). The 

advancement of this belief is not a recent phenomenon. In 

1882, Schiller wrote that "Physical beauty is the sign of 

an interior beauty, a spiritual and moral beauty." 

Folklore and fairy tales reinforce the stereotype and teach 

us at an early age that the beautiful are indeed good, 

immeasurably more happy, and ultimately will triumph over 

the ugly and wicked. Cinderella was beautiful and good 

while her ugly step-sisters were wicked, evil, and hateful. 

The Ugly Duckling was ostracized, teased, lonely, and 

miserable until maturing into a beautiful and beloved swan. 

The importance of physical attractiveness in 

interpersonal attraction and person perception is clearly 

documented (Berscheid & Walster, 1974) with the 

unattractive consistently viewed in a less positive light 

(Dion, 1973; Dion, Berscheid, & Walster, 1972; Miller, 

1970). The unattractive are perceived as less intelligent, 

less likely to continue education, less likely to attain 

prestige in employment, less self-sufficient, less 

independent, more antisocial, more dishonest, more 

aggressive, and less likely to be successful (Clifford & 

Walster, 1973; Dion, 1973; Dion & Berscheid, 1974; Dion, 



Berscheid, & Walster, 1972; Landy & Sigall, 1974; Langlois 

& Stephan, 1977; Lerner & Lerner, 1977; Miller, 1970; 

Sarty, 1975). Not only does a physical attractiveness 

stereotype exist, but people act on the stereotype. 

Unattractive people are less liked by others, less likely 

to be chosen as friends, more likely to have their work 

judged inferior, more likely to be blamed for 

transgressions, and more likely to be seen as exhibiting 

chronic antisocial behavior (Byrne, Ervin, & Lamberth, 

1970; Dion, 1973; Dion, 1972; Dion & Berscheid, 1974; 

Efran, 1974; Landy & Sigall, 1974; Rich, 1975; Sigall & 

Ostrove, 1975; Stoebe, Insko, Thompson, & Layton, 1971). 

Some researchers have substantiated that there is also a 

reverse relationship of favorable personal attributes 

affecting perceived attractiveness (Gross & Crofton, 1977; 

Owens & Ford, 1978). The stereotype extends beyond facial 

attractiveness with attractive grooming and dress eliciting 

perceptions that are more positive than unattractive 

grooming and dress (Elder, 1969; Hoult, 1954; Lefkowitz, 

Blake, & Mouton, 1955; Mills & Aronson, 1965; Roach & 

Eicher, 1965; Sigall & Aronson, 1969; Silverman, 1945). 

There is also evidence that the relationship between 

attractiveness, attraction, and social acceptance is 

present at an early period of development, i.e., preschool 

children, affecting social interaction, peer preference, 

and behavioral expectations (Dion, 1973; Dion & Berscheid, 

1974; Langlois, Gottfried, & Seay, 1973; Langlois & 

Stephan, 1977). Triethnic studies of elementary school 

children found attractiveness more powerful than race in 

determining peer preference and positive-negative 

expectations regarding behavior (Kleck, Richardson, & 

Ronald, 1974; Langlois & Stephan, 1977). 

Research thus supports the fact that children and 

adults utilize the "what is beautiful is good" stereotype 



not only in their perceptions and expectations of others, 

but also in their behavior toward others. The knowledge 

that unattractive children are not only perceived but 

treated in a negative manner raises serious concerns. 

Parents, educators, and child development specialists 

regard making friends and being liked by others as "major 

developmental milestones" for children (Langlois & Stephan, 

1981, p. 153). Disliked, friendless children cause serious 

concerns for parents and teachers who may refer them to 

mental health specialists solely on the basis of their lack 

of social acceptance (Langlois & Stephan, 1981). 

The attractiveness literature evidences a wealth of 

information regarding perceived social competence, 

intellectual ability, interpersonal skills, and prosocial 

behavior based generally on subjects' exposure to limited 

information. Subjects are usually presented with 

photographs, slides, or actual children and asked to 

evaluate the children's IQ, level of aggressiveness, number 

of friends, emotional stability, etc. Subjects are exposed 

to an attractiveness cue/stimulus and infrequently will 

have additional information such as behavioral descriptions 

on which to base their evaluations. Generally, the 

attractiveness research attempts to eradicate or hold 

constant cues related to posture, clothing, body type, 

height, and socio-economic status in an attempt to arrive 

at perceptions and evaluations based solely on 

attractiveness. 

Family Types and Differential 
Perceptions: A Stereotype? 

In reality, individuals do not evaluate and 

differentially treat children in the vacuum of perceived 

attractiveness. What other factors and perceptions aid, 

abet, alter, and augment prosocial and antisocial 



assessments of children? Will perceptions about a child's 

family structure impact evaluations about that child's 

behavior, abilities, or social competence? Are children 

from intact, single parent, and stepfamilies differentially 

perceived? If a stereotype does exist for different family 

types, is this stereotype a stronger determinant of 

negative and positive perceptions than the attractiveness 

stereotype? The family is seen as a context and social 

environment source for a variety of behavioral outcomes, 

especially that of aggressive behavior (Parke & Slaby, 

1983). Family structure, family violence, and parental 

child-rearing tactics play an important role in children's 

acquisition and maintenance of behavior, values, goals, and 

morals (Parke & Slaby, 1983). It is well documented that 

family structure is related to differential outcomes for 

children (Parke & Slaby, 1983). The issue addressed in 

this research, however, is perceptions of family types and 

how these perceptions and stereotypes, if any, interface 

with attractiveness and contribute to positive and negative 

evaluations made about children. 

Theoretical Implications 
of the Study 

This research is based on an ontogenetic model 

developed by Langlois and Stephan that 

. . . suggests a multidirectional causal chain in 
the development of . . . differential behaviors 
and specifies the links between appearance and 
differential expectations, treatment, and 
behavior. (1981, p. 164) 

This developmental model has three central components. 

First, . . . differential expectations for the 
behavior of others are elicited by varying levels 
of physical attractiveness in adults and 
children. Second, these differential 
expectations lead to differential treatment of 
attractive and unattractive children by adults 
and peers. Third, this differential treatment 



leads to behavioral differences between 
attractive and unattractive children. 
(Langlois & Stephan, 1981, p. 152) 

Langlois and Stephan's view of development is similar to 

that of Bell and Harper's (1977) and Lerner's (1976) 

organismic model and Sameroff's (1975) transactional model. 

This model provides a conceptual framework for evaluation 

of the attractiveness stereotype, the possibility of the 

existence of a stereotype for family type, and the 

relationship, if any, between these two stereotypes. If 

children from single parent and stepfamilies are perceived 

to be more problematic and viewed in a less positive light 

than children from intact families, does this stereotype 

impact perceptions about children to a stronger degree than 

the attractiveness stereotype? If a stereotype for family 

type exists and to a significant degree, the unattractive 

child from a single parent family battles two sources of 

bias beyond his/her control. Langlois and Stephan's (1981) 

schematic representation of their model of mechanisms 

leading to behavioral differences is represented in 

Appendix A. This model will be discussed further in the 

literature review and was used as a conceptual framework 

for the hypotheses of this research and for analysis of the 

implications of this study. 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Theoretical Perspective 
of Study 

A fundamental assumption of Langlois and Stephan's 

(1981) developmental model is Sameroff's (1975) view of 

development as a function of reciprocal, mutually altering 

transactions, i.e., interchanges, and multidirectional 

causality in which children and environment mutually affect 

each other. The basis of the transactional model is the 

transaction and process between organism and environment. 

Contact between organism, i.e., child, and environment, 

i.e., parent, family, peer, teacher, sibling, etc., 

produces a transaction in which each is altered by the 

other. The simultaneous and nonindependent existence of 

various elements exhibited by both child and environment 

combine to produce a condition unique to that child and 

environment that transacts with various developmental 

outcomes on a continuing and dynamic basis. 

Over the past decade, there has been a growing focus 

on developmental transactions in social relations 

(Sameroff, 1975). Bell (1971) and Sameroff and Chandler 

(1975) argue that assessing children as non-contributing 

recipients of parental inputs is a one-sided model. The 

child's characteristics and behavior may elicit a certain 

behavior in the child. Children of different temperaments 

or physical make up who have parents with similar attitudes 

and backgrounds may elicit different caretaking reactions 

and, consequently, have differing developmental outcomes. 

In other words, why do parents with children displaying 

similar behavior react differently in their transactions 

with these children and produce different developmental 



outcomes? More specifically, several male children may 

exhibit the same behavior and their respective parents may 

differentially label the behavior as "aggressive," 

"hyperactive," "showing his personality," or "boys will be 

boys." This differential construing in turn leads to 

differential parental transactions with their respective 

children and, thus, differential developmental outcomes. 

Research problems such as this have traditionally been 

unsuccessfully approached by assessing child-rearing 

attitudes of parents and relating these to children's 

behavior (Becker & Krug, 1965). The explanation for such 

failures may rest with data analysis of the superficial 

character of parental attitudes rather than a structural 

analysis of the processes underlying these attitudes. 

Langlois and Stephan's model " . . . assumes that 

attractiveness serves as a sign stimulus that releases 

differential expectations for the behavior of infants and 

children" (1981, p. 164). This research utilized 

attractiveness of children, family type, and gender of 

children as sign stimuli that were expected to produce 

differential perceptions and expectations for the behavior 

of children. The immediate differential expectations are a 

function of two types of information: "stimulus 

information" (Box A in schematic representation of model 

presented in Appendix A) and "stored information" (Box B). 

The stimulus information presented in this research is 

children's level of attractiveness, family type, and 

gender. The children providing these sign stimuli are 

unknown to the perceiver, i.e., subjects. The subjects' 

stored information, i.e., attractiveness stereotype, 

stereotype regarding family type, gender stereotype, and 

previous interactions with attractive and unattractive 

children from intact, single parent, and stepfamilies, was 

expected to combine with the "stimulus information" to 
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produce immediate differential expectations about the 

stimulus children. 

Before actual responses are made (Box F) concerning 

the stimulus children, two mechanisms operate in a 

selective and filtering manner. All immediate stimulus 

information and stored information may or may not be 

processed. An "input selector mechanism" (Box C) operates 

to screen or select the available information. This 

mechanism takes into account selective forgetting and the 

varying strengths of any existing stereotypes. Subjects 

may selectively forget an existing stereotype for children 

from divorced families when their own parents suddenly 

divorce and go their separate ways. The strength of an 

existing stereotype for children of single parent families 

may wane when exposed to extremely unattractive children 

from single parent families. 

A second filtering mechanism concerning "perceiver 

characteristics" is represented by Box D. Subjects' level 

of cognitive development, age, gender, level of 

attractiveness, family type, etc., serve to filter and 

select the stimulus and stored information to be processed. 

Extremely unattractive subjects may not perceive 

unattractive stimulus children as negatively as attractive 

subjects. 

Immediately prior to making differential responses 

concerning the stimulus children, the information is 

processed as a function of the "stimulus information," 

"stored information," and "perceiver characteristics" in 

what Langlois and Stephan identify as the "information 

processing mechanism" (Box E). At this point, the 

perceptions of the stimulus child and the characteristics 

of the perceiver interact to produce an "expectancy 

response" (Box F) of differential expectations for the 

stimulus children. 



Once differential expectations are released, Langlois 

and Stephan (1981) maintain that individuals will act upon 

these expectations with "differential treatment" (Box G). 

The children who are perceived in a positive manner, will 

elicit positive expectations and will be treated in a 

manner consistent with those expectations. Differential 

expectations leading to differential treatment has received 

empirical support from a large body of research (Adams & 

Cohen, 1976; Barocas & Black, 1974; Byrne, Ervin, & 

Lamberth, 1970; Dion, 1972; Dion, 1973; Dion & Berscheid, 

1974; Efran, 1974; Landy & Sigall, 1974; Langlois & Downs, 

1979; Parke & Sawin, 1975; Rich, 1975; Sigall & Ostrove, 

1975; Stoebe, Insko, Thompson, & Layton, 1971). Langlois 

and Stephan hypothesize that this "differential treatment" 

leads to "differential behaviors" (Box H), with children 

displaying behavior that is consistent with others' 

expectations of them. Differential treatment and 

differential behaviors work in a mutually supporting, 

two-way manner in that the differential treatment elicits 

differential behavior and differential behavior reinforces 

the differential treatment. 

In a cyclic fashion, differential behavior influences 

and feeds back into stimulus information (Box A) and stored 

information (Box B). This processing of perception and 

behavior facilitates a "self-fulfilling prophecy" in which 

an adult's perception of a child influences the adult's 

behavior toward the child which in turn influences the 

child's behavior which in turn influences the adult's 

perception of the child which in turn . . . ad infinitum. 

It seems reasonable to assume that the unattractive child 

may develop a negative self-image which in turn feeds the 

"self-fulfilling prophecy." In accordance with this model, 

the unattractive child will elicit more and more negative 

reactions; may be labeled in a negative manner; and will 
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display more and more negative, unacceptable behavior. In 

the same self-perpetuating, cyclic manner, the attractive 

child will display more and more positive behavior. 

Langlois and Stephan (1981) view the social 

implications and consequences of the differential treatment 

of children on the basis of attractiveness as great. 

If the stereotype of the attractive or 
unattractive person is powerful enough to 
influence and modify behaviors, . . . then we are 
all prey to a nonconscious form of discrimination 
that has enormous consequences for the physically 
unattractive. (Langlois & Stephan, 1981, p. 168) 

Langlois and Stephan point out that the fact that 

" . . . children, who do not have the cognitive and 

intellectual capacities to compensate and overcome the 

negative impact set into motion by the stereotype, make the 

issue even more crucial" (p. 168). 

Attractiveness Research 

The research addressed in the following discussion 

addresses the variables of attractiveness, labeling, gender 

of stimulus child, and gender of subject as they relate to 

differential perceptions and treatment of children and 

recent trends in attractiveness/aggression research. The 

research in this area seems to fall into three general 

categories: (a) attractiveness and gender of child as 

related to perceived intentionality, intelligence, 

morality, goodness, and other personal attributes; (b) 

attractiveness and gender of child as related to discipline 

and punishment; and (c) attractiveness and gender of child 

as related to aggressiveness and delinquency. 

Attractiveness and Personal Attributes 

Berscheid and Walster (1974) found that male and 

female college students perceived attractive individuals as 

more socially desirable, more likely to attain prestigious 
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occupations, more competent as spouses, happier in their 

marriages, and more likely to be happy in their social and 

professional lives than unattractive individuals. They 

further found that attractive persons were more likely to 

find an acceptable marriage partner, marry earlier, and 

less likely to remain single. The results of this study 

confirm a physical attractiveness stereotype and the 

compatibility of this stereotype with the "what is 

beautiful is good" axiom. 

Differential response and behavior exists for physical 

deviance as well as for the unattractive. The effect of 

physical deviance on face-to-face interaction has been 

researched via interview situations between physically 

normal and physically handicapped persons (Comer & 

Piliavin, 1972). There is evidence that the physically 

handicapped person as well as the physically normal person 

contribute to feelings of discomfort as evidenced by quick 

termination of the interview, motoric inhibition, 

infrequent smiling, little eye contact, and admitted 

feelings of discomfort (Comer & Piliavin, 1972; Davis, 

1961; Kleck, 1966; Richardson, Hastorf, Goodman, & 

Dornbusch, 1961). These studies document a mutual 

contribution to the "pathology" of interactions between 

normal persons and physically deviant persons and attests 

to mutually altering contributions to transactions. 

Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) established the 

existence of a relationship between teachers' expectations 

of students' intellectual performance and students' related 

behavior on IQ testing thus confirming a "self-fulfilling 

prophecy." Clifford and Walster (1973) further researched 

the relationship between teachers' expectations and 

students' behavior by identifying variables that contribute 

to teachers' impressions and expectations. In their study, 

Clifford and Walster found that fifth grade teachers 



12 

perceived attractive children to have higher educational 

potential, have higher IQs, have parents who were more 

interested in academic achievement, and have more 

likelihood of future education than their less attractive 

counterparts. Gender of the students did not influence the 

teachers' expectations. First impressions of teachers are 

largely based on appearance and school performance records 

(Clifford & Walster, 1973) and first impressions have been 

shown to affect subsequent interactions and to influence 

one's behavior (Aronson & Carlsmith, 1962; Brock & Edelman, 

1965; Daily, 1952; Newcomb, 1974; Zajonc & Brickman, 1969). 

Teachers' first impressions can then be assumed to be of 

critical importance to a child's future performance. It 

would appear to be important to know whether the 

attractiveness, labeling, i.e., school performance records, 

or interaction of both contribute significantly to the 

teacher's first impression and subsequent performance of 

the child. 

The relationship of physical attractiveness and 

perceived personal attributes appears to evidence itself 

at an early age. Dion (1977) tested the " . . . hypothesis 

that from an early period of social development physical 

attractiveness has reward properties" (p. 67). Sixty-five 

male and female preschool age children were allowed to 

choose which slides of children they wanted to view. The 

slides presented both attractive and unattractive white, 

middle class children ages 5 and 6. Duration of the 

subjects' exposure to the children in the slides was 

recorded. Results " . . . supported the hypothesis that 

physical attractiveness has incentive value for young 

children" (Dion, 1977, p. 69). There was an absence of 

effects for gender indicating that male and female 

attractive children are preferred by children of both 

genders. Attractiveness, thus, was found to have value at 
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an early stage of social development. This main effects 

finding has implications for the development of social 

interaction among young children. "An attractive child may 

elicit more initial approach behaviors from peers as a 

function of his facial appearance" (Dion, 1977, p. 70). 

Attractiveness and Discipline/Punishment 

Research indicates that attractiveness is related to 

severity of juridic sentence (Efran, 1974; Sigall & 

Ostrove, 1975); to adult punitiveness (Dion, 1974); and to 

facilitation of attacks from those predisposed to be 

aggressive (Berkowitz & Frodi, 1979). 

Sigall and Ostrove (1975) hypothesized that 

. . . an attractive defendant would receive more 
lenient treatment than an unattractive defendant 
when the offense was unrelated to attractiveness; 
when the crime was related to attractiveness, the 
attractive defendant would receive relatively 
harsh treatment. (p. 411) 

Male and female undergraduates read an account of a 

criminal case and were then asked to sentence the defendant 

to a prison term. One-third of the subjects read accounts 

of crimes committed by physically attractive women, one-

third by unattractive women, and another third were given 

no information regarding attractiveness. Attractiveness 

was represented by pre-tested photographs attached to the 

account of the crime. The attractiveness variable was 

crossed with half of the subjects given accounts of an 

attractiveness-unrelated crime, a burglary, and half given 

accounts of an attractiveness-related crime, a swindle. 

Sigall and Ostrove's hypothesis was supported in that 

unattractive defendants received stiffer sentences in 

burglary cases than attractive defendants and the 

attractive defendants were treated more harshly in the 

swindle cases than the unattractive defendants. In the 

overall attractiveness x offense interaction, the 
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difference in sentences assigned to the attractive and the 

unattractive burglars was statistically significant, while 

the difference in sentences assigned to the swindlers was 

not. This research supports the contention that attractive 

people are treated generously and are seen as less 

dangerous (Efran, 1974; Sigall & Ostrove, 1975). 

Other research involving simulated jury tasks has been 

done by Efran (1974) who predicted " . . . that subjects 

would indicate greater attraction, less certainty of guilt, 

and less severe punishment for attractive than unattractive 

defendants" (p. 47). Male and female college subjects were 

asked to be student members of a student-faculty court 

hearing the case of a student accused of cheating on an 

exam. Subjects were given a set of instructions, a fact 

summary sheet, and a verdict sheet, with female subjects 

evaluating a case involving a male student accused of 

cheating and male students evaluating females. 

"As predicted, attractive defendants of either gender 

received ratings indicating less certainty of guilt, milder 

punishment, and increased attraction in comparison to their 

unattractive counterparts" (Efran, 1974, p. 49). The main 

effects of attractiveness and guilt, punishment, and 

attraction were significant. Physical attractiveness, 

however, was found to bias evaluations made by male subject 

jurors more so than female subject jurors. 

Dion (1974) investigated the contribution of children 

to the socialization process by looking at physical 

attractiveness and gender of 8-year-olds and how these 

variables related to adult punitiveness. Two separate 

experiments were conducted, one utilizing female subjects 

and one utilizing male subjects. Subjects in both 

experiments viewed videotapes of children performing tasks 

and were asked to administer penalties whenever a child 

answered incorrectly. Penalties consisted of withdrawing 
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pennies from the children whenever errors were made. 

Subjects viewed a predetermined sequence of correct and 

incorrect responses and were then asked to evaluate the 

child's performance and assess their attitudes toward the 

child. Supportive evidence was found for a child's 

attractiveness and gender influencing females' attitudes 

and behavior toward that child. A cross-gender leniency 

effect occurred for female subjects in that greater 

leniency was shown toward the attractive boy than toward 

the attractive girl. Unattractive children of both 

genders, however, were not differentially penalized. 

Attractiveness, thus was seen by female subjects as an 

asset for males but not for females. Male subjects, 

however, evidenced no cross-gender leniency effect and were 

not influenced by a child's gender or attractiveness in 

administration of penalties. This research supports the 

contention that men and women differ in their orientation 

toward children's task behavior with women more 

interpersonally oriented and men more task-oriented, 

particularly in cross-gender interactions. 

Berkowitz and Frodi (1979) contend that undesirable 

physical characteristics such as unattractiveness and a 

speech handicap " . . . evoke aggression-facilitating 

reactions because they are aversive to the potential 

aggressors" (p. 424). They interpret the harsher 

punishment extended by adult females to unattractive 

10-year-old boys and girls as "impulsive aggressive 

reactions" (Berkowitz & Frodi, 1979, p. 420) on the part of 

the adults. In their experiments, adult female subjects, 

provoked or not provoked by a confederate, were required to 

discipline a 10-year-old girl who was either attractive or 

unattractive. The provocation variable was achieved via 

negative or positive personal comments from a confederate 

prior to subjects supervising a child's homework via a 
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video-taping that was represented as a closed-circuit 

television hookup. Subjects viewed a total of 10 errors 

committed by the child during completion of the homework 

and were required to punish the child's mistakes by 

administering a burst of noise delivered via earphones worn 

by the child. Analysis of variance of the noise level on a 

10-point scale revealed that unattractive children received 

harsher punishment. The provocation treatment did not 

produce a significant effect although the unattractive-

provoked condition tended to produce the most intense 

punishment. 

Berkowitz and Frodi (1979) repeated the above 

experiment utilizing another set of female subjects and 10-

year-old boys playing the part of the student. In this 

experiment, all subjects were insulted by the confederate 

in an attempt to produce a heightened disposition to 

aggression. As in the first experiment, an analysis of 

variance yielded a significant effect for attractiveness. 

This body of research indicates that physical 

attractiveness, or the lack of it, differentially elicits 

behavior from others. A person's degree of attractiveness 

not only contributes to others' perceptions of personal 

attributes but also contributes to behavior displayed 

toward that person. 

Attractiveness and Aggressiveness 

Much of the research linking attractiveness and 

aggressive behavior utilizes child subjects or peer 

perception. This same research indicates that children, as 

well as adults, discriminate differences in attractiveness 

and make judgments indicating attractiveness is linked to 

perceived aggressiveness and other personal attributes. It 

is felt that this agreement between adults' and children's 

stereotypes of attractiveness indicates that " . . . adults 
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influence children's acquisition of these behavioral 

expectancies" (Dion, 1973, p. 183). 

Dion (1973) investigated the existence of an 

attractiveness stereotype among young children utilizing 

male and female subjects ranging in age between 3 years 

2 months to 6 years 6 months. Subjects were tested 

individually and told they were playing a game of pretend 

about some new children who were coming to their school. 

The subjects were shown pictures of attractive and 

unattractive male and female children and asked to 

(a) choose children of both genders they would want and not 

want as friends, (b) choose children likely to exhibit 

anti and prosocial behavior, and (c) choose which child 

was prettier (for girls) and cuter (for boys) from pairs of 

pictures containing an attractive and unattractive child. 

Antisocial behavior items asked the subject to find someone 

in the pictures who " . . . fights a lot, hits even without 

a good reason, might hurt you, says angry things, scares 

you" (Dion, 1973, p. 185). 

Chi-square analyses of the paired photographs 

indicated that children at a young age discriminate 

differences in facial attractiveness and do so in the same 

direction as adults. Analyses of the subjects' choices of 

friends showed 

. . . a significant number of subjects showed a 
consistent pattern of preference for attractive 
children as friends and corresponding dislike of 
unattractive children when choosing both male and 
female peers. (Dion, 1973, p. 187) 

Frequencies and chi-squares on the behavioral items 

indicated that preschoolers, like adults, attribute 

negative social behavior to unattractive children and 

positive social behavior to attractive children. Dion's 

research avoided problems of prior social interaction 

history affecting the subjects' evaluations by utilizing 
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pictures of children not known to the subjects. Dion found 

no effects for age, thus, indicating that distinctions 

between attractive and unattractive are present at a very 

early age. Dion further interpreted the absence of age 

effects to mean that adults, rather than peers, contribute 

to a child's initial discrimination of an attractiveness 

stereotype as the stereotype is evidenced at an age prior 

to frequent peer interaction. Dion and Berscheid (1974) 

examined the relationship between attractiveness and peer 

perception of behavior utilizing 4- to 6-year-olds in a 

nursery school setting. They utilized a 2 x 2 x 2 design 

with independent variables of attractiveness (attractive 

vs. unattractive); age (younger vs. older); and gender 

(male vs. female). Indices were obtained for dependent 

variables including aggression, friendliness, conformity, 

dependency, and independence and single item analyses on 

behaviors such as fearful, crying, fear-provoking, 

distractibility, activity, teasing, achievement, and peer 

succorance. Analysis of variance on the aggression index 

showed a gender x attractiveness interaction, with males 

perceived as more aggressive than females and unattractive 

males perceived as more aggressive than attractive males. 

With regard to the other dependent variables, unattractive 

children were chosen more often as exhibiting negative 

social behaviors, and this held true particularly for 

unattractive males. This study indicates that an 

attractiveness stereotype exists for peer relationships as 

well as first impression situations. 

The research discussed above (Dion, 197 3; Dion & 

Berscheid, 1974) indicates that young children, whether 

in a first impression or peer situation, have an 

attractiveness stereotype. Research also indicates 

evidence of racial stereotyping in young children 

(Kurokawa, 1971). When these two stereotypes are 
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interfaced, which is a more important determinant of 

children's peer relations? Langlois and Stephan (1977) 

found that the physical attractiveness stereotype is a 

stronger determinant of peer preference and behavioral 

attributions than the ethnic stereotype. Subjects were 

male and female students of Anglo, Black, and Mexican-

American racial backgrounds from kindergarten and fourth 

grades. The subjects were shown color photographs of male 

and female, second-grade. Black, Anglo, and Mexican-

American students and asked eight questions regarding the 

stimulus picture. Questions asked were "How much do you 

like this child?"; "How much does this child share his(her) 

toys?"; How friendly and nice is this child?"; "How 

handsome or pretty is this child?"; "How much does this 

child hit others?"; How much does this child need help from 

others?"; "How smart is this child?"; and "How mean is this 

child?" 

Consistent with previous research employing only 
Anglo children, attractive children regardless of 
their race, were liked more, were perceived as 
being smarter, were rated higher on sharing and 
friendliness and lower on meanness and hitting 
other children than unattractive children. 
(Langlois & Stephan, 1977, p. 1697) 

Attractiveness stereotypes and behavioral attributions not 

only appear to be present in very young children, but 

appear to be learned by children of different ethnic groups 

and learned to an extent that it is more determinant of 

peer preferences and behavioral attributions than racial 

stereotypes. 

Assessment and analysis of preferences, choices, and 

attributions elicited in experimental settings offer strong 

evidence that unattractiveness and aggressiveness are 

significantly related and produce differential behavior 

from others. Langlois and Downs (1979) examined the 

relationship between attractiveness and actual behavior by 



20 

observing 3- and 5-year-old nursery school children in a 

seminaturalistic play setting. Same age and gender 

subjects were paired in attractive, unattractive, and 

mixed-attractiveness dyads. The observed play behavior was 

categorized and recorded as to affillative, aggressive, 

high-activity, and low-activity behavior. MANOVA analysis 

on the aggressive behaviors yielded a significant four way 

interaction of age, gender, subject attractiveness, and 

peer attractiveness. Main effects for age and gender 

indicated boys were more aggressive than girls and 5-year-

olds more aggressive than 3-year-olds. Dyads of 5-year-old 

males with at least one unattractive member showed the 

highest amounts of aggressiveness. The lowest level of 

aggressiveness for 5-year-old males was found in the dyads 

with two attractive members. Analysis of the data for 5-

year-old female dyads is consistent with the data for 

males. Contrasting the findings in the 5-year-old dyads, 

the 3-year-old dyads of both genders showed lower levels of 

aggressiveness and no significant differences based on 

attractiveness. Langlois and Downs interpret these 

findings as supportive of unattractiveness perpetuating 

aggressive behavior via a self-fulfilling prophecy. They 

contend that since differential levels of aggression in 5-

year-olds are a function of attractiveness and such 

differences are not present for 3-year-olds, 

". . . unattractive children may be labeled as such and 

learn over time the stereotypes and behaviors associated 

with unattractiveness" (Langlois & Downs, 1979, p. 416). 

The research linking attractiveness and aggression 

discussed thus far indicates that a physical attractiveness 

stereotype is present at an early developmental stage, that 

children differentially interpret unattractive children's 

behavior, and that children respond differentially to 

unattractive children. As discussed earlier, these 
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findings may contribute to a self-fulfilling prophecy for 

unattractive aggressive children. Dion (1972) hypothesized 

that a "mediating process" (p. 207) contributing to this 

phenomenon is the differential assessment and treatment 

toward unattractive and attractive children by adults. 

Dion looked at the socializing adult's role in evaluation 

of children's transgressions and saw aspects of the 

transgression itself and the child's personal 

characteristics as influencing adults' evaluations. Dion 

utilized female undergraduate subjects to evaluate 

transgressions of 7-year-old boys and girls. Subjects 

reviewed teachers' evaluations of students' classroom 

behavior and photographs of each student. Independent 

variables were tested within a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 factorial 

design; physical attractiveness of the stimulus child 

(attractive vs. unattractive); severity of the 

transgression (mild vs. severe); gender of the stimulus 

child (male vs. female); and type of transgression 

(impersonal vs. interpersonal). Attributional inferences 

and judgments made by the subjects covered a history of 

similar harmful acts, likelihood of commission of similar 

acts in the future, the undesirability of the act, and the 

intensity of punishment advocated for the child. Analysis 

of variance on estimates of the child's past offenses 

yielded a slight and nonsignificant main effect for 

attractiveness with similar analysis on estimates of future 

offenses yielding an interaction between attractiveness and 

severity of offense. Analysis of simple effects showed 

that within the severe condition, attractive children were 

seen as less likely than unattractive to commit similar 

acts in the future. Analysis of variance on the subjects' 

ratings of the undesirability of the child's act yielded a 

main effect for attractiveness indicating that whether the 

transgression was mild or severe, unattractive children's 
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transgressions were seen as more undesirable. The 

contention that intensity of punishment would vary as a 

function of attractiveness was not supported. Dion 

contends that subjects may have been reluctant to evaluate 

the intensity of punishment administered because of an 

assumption that physical punishment was implied. Dion's 

research findings have serious implications for the 

socialization of children in that adults have numerous 

occasions when they must evaluate children's 

transgressions. Parents, teachers, school principals, and 

other "caretakers" frequently evaluate children's behavior 

and determine the consequences of behavior in that they 

determine appropriate punishment if deemed warranted. 

Research that goes beyond establishing a relationship 

between appearance and aggression is infrequent. Agnew 

(1984) hypothesized that delinquency and appearance are 

related in that unattractive individuals are more 

delinquent. He further hypothesized that the variables of 

strain, labeling, and social control would mediate this 

relationship. Strain theory would explain the relationship 

between appearance and delinquency in that unattractive 

persons become frustrated and angry in response to being 

denied access to goals and thus turn to delinquent forms of 

goal achievement or attack those who frustrate them (Cavior 

& Howard, 1973). The explanation of labeling theory is 

that unattractive persons are more likely to be treated as 

delinquent thus leading to a delinquent self-concept 

(Payne, 1973). Social control theory's explanation is that 

unattractive persons are not treated as well as attractive 

persons and may therefore not attach as strongly to 

parents, school, and conventional individuals (Hirschi, 

1969) . 

Agnew (1984) utilized adolescent male subjects from a 

national longitudinal survey. Demographic data and the 
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basis of the appearance measure were obtained via 

interviews with 1,886 boys from the national survey. Three 

self-report delinquency measures were obtained via 

modification of existing delinquency scales: seriousness 

of delinquency, trouble with parents, and delinquent 

behavior in school (Gold, 1966). Measures were created 

from existing measures for the social control, strain, and 

labeling variables. Agnew believed it was critical to 

control for the variables of SES and race as they appear to 

be related to both appearance and delinquency (Cavior & 

Howard, 1973; Elder, 1969; Elliott & Ageton, 1979; Ryan, 

1966). A measure of SES was employed with race treated as 

a dummy variable. Agnew analyzed the data in three steps: 

(a) delinquency scales regressed on appearance, SES, and 

race, with appearance treated as a dummy variable; (b) 

social control, strain, and labeling variables each 

regressed on appearance, SES, and race; and (c) delinquency 

scales regressed on appearance, SES, race, social control, 

strain, and labeling variables. Results indicated that 

"appearance had a significant effect on the scales, with 

the unattractive being more delinquent . . . and had a 

significantly greater effect on school-related delinquency 

than family-related delinquency" (Agnew, 1984, p. 429). 

With regard to the analysis on the intervening variables, 

controls reduced the effect of appearance on delinquency 

but a large part of the association between appearance and 

delinquency was left unexplained. A small part of the 

association was explained and in line with social control 

theory with no support for frustration or anger mediating 

the association. Labeling theory was difficult to assess 

as no actual measure of self-concept or other variable was 

obtained to confirm the operation of such processes. It 

would appear important to further research Agnew's 
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mediating variables as they offer a means of explaining the 

documented relationship between appearance and delinquency. 

A plethora of problems complicate and cloud the 

research on attractiveness and aggression. Most prominent 

on the list of problems is the fact that violence and 

aggressive behavior are diverse concepts (Marsh & Campbell, 

1982). Temper tantrums, mugging old ladies, fist fights on 

the playground, and homicide are seen as belonging to the 

same category of behavior and ". . .a single explanation 

cannot apply to all" (Marsh & Campbell, 1982, p. 1). An 

equally important problem in aggression research is the 

inability to simulate aggression and violence in the 

laboratory. "Violence is covert, fleeting, and rarely 

performed for the analytical benefit of social researchers" 

(Marsh & Campbell, 1982, p. 1). It is difficult to 

ethically justify manipulative experiments that are 

designed to elicit aggressive behavior toward other people 

(Husemann, Eron, Klein, Brice, & Fischer, 1983). Resulting 

from this is a void of experimental data and a reliance on 

inference of causal factors from observational data 

(Husemann et al., 1983). 

There are multiple sources of variability that provide 

a varied context for the concept of aggression; however, 

context does not appear to command much attention in 

aggression research. Kurtines, Smith, and Plum (1983) 

believe current research emphasizes cognitive processing 

resulting in the literature being " . . . unable to provide 

a theoretically meaningful account of effects of situation 

or context" (p.5). Some people are more aggressive than 

others with some individuals more aggressive at particular 

times and in particular situations. 

With such formidable multiple sources of 
variability it is not surprising that the 
activities of those involved in *understanding 
aggression' range widely and include snipping rat 
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brains, insulting psychology students, 
interviewing vandals, watching fighting fish, and 
examining patterns in murder rate statistics. 
(Frude & Gault, 1982, p. 151) 

Recent Trends in Aggression/ 
Attractiveness Research 

Aggression research since 1985 evidences an interest 

in variables other than attractiveness and does not utilize 

attractiveness as the sole dependent variable. A review of 

92 journal articles obtained via Psycinfo and Eric computer 

searches revealed research investigating the relationship 

between aggression and the following: social cognitive 

skills; therapeutic strategies for the management of 

aggressive children; television violence and video games; 

family structure, family patterns, IQ, and various 

demographics; consistency and persistence of the behavior 

over time; and depression and withdrawal in children. 

The aggression research of the 1970s and that of the 

last few years may utilize seemingly unrelated and 

divergent variables in the investigation of the development 

of aggressive behavior, however, the two bodies of research 

share three basic trends (Parke & Slaby, 1983). First, 

children are active contributors to the development of 

their own aggressiveness. The processing between children 

and their environments is bidirectional and mutually 

influencing rather than a main effect, linear approach 

seeing children and environment as independent, distinct 

elements operating exclusively and apart from each other. 

Second, the development of aggressive behavior is viewed as 

a complex developmental outcome that is influenced by many, 

rather than few or singular, causes. Third, children are 

enmeshed in various social systems and settings, i.e., peer 

groups, the school system, the family, the neighborhood, 

etc., and these systems and settings interact and mutually 
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influence each other. The processing among these systems 

and settings alters and influences the development of 

aggressive behavior in children. 

Parke and Slaby (1983) discuss several trends in 

recent aggression research that are evidenced in the 

publications since 1985 and appear to somewhat 

differentiate the current research from that of the 1970s. 

There is a recent emphasis on ". . . the role children's 

cognitive development in mediating aggressive behavior" 

(Parke & Slaby, 1983, p. 548). Another trend is the 

increased use of multiple methodologies and naturalistic 

observational strategies. Although observational data 

appear to be more frequently utilized in aggression 

research, there are researchers who argue that 

observational data dilute and weaken the explanatory power 

of the research (Huesmann et al., 1983). Another trend 

identified by Park and Slaby (1983) that is evidenced in 

the review of the recent aggression research is that 

research dealing with social development has " . . . shifted 

away from the study of specific, traditional topics such as 

aggression and toward the study of broader topics such as 

social relationships and children's competence" (p. 548). 

Aggression is often one of many dependent variables in 

current research. 

Park and Slaby (1983) relate several reasons for the 

lessening interest in aggression research. It appears that 

researchers may be more interested in children's prosocial 

development than in their antisocial development. Another 

explanation is the difficulty in obtaining measures of 

aggressive behavior that are widely accepted by researchers 

and the general public as well. There has always been some 

reluctance to study attractiveness because of the belief 

that the regard and treatment of other persons, the quality 

of interaction, and esteem should not vary in relation to 
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physical attractiveness (Dion & Berscheid, 1974). The 

shift in interest to broader research topics may also have 

contributed to the lessened productivity in research in the 

specific area of aggression and attractiveness. 

Gender Differences 

A large body of research attests to gender differences 

regarding a variety of perceptions of males and females. 

Teachers' ratings regarding expectations for female and 

male students evidence more overall favorable ratings for 

females than for males (Adams, 1982; Brophy & Good, 1974). 

Ratings of intelligence and potential of children result in 

an overrating of females and an underrating of males 

(Doyle, Hancock & Kifer, 1972). Although there are no 

consistent gender differences in measured IQ or 

achievement, males are perceived to obtain and do obtain 

lower grades than females (McCandless, Roberts & Starnes, 

1972) . 

More specifically, a large volume of research supports 

the existence of gender stereotyping in the area of 

aggression (Frude & Gault, 1982). Males are perceived as 

more aggressive than females with an increase in 

stereotyping with age. By the age of six, the stereotyping 

is evident with both male and female children perceiving 

males as more likely to perceive situations as provocative, 

more likely to get angry, more unlikely to restrain anger 

and more likely to express anger as aggression. 

Clifford and Walster (1973) administered question

naires to 504 fifth grade teachers regarding their 

expectations of male and female students on the basis of 

photographs and report cards. Their findings support 

previous research conducted in the 1940's and 1950's that 

male students are evaluated as being more aggressive, more 

antisocial and more negativistic than female students. 
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Dion and Berscheid (1974) had male and female preschoolers 

rate their peers on various attributes including aggressive 

behavior. Males were perceived as significantly more 

aggressive with attractive males perceived as more 

aggressive than attractive females and unattractive males 

perceived as more aggressive than unattractive females. 

Langlois and Downs (1979) assessed whether behavioral 

differences exist between attractive and unattractive 

children age 3 and age 5. Observations regarding 

aggressive behavior such as fighting and hitting with 

objects showed significant main effects for age and gender 

and an interaction effect showing males exhibiting more 

aggressive behavior than females and 5-year-olds exhibiting 

more aggressive behavior than 3-year-olds. Kenealy, Frude 

and Shaw's (1987) research found that teachers regard 

females as significantly more sociable than males. 

Observational research with children under the age of 6 

clearly indicates gender differences with males displaying 

more aggression, both verbal and physical, than females 

(Maccoby & Jacklin, 1980). 

There is also cross-cultural evidence of gender 

differences with regard to aggressive behavior. In cross-

cultural studies, males were found to be significantly more 

aggressive than females (physical and verbal aggression) in 

English preschoolers (Smith & Green, 1974); in a 

comparative study of American, Swiss and Ethiopian children 

from preschool age to third graders (Omark & Edelman, 

1975); and in a 2-year study of 6 cultures involving 3- to 

11-year-olds observed in natural settings (Whiting & 

Edwards, 1973; Whiting & Whiting, 1975). 

Cairns (1979) found that five times as many adolescent 

males as adolescent females are arrested for violent 

crimes. In general, pro-aggressive values are associated 

with masculinity, differences exist in the socialization of 
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males and females, a differential "training for aggression" 

is imposed on males and females, and males are viewed as 

more aggressive than females (Frude & Gault, 1982). 

The existence of gender differences is clouded by the 

belief of some researchers that females tend to express 

aggression in more indirect forms such as ignoring, 

avoiding, excluding, etc. (Feshbach, 1969). Research 

evaluating male and female adolescents' reaction to a 

newcomer to a group, found males utilizing direct 

aggressive responses, both physical and verbal, while 

females used indirect expressions of aggression. 

Researchers, however differ in their opinions of whether 

female responses of ignoring, avoiding, excluding, etc., 

are, in fact displays of aggression. 

The explanation of gender differences in aggression 

generally falls into two categories: biological factors 

and environmental factors (Parke & Slaby, 1983). Many 

studies, some cross cultural, lend credence to the belief 

in a biological contribution to gender differences in 

aggressive behavior. Other studies clearly indicate 

differential socialization of males and females relating to 

aggressive behavior including gender different expectations 

and treatment of children. These are of course not 

incompatible explanations. Parke and Slaby's (1983) review 

of research relating to the origin of gender differences in 

aggressive behavior reveals that females may be taught to 

inhibit aggression, there may be a differential promotion 

of aggressive patterns in males and females, gender typing 

and gender socialization may lead to differential behavior 

of males and females, differential adult behavior is 

exhibited toward males and females, and different gender-

typed opportunities may contribute to the development of 

aggressive behavior. 
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Research on Family Type 

Research concerning family structure and aggression 

usually investigates the effects of single-parent families 

on the development of aggressive behavior (Parke & Slaby, 

1983). The research frequently examines the effects of 

either father absence or divorce on aggression in children 

and has yielded inconsistent results. The research 

addressing father absence is unclear as to a father's 

absence directly contributing to aggressiveness (Herzog & 

Sudia, 1973). Other factors associated with father absence 

are seen as more directly contributing to aggressiveness, 

including the community's attitudes regarding the child and 

the family. 

Although research shows that divorce generally leads 

to elevated levels of aggressiveness in children, boys more 

so than girls in mother-custody families, the first year 

following divorce, this does not hold true 2 years after 

the divorce (Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1979, 1982). 

Children from intact families display less stability of 

behavior across different family situations and events than 

children from divorced families. The availability of 

social support systems for children and parents from 

divorced families is seen as critical to parent and child 

coping ability and social behavior, including aggressive 

behavior (Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1982; Santrock, 

Warshak, & Elliott, 1982; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980). 

The family plays an important role in ". . . 

children's acquisition and maintenance of aggressive 

activity . . ." (Parke & Slaby, 1983). How much of the 

community's attitude and the availability of social support 

systems available to divorced and single-parent families is 

dependent upon stereotypes, expectations, labeling, 

assumptions, and perceptions of various family types. 
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Are there differential, preconceived expectations 

regarding aggressive behavior and personal attributes of 

children in different family types? This research assessed 

the variability of perceptions of children in intact, 

single-parent, and stepfamilies as related to perceptions 

of aggressiveness, academic achievement, popularity, and 

educational attainment. 

Use of Data Based on 
First Impressions 

Research indicates that appearance plays less of a 

role in natural settings where people know more about each 

other and have a history of social interaction (Felson & 

Bohrnstedt, 1979; Gross & Crofton, 1977; Owens & Ford, 

1978). Conversely, perceptual biases would be more likely 

to occur when the stimuli are unknown and ambiguous. If a 

history of social interaction exists between subject and 

stimulus person, it would be difficult to determine whether 

attractiveness or other variables inherent in the social 

interaction influenced evaluations regarding the stimulus 

person's behavior. Dion (1973) states that researchers 

should avoid any prior social interaction history between 

subject and stimulus person. 

First impression assessment of others appears critical 

to the application and perpetuation of negative labels. 

First impression assessments of teachers, school 

principals, jurors, and others can be critical to others' 

future performance and outcomes. 

Rationale of Research 

The primary purpose of this research was to extend 

previous findings and clarify issues raised in previous 

studies on some of the factors affecting perceived 

aggressiveness of children. The factors of interest in the 
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present study were physical attractiveness of the child, 

the child's family structure and gender, and gender of the 

adult rater. 

In experimental studies of perceived aggressiveness as 

a function of physical attractiveness, attractiveness has 

usually been operationalized as a dichotomous variable, 

including only extreme groups. The underlying assumption 

of the use of extreme attractiveness groups is that the 

relationships between physical attractiveness and other 

variables, such as perceived aggressiveness, is linear 

(Langlois & Stephan, 1981). The few studies that have 

utilized more than the two extreme levels of 

attractiveness, however, have not yielded consistent 

findings. 

Dion, Berscheid, and Walster (1972) utilized three 

levels of attractiveness, high, medium, and low, and found 

no significant differences in perceptions of medium and low 

attractive targets. Medium and low attractive targets, 

however, did receive significantly lower ratings than high 

attractive targets. In contrast to these findings, Dermer 

and Thiel (1975) found a significant difference between 

expectations regarding high and low attractive female 

targets but no difference between medium and high levels of 

attractiveness. Cavior and Dokecki (1973) concluded from 

their study utilizing 5th- and llth-graders as subjects and 

targets that attractiveness plays a differential role in 

perceptions depending upon the level of attractiveness. 

This research inferred that behavior and personality of the 

medium attractive person may mitigate the effect of 

attractiveness on perceptions regarding personal 

attributes. Persons at the extremes of attractiveness, 

however, elicit perceptions based primarily on 

attractiveness. 
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These few studies do not lead to any clear conclusion 

about perceptions of moderately attractive children. This 

is important, since the majority of children are not either 

extremely attractive or unattractive. This research, 

therefore, attempted to clarify this issue by incorporating 

moderately attractive children as well as those in extreme 

groups. 

Second, this research extended past findings on 

perceived aggressiveness by including information about the 

child's family structure. It is known that systems such as 

the family influence the development of aggressive behavior 

(Parke & Slaby, 1983). But, how do family structure 

perceptions, or stereotypes, affect perceptions of children 

in these families? Because of the large number of children 

growing up in single-parent families and stepfamilies, this 

is an important factor to be included in research. 

The existence of a stereotype for family type was 

predicted on the basis of limited research indicating 

behavioral differences in children from divorced families 

(Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1982; Santrock, Warshak, & 

Elliott, 1982; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980). Although the 

research on observed negative behaviors and coping skills 

for children of divorced families is conflicting and 

limited, there is a basis in the research for assuming that 

a negative stereotype exists for children from step- and 

single-parent families. As a basis for hypotheses, it was 

further assumed that this stereotype exists on a continuum 

with children from intact families eliciting positive 

perceptions, children from single-parent families eliciting 

negative perceptions, and children from stepfamilies 

eliciting perceptions somewhere inbetween the first two 

groups. It was expected that this stereotype for family 

type would evidence itself due to the generalized belief 

that single parenting, divorce, and divorce and remarriage 
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create strain, tension, economic hardship, intrafamily 

violence, disruption, and poor parenting skills that 

combine to provide a poor and ill-equipped family context 

that in turn provides a negative impact on children. 

Gender of child clearly is an important variable to be 

included in studies of perceived aggressiveness, and in 

addition, this study evaluated the impact of rater gender, 

since there is some reason to expect that males and females 

may have different perceptions of aggressiveness, based 

upon differences in the socialization of women and men 

(Frude & Gault, 1982; Parke & Slaby, 1983). 

In addition to perceptions of aggressiveness, 

evaluations of children in this study included ratings of 

academic achievement (grades), popularity with peers, and 

expected education attainment (number of years of school 

the child would complete). These were incorporated to 

obtain a more complete picture of the effects of physical 

attractiveness and family structure upon evaluations of 

children. 

Finally, this study utilized college student raters 

rather than older adults or children. While it is 

important to have information about peer perceptions, the 

focus of this study was on the implications of perceptions 

for the socialization of children by adults. There are two 

reasons for sampling college students rather than older 

adults. First, experience with one's own children may 

influence perceptions in unknown ways. Second, it was 

essential to be able to compare the results of this study 

with some relevant previous research which also sampled 

college student populations. 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1. Female raters perceive more 

aggressiveness in children than male raters. Research 
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indicates that both males and females associate 

attractiveness with positive qualities, although there are 

some data indicating that gender differences exist for this 

stereotype (Langlois & Stephan, 1981). It was predicted 

that female raters would perceive more aggressiveness than 

male raters due to the differential socialization of males 

and females in our society. Males are socialized to 

participate in, exhibit, and tolerate aggressive behavior 

and may, therefore, be less likely to label children as 

aggressive. 

Hypothesis 2. Stimulus children from intact families 

are perceived as less aggressive than children from step-

or single-parent families. It was predicted that subjects 

would perceive more stability and less intrafamily violence 

in the intact family and, therefore, anticipate less 

aggressive behavior from the children of those families. 

Hypothesis 3. Male stimulus children are perceived as 

more aggressive than female stimulus children. As stated 

in the rationale for Hypothesis 1, males are socialized to 

behave more aggressively than females, and it was predicted 

that subjects would, therefore, perceive more 

aggressiveness in males than in females. 

Hypothesis 4a-d. Attractive children are perceived as 

(a) less aggressive, (b) more likely to achieve higher 

grades, (c) more popular, and (d) likely to complete more 

years of education than unattractive children. The 

research reviewed earlier clearly supports these 

hypotheses. 

Attractiveness of child and family type of child were 

predicted to produce the following significant two-way 

interactions: 

Hypothesis 5. Attractiveness of child and family type 

of child interact such that attractiveness differentially 

impacts the dependent variable, perceived aggressiveness. 



36 

Attractive children from single-parent families are 

perceived as more aggressive than attractive children from 

stepfamilies and attractive children from stepfamilies are 

perceived as more aggressive than attractive children from 

intact families. Unattractive children, however, from 

single-parent families would be rated as 

"disproportionately" more aggressive than unattractive 

children from stepfamilies and intact families (see 

Appendix B). 

Hypotheses 6-8. Attractiveness of child and family 

type of child interact such that attractiveness 

differentially impacts ratings of grades, popularity, and 

years of schooling, as in hypotheses 5 (see Appendix B). 

The aggressiveness, academic achievement, popularity, 

and educational attainment ratings for unattractive 

children in the three family types were predicted to be 

significantly disproportional to the ratings on these 

dependent variables for attractive children from the three 

family types. The differences between the means of 

unattractive children from single-parent, step-, and intact 

families on the four dependent variables were predicted to 

produce more disparity than the differences between the 

means of attractive children from single-parent, step-, and 

intact families. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

Sample 

Ninety undergraduate students at Texas Tech University 

(45 males and 45 females) participated in the final data 

collection. Respondents were predominantly Anglo (86.7%), 

in their early twenties (70%), single (87.8%), with no 

children (94.4%), and were classified as juniors or seniors 

(84.4%). Approximately one-half of the sample were 

majoring in Family Studies, the other half of the sample 

representing a variety of majors. Religious affiliations 

of the participants were predominantly Protestant (68.9%) 

and Catholic (21.1%) with 47.8% involved in church 

activities one to five times per year and 30% involved in 

church activities on a weekly basis. 

Procedure 

Students were tested in groups no larger than twelve. 

Response booklets (an equal number of each form), response 

sheets, and pencils were distributed and students were 

asked not to open their booklets until advised to do so. 

The groups were encouraged to ask any questions they had 

about the research or make comments after their completion 

of the testing. 

Students were compensated for their participation in 

this research with extra class credit from their 

instructors. It took approximately 15 minutes for students 

to complete their responses to the booklets. 

Students appeared to understand the task and 

experienced no difficulty with the method of recording 

responses on the response sheets. A few students had 

questions about the definition of aggressiveness and asked 

37 
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if it was meant to be a positive or negative attribute. 

A high percentage of the subjects stayed after the data 

collection to inquire about the purpose of the study. 

Design 

This study involved the rating, by college students, 

of color photographs of children which varied on dimensions 

of physical attractiveness, gender, and family type. The 

independent variables were (a) gender of rater, (b) form of 

response booklet (three forms to assess order of effects of 

photographs), (c) family type of stimulus children (living 

with both biological parents, one parent, or in a 

stepfamily), (d) gender of stimulus child, and (e) physical 

attractiveness of stimulus children (high, average, or low 

attractiveness). The design (Figure 1) was a mixed-model 

factorial design, 2 x 3 x ( 3 x 2 x 3 ) with two between 

group factors (a and b, above) and three repeated measure 

factors (c, d, and e, above). 

Pretesting of Photographs 

A total of 430 photographs of children were evaluated 

in order to select the final set of pictures used in this 

study. The goal was to select 18 photographs (3 males and 

3 females in each category of high, average, and low 

attractiveness) who appeared to be approximately 6 to 12 

years old. The selection criteria further specified 

restriction to an Anglo sample of photographs as race was 

not a variable in the design. 

Prior to any pretesting, 111 photographs were 

discarded for the following reasons: children appeared too 

young due to a toddler-like, babyish appearance (92); 

children were non-Anglo (18) and one child had an arm in a 

cast. After discarding these 111 photographs, 319 

photographs, 165 males and 154 females remained to be 
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evaluated by a Q-Sort. It was predetermined that Q-Sort 

would yield 54 photographs: 27 males (nine in each 

category of high, average, and low attractiveness and 27 

females (nine in each category of high, average, and low 

attractiveness). Seven adults, four males, and three 

females participated in the Q-Sort. 

Each rater first evaluated the 319 photographs on a 

three-point gender scale. Participants were asked to place 

the photographs into one of three categories: "male," 

"female," and "? as to gender." Photographs placed in the 

"? as to gender" category were marked as such and deleted 

from further evaluation (21). The remaining photographs 

were then sorted by each participant on a seven-point 

attractiveness scale with #1 designated as "low 

attractiveness," #4 designated as "average attractiveness," 

and #7 designated as "high attractiveness." The numerical 

scores given to each photograph were averaged to determine 

the average for male raters, the average for female raters 

and an overall average from all raters. The nine 

photographs chosen for each of the six categories mentioned 

previously (low, average, and high attractiveness 

categories for males and females) were those rated 

similarly by male and female raters and with overall 

averages closest to 1.0 for the low category, closest to 

4.0 for the average category and closest to 7.0 for the 

high category. 

These 54 photographs were then rated by 117 

undergraduate students on a seven-point attractiveness 

scale. Each photograph appeared on a color video for 30 

seconds with 5 seconds of blank tape between each. 

Approximately half of the students (60) viewed the 

photographs in one order and the other half (57) viewed the 

photographs in a different order. Most of the students 

(91) participating in the pretesting also were asked to 
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specify gender of the pictured child. The seven-point 

attractiveness scale and gender scale are presented in 

Appendix C. 

The means, standard deviations and gender evaluations 

were used to select the final 18 photographs. Those 

selected were closest to means of 1 (low attractive), 4 

(average attractive), and 7 (high attractive) for both male 

and female raters, had the smallest standard deviations of 

ratings, and were always identified as either male or 

female (Table 1). 

Measures 

The following scales were utilized in this research to 

measure the dependent variables of perceived aggressive

ness, perceived academic achievement, perceived popularity 

and perceived educational attainment (Appendix C). 

Aggressiveness Scale 

The seven-point aggressiveness scale had three 

anchors: 1 = nonaggressive, 4 = somewhat aggressive, and 

7 = very aggressive. Much of the research on 

aggressiveness is directed toward subjects' assessments of 

the desirability of the presented behavior, the intensity 

or severity of punishment advocated, forced-choice ratings 

of behavior as either aggressive or nonaggressive, or 

assessments of behavior as impersonal or interpersonal 

aggression. The degree of aggressiveness scale used in 

this study was selected in order to permit finer 

discriminations among child stimulus photographs than 

permitted by some of the previously used measures. 

Academic Achievement Scale 

A seven-point rating scale was utilized as a means of 

assessing the subjects' perceptions of the levels of 
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Table 1 

Means and Standard Deviations of 
18 Photographs Selected for Study 

Photograph # Gender Mean Standard Deviation 

R12 
R53 
R39 

R33 
R52 
R19 

R23 
R51 
R37 

R40 
R3 
R13 

R42 
R35 
R2 

RIO 
R41 
R54 

Male 
Male 
Male 

Male 
Male 
Male 

Male 
Male 
Male 

Female 
Female 
Female 

Female 
Female 
Female 

Female 
Female 
Female 

1.66 
1.80 
2.00 

3.79 
4.11 
4.21 

5.13 
5.15 
5.56 

2.02 
2.20 
2.50 

3.96 
4.00 
4.11 

5.78 
5.88 
6.60 

0.78 
0.83 
0.86 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

06 
14 
06 

29 
12 
15 

1.03 
0.98 
1.13 

1.18 
1.27 
1.21 

0.90 
0.92 
0.63 
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academic achievement of the stimulus children. This seven-

point scale had three anchors: 1 = low grades, 

4 = average grades, and 7 = high grades. It was implied 

that raters were evaluating current academic achievement of 

the child. 

Popularity Scale 

College students evaluated their perceptions of the 

stimulus children's popularity with peers on a seven-point 

rating scale. This seven-point scale had the following 

three anchors: 1 = few friends, 4 = average number of 

friends, and 7 = many friends. It was implied that raters 

were evaluating the children's current degree of popularity 

with peers. 

Educational Attainment Scale 

The stimulus children were evaluated by the raters on 

an eleven-point scale assessing the amount of education the 

subjects perceived the children would attain. The eleven-

point scale presented the following choices: 1 = less than 

eighth grade, 2 = eighth grade, 3 = ninth grade, 4 = tenth 

grade, 5 = eleventh grade, 6 = twelfth grade, 7 = some 

college, 8 = college degree, 9 = some graduate school, 

10 = masters degree, and 11 = Ph.D. degree. 

Response Booklets 

The photographs of male and female children in each of 

the three attractiveness groups were randomly assigned to 

the three family conditions three different times for the 

three forms of the booklets, and the order of presentation 

of the 18 photographs also was randomized three different 

times. Utilizing three forms of the booklet provided 

variation in the order of presentation of the 18 

photographs and permitted evaluation of order effects. 
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The photographs were placed in the upper right hand 

corner of each page with a descriptive statement about the 

child to the left of the photograph. The scales measuring 

the four dependent variables were listed below. The 

descriptive statements related the following information 

about the child in the photograph: age, hair color, eye 

color, gender, grade level in school, and different 

parental situations, i.e., intact family, stepfamily, or 

single-parent family. The average age and grade level 

assigned were the same within each gender of 

child/attractiveness subgroup. The first page of each 

response booklet presented written instructions that were 

incorporated in the verbal instructions given to 

respondents (Appendix D). Ratings were done on a separate 

rating sheet pre-coded with response booklet form. A copy 

of one form of the response booklet is presented in 

Appendix E. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The hypotheses were tested by mixed model analyses of 

variance with between-groups variables of gender of rater 

(2 levels) and response booklet form (3 levels), and 

repeated measures variables of family type of child (3 

levels, gender of child (2 levels), and attractiveness of 

stimulus child (3 levels). 

Hypothesis 1 

It was predicted that gender of rater would have a 

significant impact on aggressiveness ratings, with female 

subjects perceiving more aggressiveness than male subjects. 

This hypothesis was not supported. There was no 

significant main effect found for gender of subjects in the 

analysis of rated aggressiveness, F(l,84) = 1.65, E = -20 

(Table 2). 

Hypothesis 2 

It was predicted that designated family type would 

have an impact on aggressiveness ratings in that children 

from intact families would be perceived as less aggressive 

than children from step- or single-parent families. This 

hypothesis was not supported: No significant main effect 

was found for family type in rated aggressiveness, 

E(2,168) = .48, E = -62 (Table 2). 

Hypothesis 3 

It was predicted that male children would be perceived 

as more aggressive than female children. This hypothesis 

was supported based upon the main effect for child gender, 

F(l,84) = 172.78, E = -0001, which accounted for 11.92% of 

45 
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Table 2 

Source Table: Aggressiveness 

source 

gender of rater 
form(F) 
GRxF 

(GR; 

subjects(S)/GRxF^ 
gender of child 
GRxGC 
FxGC 
GRxFxGC 

SxGC/GRxF 

(Gc; 

attractiveness (A) 
GRxA 
FxA 
GRxFxA 

SxA/GRxF 
family type (FT) 
GRxFT 
FxFT 
GRxFxFT 

SxFT/GRxF 
GCxA 
GRxGCxA 
FxGCxA 
GRxFxGCxA 

SxGCxA/GRxF 
GCxFT 
GRxGCxFT 
FxGCxFT 
GRxFxGCxFT 

SxGCxFT/GRxF 
AxFT 
GRxAxFT 
FxAxFT 
GRxFxAxFT 

SxAxFT/GRxF 
GCxAxFT 
GRxGCxAxFT 

FxGCxAxFT 
GRxFxGCxAxFT 

SxGCxAxFT/GRxF 

df 

) 1 
2 
2 

84 
1 1 

1 
2 
2 

84 
2 
2 
4 
4 

168 
2 
2 
4 
4 

168 
2 
2 
4 
4 

168 
2 
2 
4 
4 

168 
4 
4 
8 
8 

336 
4 
4 
8 
8 

336 

MS 

15.22 
29.08 
10.69 

776.13 
440.76 

.60 
2.41 

15.42 
214.28 
104.40 

5.50 
7.96 

18.95 
405.62 

1.34 
.20 

39.53 
.77 

236.93 
11.47 
11.38 
1.20 
2.31 

187.43 
.93 
.47 

4.00 
3.88 

225.50 
16.45 
4.80 

47.97 
3.43 

353.24 
9.27 
8.28 

89.99 
17.22 

367.79 

F 

1.65 
1.57 
.58 

172.78 
.20 
.47 

3.02 

21.62 
1.14 
.82 

1.96 

.48 

.07 
7.01 
.14 

5.14 
5.10 
.27 
.52 

.35 

.17 

.74 

.72 

3.91 
1.14 
5.70 
.41 

2.21 
1.89 

10.28 
1.97 

P 

.2029 

.2134 

.5630 

.0001 

.6531 

.6253 

.0540 

.0001 

.3223 

.5112 

.1025 

.6217 

.9312 

.0001 

.9690 

.0068 

.0071 

.8984 

.7235 

.7065 

.8402 

.5632 

.5771 

.0040 

.3374 

.0001 

.9161 

.0784 

.1114 

.0001 

.0499 

percent of 
variance 
fetan 

11. 

2. 

^ 
^ 

, 

1, 

2 
^ 

.92 

,82 

.30 

.30 

.43 

.27 

.41 

.46 

^Error terms for each set of effects are listed 
immediately following the effects. 
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the variance in rated aggressiveness (Table 2). However, 

there also were significant interactions involving the 

child gender variable. Ignoring the five-way interaction 

which accounted for less than 1% of the variance, the 

highest order significant interaction involving child 

gender was the interaction of form x child gender x 

attractiveness x family type, F(8,336) = 10.28, p = .0001. 

This four-way interaction accounted for only 2.41% of the 

variance. 

In order to determine whether male children were rated 

as more aggressive than female children in all subgroups 

formed by the combination of these four variables, the 

subgroup means for male and female children were compared 

(Table 3). For every pair of means, male stimulus children 

were rated higher on aggressiveness than female children. 

Thus, it can be concluded that, in spite of some variation 

in the degree of difference between rated aggressiveness of 

male and female children among subgroups, the hypothesis is 

supported by these data. 

Hypothesis 4a 

It was predicted that highly attractive children would 

be perceived as less aggressive than average or low 

attractive children. Although the F value for the main 

effect of attractiveness on aggressiveness ratings was 

significant, F(2,168) = 21.62, p = .0001 (Table 2), the 

direction of the means was not consistent with the 

prediction. Children of average attractiveness were rated 

as the most aggressive (mean = 4.01), followed by high 

attractive children (mean = 3.64) and low attractive 

children (mean = 3.39). 

Based upon the Tukey test, differences between the 

means for the low and average attractive groups and the 

differences between the means for the high and average 



Table 3 

Means of Aggressiveness by Gender 
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Form 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
3 

Attractiveness 

low 
low 
low 

average 
average 
average 
high 
high 
high 

low 
low 
low 

average 
average 
average 

high 
high 
high 

low 
low 
low 

average 
average 
average 
high 
high 
high 

Family Type 

intact 
step 
single 

intact 
step 
single 

intact 
step 
single 

intact 
step 
single 

intact 
step 
single 

intact 
step 
single 

intact 
step 
single 

intact 
step 
single 
intact 
step 
single 

Mean: 
Males 

4.07 
3.80 
3.77 

3.73 
4.90 
4.73 

4.33 
3.47 
4.00 

4.20 
3.83 
3.27 

5.07 
4.57 
4.27 

4.00 
3.67 
4.87 

3.53 
4.13 
4.30 

5.20 
5.20 
4.13 

3.90 
4.37 
4.13 

Mean: 
Females 

2.40 
2.63 
3.37 

3.07 
3.63 
2.83 

2.93 
2.50 
3.20 

2.90 
2.50 
3.57 

3.40 
2.97 
3.57 

3.90 
3.03 
3.00 

3.37 
3.43 
2.43 

3.93 
3.47 
3.47 

3.03 
3.77 
3.47 
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attractive groups were significant (p < .01). However, the 

difference between the means for the low and high 

attractive groups was not significant (Table 4). 

In an attempt to evaluate the unexpected direction of 

this effect, the highest order, significant interaction 

involving attractiveness of child and accounting for more 

than one percent of the variance was explored. This was 

the four-way interaction of form x child gender x 

attractiveness x family type, F(8,336) = 10.28, p = .001 

(Table 2). The means for aggressiveness ratings in this 

four-way interaction are presented in Table 5 and graphed 

in Figure 2. The ratings for the six subgroups (created by 

male and female children and family type) on each form 

generally show that the ratings peak (are highest) for 

average attractive children and drop (are lower) on either 

side of the peak for low and high attractive children. 

However there is a good deal of variation in the pattern 

for individual subgroups which is not consistent across 

forms of the response booklet. 

Analysis of this higher order, four-way interaction of 

form X child gender x attractiveness x family type provided 

no clear explanation for the direction of the 

aggressiveness ratings for low, average, and high 

attractive children. It should be noted that even the main 

effect of attractiveness of child accounted for only 2.82% 

of the variance of aggressiveness ratings. 

The 18 photographs of the stimulus children were 

reviewed to ascertain if there was something about these 

particular photographs that might offer an explanation for 

the finding. Photographs were examined to determine if a 

particular attractiveness group appeared larger in stature, 

more diminutive, or child-like, more ominous or less 

pleasant, displaying clothing peculiarities, or anything 

inherent to each group that might differentiate that group 



Table 4 

Tukey Test: Aggressiveness 
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low 
attractive 

3.39 

high 
attractive 

3.64 

average 
attractive 

4.01 

low 
attractive 

3.39 
.25 .62 

high 
attractive 

3.64 
.37 

average 
attractive 

4.01 

Critical value for difference between means = ''T = .275 
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Table 5 

Means for Aggressiveness—Four-Way 
Interaction: Form x Child Gender 
X Attractiveness x Family Type 

Low 
Attractive 

form 1 4.07 
3.80 
3.77 
3.37 
2.63 
2.40 

form 2 4.20 
3.83 
3.27 
3.07 
2.90 
2.50 

M-intact" 
M-step 
M-single 
F-single 
F-step 
F-intact 

M-intact 
M-step 
M-single 
F-single 
F-intact 
F-step 

Average 
Attractive 
4.90 
4.73 
3.73 
3.63 
3.07 
2.83 

5.07 
4.57 
4.27 
3.57 
3.40 
2.97 

M-step 
M-single 
M-intact 
F-step 
F-intact 
F-single 

M-intact 
M-step 
M-single 
F-single 
F-intact 
F-step 

High 
Attractive 
4.33 
4.00 
3.47 
3.20 
2.93 
2.50 

4.87 
4.00 
3.90 
3.67 
3.03 
3.00 

M-intact 
M-single 
M-step 
F-single 
F-intact 
F-step 

M-single 
M-intact 
F-intact 
M-step 
F-step 
F-single 

form 3 4.30 M-single 
4.13 M-step 
3.57 M-intact 
3.43 F-step 
3.37 F-intact 
2.43 F-single 

5.20 M-intact 
5.20 M-step 
4.13 M-single 
3.93 F-intact 
3.47 F-step 
3.47 F-single 

4.37 M-step 
4.13 M-single 
3.90 M-intact 
3.77 F-step 
3.47 F-single 
3.03 F-intact 

'M = male 
F = female 
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in a manner not taken into consideration in the design of 

the research. This review revealed nothing about the 

photographs that might explain the unpredicted direction of 

means for aggressiveness. 

Hypothesis 4b 

It was predicted that highly attractive children would 

be perceived as attaining better grades than average or low 

attractive children. This hypothesis was supported by the 

significant main effect for attractiveness on rated grade 

achievement, F(2,168) = 120.35, p = .0001 (Table 6), 

accounting for 13% of the variance in rated grade 

achievement. 

Means for grade achievement were: low attractive 

group, 4.02; average attractive group, 4.64; high 

attractive group, 5.26. Based upon the Tukey test (Table 

7), all these means are significantly different from one 

another (p < .01). Since there also were significant 

interactions involving attractiveness of child, the highest 

order significant interaction (form x child gender x 

attractiveness x family type) was examined to determine if 

this hypothesis was supported within all subgroups. The 

means for grade attainment ratings by subgroups are given 

in Table 8 and graphed in Figure 3. From Figure 3 it is 

evident that the above described pattern generally holds 

for subgroups: There is a positive relationship between 

attractiveness of child and rated achievement. 

Hypothesis 4c 

It was predicted that highly attractive children would 

be perceived as being more popular than average and low 

attractive children. This hypothesis was supported by the 

significant main effect for attractiveness on popularity 
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source 

gender of rater 
form(F) 
GRxF 

Table 

Source Table: 

df 

(GR) 1 

subjects(S)/GRxF^ 
gender of child 
GRxGC 
FxGC 
GRxFxGC 

SxGC/GRxF 

2 
2 

84 
(GC) 1 

attractiveness (A) 
GRxA 
FxA 
GRxFxA 

SxA/GRxF 
family type (FT) 
GRxFT 
FxFT 
GRxFxFT 

SxFT/GRxF 
GCxA 
GRxGCxA 
FxGCxA 
GRxFxGCxA 

SxGCxA/GRxF 
GCxFT 
GRxGCxFT 
FxGCxFT 
GRxFxGCxFT 

SxGCxFT/GRxF 
AxFT 
GRxAxFT 
FxAxFT 
GRxFxAxFT 

SxAxFT/GRxF 
GCxAxFT 
GRxGCxAxFT 

FxGCxAxFT 
GRxFxGCxAxFT 

SxGCxAxFT/GRxF 

1 
2 
2 

84 
2 
2 
4 
4 

168 
2 
2 
4 
4 

168 
2 
2 
4 
4 

168 
2 
2 
4 
4 

168 
4 
4 
8 
8 

336 
4 
4 
8 
8 

336 

MS 

19.12 
14.17 
36.68 

342.73 
144.60 

.48 
2.07 
.38 

112.13 
410.70 

6.31 
20.93 
3.85 

286.65 
35.50 
2.79 

79.37 
13.53 

242.25 
14.73 
2.30 
5.09 
4.23 

192.98 
1.15 
1.57 

15.81 
3.89 

191.91 
9.46 
6.78 

101.24 
7.63 

307.77 
3.13 
8.21 

116.18 
3.57 

387.58 

6 

Grades 

F 

4.69 
1.74 
4.49 

108.32 
.36 
.77 
.14 

120.35 
1.85 
3.07 
.56 

12.31 
.97 

13.76 
2.35 

6.41 
1.00 
1.11 
.92 

.50 

.69 
3.46 
.85 

2.58 
1.85 

13.82 
1.04 

.68 
1.78 

12.59 
.39 

P 

.0332 

.1824 

.0140 

.0001 

.5487 

.4642 

.8679 

.0001 

.1605 

.0180 

.6894 

.0001 

.3817 

.0001 

.0566 

.0021 

.3689 

.3545 

.4531 

.6056 

.5040 

.0096 

.4949 

.0372 

.1186 

.0001 

.4040 

.6070 

.1327 

.0001 

.9275 

percent of 
variance 
retail 

1. 

4. 

12. 

1 

1, 

2 

, 

, 

3 

3 

.60 

.14 

.56 

.98 

.63 

.11 

.50 

.44 

.47 

.28 

.20 

.67 

^Error terms for each set of effects are listed 
immediately following the effects. 
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Tukey Test: Grades 
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low 
attractive 

4.02 

average 
attractive 

4.64 

high 
attractive 

5.26 

low 
attractive 

4.02 
.62 1.24 

average 
attractive 

4.64 
.62 

high 
attractive 

5.26 

Critical value for difference between means = <*T = .231 
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Table 8 

Means for Grades—Four-Way Interaction; 
Form X Child Gender x Attractiveness 

X Family Type 

Low 
Attractive 

form 1 4.67 F-step' 
4.60 M-step 
4.07 F-intact 
3.60 F-single 
3.43 M-single 
3.23 M-intact 

Average 
Attractive 
5.50 M-intact 
5.07 F-single 
4.97 F-intact 
4.70 F-step 
4.07 M-step 
3.07 M-single 

High 
Attractive 
6.47 F-intact 
5.70 F-step 
5.43 M-intact 
5.20 F-single 
5.20 M-step 
4.80 M-single 

form 2 4.53 F-single 
4.30 F-intact 
4.20 M-single 
3.97 F-step 
3.50 M-intact 
3.3 3 M-step 

5.47 F-intact 
5.20 F-step 
4.90 F-single 
4.50 M-step 
4.43 M-single 
3.3 3 M-intact 

5.37 F-step 
5.27 M-intact 
5.13 F-single 
4.93 F-intact 
4.53 M-single 
4.43 M-step 

form 3 5.00 M-intact 
4.80 F-intact 
4.43 F-step 
3.87 F-single 
3.60 M-single 
3.30 M-step 

5.23 F-intact 
5.10 F-step 
5.07 M-single 
5.00 F-single 
4.3 3 M-intact 
3.53 M-step 

6.00 F-intact 
5.83 F-single 
5.43 M-intact 
5.10 M-single 
4.97 M-step 
4.84 F-step 

"M = male 
F = female 
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ratings, F(2,168) = 424.87, p = .0001 (Table 9) which 

accounted for 40% of the variance in rated popularity. 

Means for popularity were: low attractive group, 

2.94; average attractive group, 4.53; high attractive 

group, 5.24. Based upon the Tukey test (Table 10), all of 

these means are significantly different from one another 

(p < .01). Since there also were significant interactions 

involving attractiveness of child, the highest order 

significant interaction (form x child gender x 

attractiveness x family type) was examined to determine if 

this hypothesis was supported within all subgroups. The 

means for popularity by subgroups are given in Table 11 and 

graphed in Figure 4. It is evident from Figure 4 that the 

above described pattern generally holds for subgroups: 

There is a positive relationship between attractiveness of 

child and popularity. 

Hypothesis 4d 

It was predicted that highly attractive children would 

be perceived as attaining more education than average and 

low attractive children. This hypothesis was supported by 

the significant main effect of attractiveness on ratings of 

educational achievement, F(2,168) = 82.61, p = .001 (Table 

12), accounting for 10% of the variance in rated 

educational achievement. 

Means for educational achievement were: low 

attractive group, 6.91; average attractive group, 7.42; 

high attractive group, 8.07. Based upon the Tukey test 

(Table 13), all of these means are significantly different 

from one another (p < .01). Significant interactions 

involving attractiveness of child existed, therefore, the 

highest order significant interaction (form x child gender 

X attractiveness x family type) was examined to determine 

if this hypothesis was supported within all subgroups. The 
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source 

gender of rater 
form(F) 
GRxF 

Source 

(GR] 

subjects(S)/GRxF^ 
gender of child 
GRxGC 
FxGC 
GRxFxGC 

SxGC/GRxF 

(GC] 

attractiveness (A) 
GRxA 
FxA 
GRxFxA 

SxA/GRxF 
family type (FT) 
GRxFT 
FxFT 
GRxFxFT 

SxFT/GRxF 
GCxA 
GRxGCxA 
FxGCxA 
GRxFxGCxA 

SxGCxA/GRxF 
GCxFT 
GRxGCxFT 
FxGCxFT 
GRxFxGCxFT 

SxGCxFT/GRxF 
AxFT 
GRxAxFT 
FxAxFT 
GRxFxAxFT 

SxAxFT/GRxF 
GCxAxFT 
GRxGCxAxFT 

FxGCxAxFT 
GRxFxGCxAxFT 

SxGCxAxFT/GRxF 

df 

1 1 
2 
2 

84 
1 1 

1 
2 
2 

84 
2 
2 
4 
4 

168 
2 
2 
4 
4 

168 
2 
2 
4 
4 

168 
2 
2 
4 
4 

168 
4 
4 
8 
8 

336 
4 
4 
8 
8 

336 

Table 

Table: 

MS 

4.15 
33.13 
18.67 

428.30 
.04 
.16 

1.07 
.83 

87.67 
1508.35 

3.56 
2.75 
.62 

298.15 
18.19 
1.63 

57.41 
15.64 

171.90 
28.58 

.86 
8.22 
7.83 

119.39 
.04 
.20 

13.07 
4.36 

133.55 
10.71 
3.50 

48.09 
10.40 

306.19 
6.43 
6.11 

64.58 
12.07 

323.92 

9 

Populari 

F 

.81 
3.25 
1.83 

.04 

.15 

.51 

.40 

424.87 
1.00 
.39 
.09 

8.89 
.80 

14.03 
3.82 

20.11 
.61 

2.89 
2.76 

.02 

.13 
4.11 
1.37 

2.94 
.96 

6.60 
1.43 

1.67 
1.58 
8.37 
1.57 

ty 

P 

.3695 

.0437 

.1666 

.8462 

.6962 

.6004 

.6717 

.0001 

.3689 

.8174 

.9864 

.0002 

.4524 

.0001 

.0053 

.0001 

.5456 

.0239 

.0297 

.9762 

.8812 

.0033 

.2458 

.0207 

.4291 

.0001 

.1842 

.1572 

.1780 

.0001 

.1341 

percent of 
variance 
feta^ 

.88 

40.11 

.48 

1.52 
.40 

.74 

.21 

.19 

.35 

.27 

1.28 

1.70 

^Error terms for each set of effects are listed 
immediately following the effects. 



Table 10 

Tukey Test: Popularity 

64 

low average high 
attractive attractive attractive 

2.94 4.53 5.24 

low 
attractive 

2.94 
1.59 2.30 

average 
attractive 

4.53 
.71 

high 
attractive 

5.24 

Critical value for difference between means = "̂T = .236 
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Table 11 

Means for Popularity—Four-Way Interaction: 
Form X Child Gender x Attractiveness 

X Family Type 

form 1 

form 2 

form 3 

Low 
Attractive 
3.60 
3.37 
2.97 
2.90 
2.83 
2.53 

3.00 
2.80 
2.70 
2.63 
2.60 
2.60 

3.37 
3.33 
3.17 
3.07 
2.77 
2.63 

M-step'' 
M-intact 
F-step 
F-intact 
F-single 
M-single 

M-single 
M-step 
M-intact 
F-step 
F-single 
F-intact 

M-intact 
F-step 
M-single 
F-intact 
F-single 
M-step 

Average 
Attractive 
5.13 
5.03 
5.03 
4.47 
4.37 
4.03 

4.87 
4.53 
4.43 
4.27 
4.20 
3.97 

5.03 
5.00 
4.57 
4.53 
4.23 
3.90 

M-step 
M-intact 
F-step 
M-single 
F-intact 
F-single 

F-single 
M-single 
M-intact 
M-step 
F-intact 
F-step 

M-intact 
F-intact 
F-single 
M-single 
M-step 
F-step 

High 
Attractive 
6.27 
6.07 
5.70 
5.30 
4.80 
4.53 

5.67 
5.27 
5.07 
5.03 
4.83 
4.33 

5.80 
5.73 
5.67 
4.83 
4.83 
4.67 

F-intact 
M-intact 
F-step 
F-single 
M-single 
M-step 

M-single 
F-intact 
F-single 
F-step 
M-intact 
M-step 

F-intact 
M-step 
F-single 
F-step 
M-single 
M-intact 

'M = male 
F = female 
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Table 12 

Source Table: Educational Attainment 

source 

gender of rater 
form(F) 
GRxF 

(GR: 

subjects(S)/GRxF^ 
gender of child 
GRxGC 
FxGC 
GRxFxGC 

SxGC/GRxF 

(GC] 

attractiveness (A) 
GRxA 
FxA 
GRxFxA 

SxA/GRxF 
family type (FT) 
GRxFT 
FxFT 
GRxFxFT 

SxFT/GRxF 
GCxA 
GRxGCxA 
FxGCxA 
GRxFxGCxA 

SxGCxA/GRxF 
GCxFT 
GRxGCxFT 
FxGCxFT 
GRxFxGCxFT 

SxGCxFT/GRxF 
AxFT 
GRxAxFT 
FxAxFT 
GRxFxAxFT 

SxAxFT/GRxF 
GCxAxFT 
GRxGCxAxFT 

FxGCxAxFT 
GRxFxGCxAxFT 

SxGCxAxFT/GRxF 

df 

1 1 
2 
2 

84 
1 1 

1 
2 
2 

84 
2 
2 
4 
4 

168 
2 
2 
4 
4 

168 
2 
2 
4 
4 

168 
2 
2 
4 
4 

168 
4 
4 
8 
8 

336 
4 
4 
8 
8 

336 

MS 

1.20 
.95 

8.85 
611.67 
33.22 

.56 
7.32 
3.21 

118.24 
361.30 

5.13 
5.52 
8.01 

367.38 
52.78 
3.12 

70.09 
12.41 

256.91 
19.85 
4.23 
9.71 
2.17 

189.81 
5.55 
.55 

21.46 
5.15 

231.74 
5.41 
2.11 

130.02 
12.02 

418.78 
5.58 

11.44 
111.57 
11.35 

459.28 

F 

.16 

.07 

.61 

23.60 
.39 

2.60 
1.14 

82.61 
1.17 
.63 
.92 

17.26 
1.03 

11.46 
2.03 

8.79 
1.87 
2.15 
.48 

2.01 
.20 

3.89 
.93 

1.08 
.42 

13.04 
1.21 

1.02 
2.09 

10.20 
1.04 

P 

.6863 

.9366 

.5467 

.0001 

.5316 

.0801 

.3241 

.0001 

.3122 

.6412 

.4564 

.0001 

.3598 

.0001 

.0926 

.0002 

.1568 

.0770 

.7496 

.1372 

.8200 

.0048 

.4462 

.3641 

.7919 

.0001 

.2946 

.3970 

.0815 

.0001 

.4069 

percent of 
variance 
feta=) 

10. 

1. 

1, 

, 

, 

3 

3 

.92 

.07 

.45 

.95 

.53 

.58 

.63 

.10 

^Error terms for each set of effects are listed 
immediately following the effects. 
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Table 13 

Tukey Test: Educational Achievement 

low 
attractive 

6.91 

average 
attractive 

7.42 

high 
attractive 

8.07 

low 
attractive 

6.91 
510 1.16 

average 
attractive 

7.42 
.65 

high 
attractive 

8.07 

Critical value for difference between means = "̂ T = .262 
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means for educational achievement by subgroups are given in 

Table 14 and graphed in Figure 5. It is evident from 

Figure 5 that the above described pattern generally holds 

for subgroups: There was a positive relationship between 

attractiveness of child and educational achievement. 

Hypotheses 5. 6 ̂  7. and 8 

Interactions were predicted between attractiveness and 

family type on all dependent variables. Graphs 

illustrating these predictions are given in Appendix B. 

The interaction between attractiveness and family type was 

significant for ratings of aggressiveness, grades, and 

popularity (hypotheses 5, 6, & 7) but not for rated 

educational attainment (hypothesis 8); see Tables 2, 6, 9, 

and 12. The significant interactions are plotted in 

Figures 6, 7, and 8. As can be seen from these figures, 

the form of these interactions was not as originally 

predicted for rated aggressiveness or popularity. For 

ratings of grades, the nature of the interaction was as 

predicted for children from intact families relative to our 

family types. However, there was no difference between 

single-parent and stepfamily group. Overall, the 

significant interactions appear to result from very minor 

variations in the family type means across the 

attractiveness groups, and these interactions account for a 

very small percent of the variance in each analysis. Thus, 

hypotheses 5-8 were not supported in this study. 

Summary 

Four of the eleven hypotheses of this study were 

supported by the data. There was a significant main effect 

for child gender on rated aggressiveness with males rated 

as more aggressive than females (hypothesis 3). There was 

a significant main effect for attractiveness on ratings of 
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Table 14 

Means for Educational Attainment—Four-Way 
Interaction : Form x Child Gender 

X Attractiveness x Family Type 

Low 
Attractive 

Average 
Attractive 

High 
Attractive 

form 1 7.57 M-step" 
7.47 F-step 
6.80 M-single 
6.70 F-intact 
6.40 F-single 
6.33 M-intact 

8.57 M-intact 
7.57 F-step 
7.53 F-single 
7.47 F-intact 
7.43 M-step 
6.07 M-single 

8.93 F-intact 
8.37 M-step 
8.20 M-intact 
8.17 F-step 
7.70 M-single 
7.67 F-single 

form 2 7.57 M-single 
7.27 F-intact 
7.27 F-single 
6.90 F-step 
6.73 M-intact 
6.20 M-step 

8.10 F-intact 
7.87 F-step 
7.50 F-single 
7.47 M-single 
7.30 M-step 
6.43 M-intact 

8.60 M-intact 
8.20 F-step 
8.00 F-intact 
7.77 F-single 
7.60 M-step 
7.57 M-single 

form 3 8.30 M-intact 
7.47 F-intact 
6.83 F-step 
6.33 F-single 
6.27 M-step 
6.03 M-single 

8.10 F-step 
7.77 F-intact 
7.53 F-single 
7.43 M-single 
7.10 M-step 
6.27 M-step 

8.60 F-intact 
8.37 F-single 
8.17 M-intact 
7.93 M-single 
7.70 M-step 
7.67 F-step 

"M = male 
F = female 
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educational achievement (grades) with attractive children 

rated as achieving higher grades than unattractive children 

(hypothesis 4b). There was a significant main effect for 

attractiveness on rated popularity with attractive children 

rated as having more friends than unattractive children 

(hypothesis 4c). There was a significant main effect for 

attractiveness on educational attainment with attractive 

children rated as achieving higher levels of education than 

unattractive children (hypothesis 4d). 

Other Findings 

There were a number of statistically significant 

effects in these analyses that were not anticipated. Most 

of these effects were interactions which accounted for very 

small percentages of the variance, i.e., 3% or less, and 

these have been illustrated in Figures 2-5. 

The only exception to the above was the significant 

main effect of child gender in ratings of grade attainment. 

Female children were perceived as attaining higher grades 

(mean = 4.93) than were males (mean = 4.34, F(l,84) = 

108.32, p = .0001. In spite of the significant four-way 

interaction in the analysis including form, child gender, 

attractiveness, and family type (Table 6), female children 

generally are rated higher on grade attainment than are 

males (Figure 3). 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Hypothesis 1 

Although there is research supporting differential 

socialization of males and females in our society regarding 

aggressive behavior, the prediction that this differential 

socialization would evidence itself in females perceiving 

more aggressiveness in children than males was not 

supported in this study. 

Much of the research assessing differences in 

perceptions of aggressiveness does not address gender of 

rater differences. However, there is some support in the 

literature for gender-free perceptions regarding 

aggressiveness (Bersheid & Walster, 1974; DeRidder 1985; 

Efran, 1974; Sigall & Ostrove, 1975). The assumption that 

gender of subject would impact aggressiveness ratings was 

based on a belief that the differences in the socialization 

of males and females regarding aggressiveness would cause 

females to perceive more aggressiveness than males. The 

finding that females may be taught to inhibit aggression 

(Parke & Slaby, 1983) might lead to females, more so than 

males, viewing aggressiveness as negative. Consequently, 

females might be more likely to label children as 

aggressive, and to exhibit less tolerance of aggressive 

behavior than males who are more likely to be desensitized 

to aggression. 

It may be that college-age raters with no children 

have different perceptions of children's aggressiveness 

than would be true of educators and older raters. Much of 

the research reporting no gender differences in perceived 

aggressiveness utilizes college student raters. Further 

research with older adults and those with children would be 

80 
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helpful in further evaluating gender differences in 

perceptions of aggression. 

Hypothesis 2 

The hypothesized effect of family type on rated 

aggressiveness was not supported. There is no evidence 

from this study that children from intact families are 

perceived as less aggressive than children from step- or 

single-parent families. 

It is believed that the family plays an important role 

in the development of aggressive behavior (Parke & Slaby, 

1983). As stated earlier, community attitudes and 

available social support systems regarding divorced and 

single-parent families may be dependent upon stereotypes, 

labeling, and assumptions about various family types. This 

research offers no evidence for the existence of a 

stereotype for family type and subsequent differential 

treatment and behaviors as predicted in Langlois and 

Stephan's (1981) developmental model (Appendix A). It may 

be that "stored information" (Box B) and "perceiver 

characteristics" (Box D) of the model have contributed to 

the lack of significance for family type. Raters' stored 

information regarding family type may have affected their 

"information processing mechanisms" (Box E). The raters 

were predominantly single, had no children, and were 

pursuing studies in family issues. The unmarried, 

childless status of these raters may have affected their 

willingness to label unknown, unfamiliar children. The 

educational emphasis of the raters may have created a 

heightened awareness of family structure and interaction, 

leading to a hesitancy to draw conclusions on the basis of 

family type. "Perceiver characteristics," such as family 

type of the raters, is unknown in this research and, thus, 

not available for evaluation. It may be that in 1990 with 
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the divorce rate as publicized, known, and felt by this 

generation of college students, assessing a single-parent 

or stepfamily as negative is "too close to home." As 

mentioned earlier, the perceiver's characteristics may be 

an area for needed research. 

Documentation of a stereotype for family type may be 

contingent upon further study regarding stored information, 

and perceiver characteristics. Perceptions of family type 

may not affect aggressiveness ratings but it would seem 

important to determine if a family type stereotype exists 

for perceptions of qualities other than aggressiveness, and 

if this varies as a function of age, cohort, and other 

rater characteristics. 

Hypothesis 3 

As predicted, there was a significant effect for 

gender of child in rated aggressiveness, with males being 

perceived as more aggressive than females. It is not 

surprising, in light of the abundant research supporting 

gender differences in aggressive behavior, that this 

hypothesis was supported (Cairns, 1979; Dion & Berscheid, 

1974; Frude & Gault, 1982; Kenealy, Frude & Shaw, 1987; 

Langlois & Down, 1979; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1980; Parke & 

Slaby, 1983). 

The developmental model of Langlois and Stephan 

(Appendix A) provides the framework for an environmental 

explanation for gender differences. Pictures of male and 

female children (Box A: Stimulus Information) were 

presented to subjects. Subjects processed this information 

(Box E: Information Processing Mechanism). Subjects 

responded with aggressiveness ratings for the children in 

the photographs (Box F: Expectancy Responses). If the 

mechanisms of this model were applied beyond the 

"Expectancy Response" stage differential treatment may 
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result, as documented in the research (Berkowitz & Frodi, 

1979; Dion, 1974; Efran, 1974; Sigall & Ostrove, 1975). 

However, it was not the purpose of this study to test the 

implications of these different perceptions of male and 

female children. It is very difficult to determine the 

extent to which adults' perceptions influence their 

reactions to children independent of the behavioral 

differences exhibited by boys and girls. 

Hypothesis 4a 

It was predicted that low attractive children would be 

perceived as more aggressive than average attractive 

children and that average attractive children would be 

perceived as more aggressive than high attractive children. 

This main effect for attractiveness was statistically 

significant but not in the predicted direction, i.e., 

average attractive children were perceived as more 

aggressive than either the high or low attractive groups, 

which did not differ from one another. 

A re-examination of the literature forming the basis 

for this hypothesis did not reveal differences between this 

research and previous research that might offer an 

explanation for the discrepancy in findings. Although age 

of the raters, data collection procedures, stimulus 

materials, methodology, and statistical analysis vary among 

studies, past research consistently has reported that 

unattractive children are perceived as more antisocial, 

more likely to transgress, to make more serious 

transgressions, to be more aggressive, and to commit more 

aggressive acts of a serious nature than are attractive 

children. 

With a few exceptions, past studies have used a 

dichotomous attractiveness variable, presenting only the 

high and low extreme groups. When studies have included a 
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middle group, perceptions of this group have been 

inconsistent, sometimes being equivalent to the low 

attractive group (Dion, Berscheid, & Walster, 1972), and 

sometimes to the high attractive group (Dermer fie Thiel, 

1975). However, in these studies a significant difference 

in the expected direction always occurred between the 

extreme groups. 

The unexpected findings in this study might raise 

questions about the effectiveness of attractiveness 

groupings of the children's photographs and also about the 

dependent measure, rated aggressiveness. Regarding the 

photographs, attractiveness groups were clearly 

differentiated by the raters as evidenced by the 

significant differences among all groups, in the predicted 

direction, for ratings of grades, popularity, and 

educational attainment. The adequacy of the aggressiveness 

rating scale is supported by the significantly higher 

scores for male compared to female children, replicating 

the results of many past studies. In addition, 

correlations between rated aggressiveness and the other 

scales were in the expected negative direction (with 

grades, r = males -0.18, females -0.06; with popularity, 

r = males 0.23, females 0.23; and, with educational 

attainment, r = males -0.15, females -0.12). 

Noteworthy in these results is the small effect size 

associated with the main effect of attractiveness on rated 

aggressiveness, relative to its impact on other ratings 

(evaluated as percent of the total variance of 

aggressiveness, 2.8%; grades, 12.9%; popularity, 40.1%; 

educational attainment, 10.1%). It is possible that the 

small, curvilinear, relationship between attractiveness and 

rated aggressiveness reported here is a chance phenomenon 

and not applicable. If this is true, the appropriate 

conclusion is that perceived aggressiveness is not affected 
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in any important way by the physical attractiveness of 

children. 

This finding calls into question the results of 

previous studies. It would be interesting to review these 

studies in more detail than is possible in published 

reports. For example, overweight children typically are 

rated as less attractive than those of normal weight. If 

this factor has not been controlled in the past, it could 

be that the low attractive groups have been viewed as more 

aggressive not because of attractiveness level per se, but 

because of other characteristics associated with 

aggressiveness, such as size. Or, it may be that the 

published studies are a selective sample of this body of 

research and that many unpublished studies have found no 

significant effect of physical attractiveness upon 

perceptions of aggressiveness. 

Hypotheses 4b. 4c^ 4d 

It was predicted that high attractive children would 

be rated as achieving higher grades, as being more popular, 

and as attaining higher levels of education than average or 

low attractive groups. Consistent with past research, 

these hypothesized effects were supported (Clifford & 

Walster, 1973; Dion, 1973; Dion & Berscheid, 1974; Dion, 

Berscheid & Walster, 1972; Landy St Sigall, 1974; Langlois, 

Gottfried, & Seay, 1973; Langlois & Stephan, 1977; Lerner St 

Lerner, 1977; Miller, Gillen, Schenker, St Radlove, 1974; 

Sarty, 1975). The literature further suggests that people 

will make assessments on the basis of first impressions, 

i.e., limited information, and formulate expectations on 

the basis of their impressions (Aronson fit Carlsmith, 1962; 

Brock & Edelman, 1965; Clifford & Walster, 1973; Daily, 

1952; Newcomb, 1974; Rosenthal fit Jacobsen, 1968; Zajonc St 

Brickman, 1969). 
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These effects for attractiveness confirm the 

attractiveness stereotype and support the "what is 

beautiful is good" axiom. The literature further suggests 

that people act in accordance with this stereotype and 

differentially respond to the attractive and unattractive 

(Byrne, Ervin, fit Lamberth, 1970; Dion, 1972, 1973; Dion fit 

Berscheid, 1974; Efran, 1974; Landy St Sigall, 1974; Rich, 

1975; Sigall St Ostrove, 1975; Stoebe, Insko, Thompson, St 

Layton, 1971). 

As pointed out by Langlois and Stephan (1981), the 

social implications and consequences of differential 

treatment of children on the basis of attractiveness are 

enormous. If the attractiveness stereotype modifies 

behavior, we all have the capacity to practice a 

nonconscious form of discrimination against the physically 

unattractive. Langlois and Stephan further point out that 

the cognitive and intellectual capacities of children ill-

equip them to compensate for the negative consequences of 

this stereotype. 

The development of social competence, interpersonal 

skills, and self-esteem may potentially be affected for the 

unattractive and less popular. For children to be liked 

and have friends is viewed as crucial by parents and 

educators. Disliked and friendless children are a cause 

for concern and can even prompt parents and teachers to 

refer children for mental health evaluations (Langlois fie 

Stephan, 1981). Based upon the results of this study, 

physical attractiveness has much more impact upon perceived 

popularity than on perceptions related to educational 

achievement. However, the consequences that attractiveness 

may have on perceptions of educational achievement are 

nevertheless disturbing. Do we encourage children "you can 

go to college. You can be anything you want to be but 

those of you who are unattractive need not apply?" 
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It is not surprising that if subjects perceive the 

unattractive as achieving lower grades, they would also 

perceive those same unattractive children as attaining less 

education. If unattractive children are expected to 

achieve lower grades and less education, educators may 

encourage the attractive to make better grades and attain 

higher education while the unattractive will not receive 

such encouragement and may even be discouraged. This 

differential treatment will evidence itself, according to 

Langlois & Stephan, in unattractive children receiving 

lower grades and achieving less education than attractive 

children. 

Actual physical attractiveness differences in 

children's performance and measured abilities is somewhat 

mixed. There appears to be no significant relationship 

between attractiveness and measured IQ; however, there is 

evidence of a significant relationship between 

attractiveness and achievement test scores with achievement 

scores for the attractive increasing with age and the 

scores for the unattractive decreasing with age (Clifford, 

1975). We need to know more about the relationships 

between differential treatment and its ability to elicit 

differential behavior. What is needed is research 

investigating differential treatment as a function of 

attractiveness, longitudinal studies investigating the 

relationship between differential treatment and the 

development of differential behaviors, and assessment of 

the impact of other variables such as peer groups and 

siblings on the development of behavioral differences 

(Langlois St Stephan, 1981). 

It is important to point out that the effects obtained 

in this study for the impact of attractiveness on ratings 

of grades, popularity, and educational attainment may 

appear as more significant than the role attractiveness 
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plays in real life situations. Respondents were given 

limited information regarding the children in the 

photographs. If respondents had a chance to observe the 

children, knew more about their abilities and social 

skills, had more information about the children, 

attractiveness might play a less important, maybe 

negligible, role in respondents' ratings. 

Hypotheses 5 ̂  6. 7. and 8 

It was predicted that attractiveness and family type 

would interact in their impact upon aggressiveness, grades, 

popularity, and educational achievement. The documented 

stereotype for attractiveness and the predicted stereotype 

for family type was predicted to produce an interaction 

effect that would result in low attractive children from 

single-parent families receiving disproportionately more 

negative ratings than low attractive children from intact 

families. 

The interaction effects for aggressiveness, grades, 

and popularity were small effects that did not support 

these hypotheses. The interaction effect for educational 

attainment was not significant. 

These hypotheses, unlike some of the other predictions 

in the study, were not based upon much past research and 

were fairly speculative. Neither the main effect of family 

type, nor its interactions with attractiveness, appear to 

affect perceptions of children as measured in this study. 

Conclusions 

In spite of the limited support for all hypotheses, 

this study does contribute to the field of attractiveness-

aggressiveness research and contains implications for 

future research, as well as applied implications. 



89 

The findings that there are gender differences in 

perceptions of aggressiveness and that attractiveness 

impacts perceptions regarding grades, popularity, and 

educational attainment provide further support for the 

aggression research and the "what-is-beautiful-is-good" 

stereotype. Males are perceived to be more aggressive than 

females and the implication is that aggressive behavior 

will be expected for males but not for females. The 

implications for the findings of an attractiveness 

stereotype are that attractive children will receive more 

positive assessments by educators, peers, and others. If 

the "beautiful-are-good," beautiful children are advantaged 

from a developmental perspective. They have peers who want 

to be their friends and educators who see them as 

achievers. 

It would appear important that further research assess 

factors contributing to differential perceptions based on 

attractiveness, such as rater attractiveness; the existence 

of differences resulting from differential perceptions; and 

the impact over time of an attractiveness stereotype on 

various levels of attractiveness. 

Gender difference for perceptions of aggressiveness by 

raters and the existence of a stereotype for family type 

were not supported. The failure of any findings for rater 

gender differences supports the limited previous research 

and implies an across gender acceptance of aggressive 

displays by males but not for females. The lack of support 

for a stereotype for family type is "significant" in that 

assessed differences in behavior of children from varied 

family types may not be based on perceptual biases but on 

actual differences in behavior. It appears important that 

further research address the contribution of family type to 

behavioral differences in children. Understanding more 

about the behavioral differences of children going through 
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a divorce would be beneficial for parents, educators, and 

family therapists. Increased knowledge in this area would 

provide attorneys, judges, and juries with a more 

meaningful basis on which to make decisions regarding 

children involved in issues of custody, delinquency, 

punishment, and rehabilitation. 

The findings regarding attractiveness levels and 

aggressiveness ratings are inconsistent with the findings 

previous research. This research found no significant 

differences in aggressiveness ratings for those children at 

the extremes of attractiveness. One major contribution of 

this study may be this unanticipated direction of 

aggressiveness ratings. It raises questions about the body 

of aggressiveness research that substantiates higher 

aggressiveness ratings for the unattractive. The 

implications for research would appear to be a need for 

further research including more levels of attractiveness 

than just the extremes. 

Limitations 

Respondents were predominantly middle class or above, 

well educated, Anglo, and attending a university located in 

a conservative geographic area; therefore, generalizability 

is limited. A different sample source; i.e., parents, 

educators, or older adults in general, might have rated 

children differently. Utilization of respondents with more 

varied backgrounds also would have provided more 

generalizability of the results. 

Another limitation is the potential impact of other 

variables, not included in this study on perception of 

aggressiveness, grades, popularity, and educational 

attainment. As discussed earlier, inclusion of 

respondents' attractiveness level, respondents, family 

type, and additional information regarding the stimulus 
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children in the photographs might have resulted in 

different outcomes. 

The limited information provided to respondents in 

this study may have provided a weak basis for assessments 

of aggressiveness. The concept of aggressiveness is 

difficult to measure, and difficult to define with any 

degree of universal acceptance. Also, aggressiveness may 

be better assessed via observational techniques in semi-

naturalistic or naturalistic settings. 

These limitations however, are characteristic of 

studies of this type. Given the goals of an experimental 

assessment of perceptions of children as a function of a 

set of conceptually important child and rater variables, 

this study accomplished its goals and generally permitted 

adequate tests of its hypotheses. 
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1 0 1 

SCHEMATIC REPRESENTATION OF MECHANISMS 
LEADING TO BEHAVIORAL DIFFERENCES 

Stimulus informat ions 
T a r g e t ' s a t t r a c t i v e n e s s , 
degree of f a m i l i a r i t y , 
type of s i t u a t i o n , e t c . ^ - ^ 

Store(3 information: 
Physical attractiveness 
stereotype, previous 
interactions with 
attractive antJ 
unattractive persons 

Input selector mechanism; Governs 
information to be processe<3 (selector 
includes selective forgetting, 
reintegration of information) 

Perceiver characteristics; Level of 
cognitive development (age), gender, 
perceiver's own level of physical 
attractiveness, etc. 

Information processing mechanism: 
Information processed as a function 
of present stimuli, stored information 
and perceiver characteristics 

<r 

Expectancy responses; 
Differential expectations for 
behavior set off or released 

Differential treatment: Positive 
treatment for expected behaviors; 
negative for unexpected 
(inappropriate) behaviors 

A 

Differential behaviors: Attractive-
prosocial; unattractive-antisocial 
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aggressiveness 

7 
very 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

nonaggressive 

1 0 3 

low a v e r a g e h i g h 
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s 

OOOOOOOO _ single-parent family 
= stepfamily 
= intact family 

Figure B. 1: Hypothesis 5 Illustrated 
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grades, 
popularity, or 
educational 
attainment 

low a v e r a g e h i g h 
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s 

OOOOOOOO _ single-parent family 
= stepfamily 
= intact family 

Figure B. 2: Hypotheses 6-8 Illustrated 
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Attractiveness & Gender Scales for Pretesting Photographs 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

low 
attractiveness 

Gender Scale 

1 = male 
2 = female 

average 
attractiveness 

high 
attractiveness 

Aggressiveness Scale 

1 2 3_ 

nonaggressive somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

Academic Achievement Scale 

1 2 3 4 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

Popularity Scale 

1 2 

few 
friends 

average 
friends 

many 
friends 

Educational Attainment Scale 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = 11th grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 

10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR SUBJECTS 

Randomly place response booklets, response sheets, and 

pencils around the table. Make sure that the response 

sheet code number (lower left hand corner) corresponds to 

the code on the first page (instruction page) in the 

response booklet. 

Advise students to not open the booklets until advised 

to do so. Ask students to provide the information 

requested on the side of the response sheet titled "Some 

Information About You." Do not proceed until all students 

have completed this information. Advise students to turn 

response sheets over and open booklets to first page. Ask 

students to read the instructions on the first page along 

with you. 

Place your responses to the questions on each 
page in this booklet on the separate response 
sheet. Each page in this booklet has a 
corresponding page number indicated on your 
response sheet. Please do not make any marks on 
this booklet. 

This research utilizes scales ranging from 1 to 7 
and a scale ranging from 1 to 11. Indicate your 
responses in whole numbers—do not make responses 

in fractional numbers. 

Advise students to turn to Page 1 in booklets and 

begin. 
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Place your responses to the questions on each 

page in this booklet on the separate response 

sheet. Each page in this booklet has a 

corresponding page number indicated on your 

response sheet. Please do not make any marks on 

this booklet. 

This research utilizes scales ranging from 1 to 7 

and a scale ranging from 1 to 11. Indicate your 

responses in whole numbers - do not make 

responses in fractional numbers. 
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The child in the photograph on the 
right is 12 years old, has medium 
brown hair and blue eyes. She is 
in the 6th grade and lives with 
her mother and two siblings. Rate 
this child on the following scales. 

GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

POPULARITY - NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = 11th grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 
10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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The child in the photograph on the 
right is 10 years old, has blonde 
hair and blue eyes. He is in the 
4th grade and lives with his 
mother and two siblings. Rate 
this child on the following 
scales. 

A. GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

POPULARITY - NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = 11th grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 

10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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The child in the photograph on the 
right is 13 years old, has dark 
brown hair and blue eyes. She is 
in the 7th grade and lives with 
her mother and two siblings. 
Rate this child on the following 
scales. 

GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

B. AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

POPULARITY - NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = 11th grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 
10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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The child in the photograph on the 
right is 10 years old, has dark 
brown hair and brown eyes. He 
is in the 4th grade and lives 
with his mother, stepfather and 
two siblings. Rate this child 
on the following scales. 

A. GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

POPULARITY NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = 11th grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 
10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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The child in the photograph on the 
right is 12 years old, has light 
brown hair and brown eyes. He is 
in the 6th grade and lives with 
his mother and two siblings. 
Rate this child on the following 
scales. 

GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

B. AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

POPULARITY NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = 11th grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 
10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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The child in the photograph on the 
right is 10 years old, has dark 
brown hair and brown eyes. She 
is in the 4th grade and lives 
with her mother, father and two 
siblings. Rate this child on 
the following scales. 

A. GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

C. POPULARITY - NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = 11th grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 
10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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The child in the photograph on the 
right i.s 13 years old, has medium 
brown hair and brown eyes. He is 
in the 7th grade and lives with 
his mother, father and two siblings. 
Rate this child on the following 
scales. 

GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

POPULARITY NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = 11th grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 
10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 



118 

The child in the photograph on the 
right is 9 years old, has medium 
brown hair and brown eyes. She 
is in the 3rd grade and lives 
with her mother, stepfather and 
two siblings. Rate this child 
on the following scales. 

ff\\i^Y .a 

A. GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

B. AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

C. POPULARITY NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

D. EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = 11th grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 
10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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The child in the photograph on the 
right is 12 years old, has medium 
brown hair and blue eyes. He is 
in the 6th grade and lives with 
his mother, father and two 
siblings. Rate this child on 
the following scales. 

GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

C. POPULARITY - NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = 11th grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 
10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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-10-

The child in the photograph on the 
right is 9 years old, has medium 
brown hair and brown eyes. He is 
in the 3rd grade and lives with 
his mother, stepfather and two 
siblings. Rate this child on 
the following scales. 

GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

POPULARITY - NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = 11th grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 

10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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The child in the photograph on the 
right is 9 years old, has blonde 
hair and blue eyes. He is in the 
3rd grade and lives with his 
mother, stepfather and two 
siblings. Rate this child 
on the following scales. 

A. GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

POPULARITY NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = 11th grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 

10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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The child in the photograph on the 
right is 10 years old, has medium 
brown hair and brown eyes. She 
is in the 4th grade and lives with 
her mother, father and two siblings. 
Rate this child on the following 
scales. 

A. GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

B. AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

POPULARITY - NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = 11th grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 
10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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The child in the photograph on the 
right is 10 years old, has medium 
brown hair and brown eyes. He is 
in the 4th grade and lives with 
his mother, father and two 
siblings. Rate this child on the 
following scales. 

GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

POPULARITY - NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = 11th grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 
10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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The child in the photograph on the 
right is 10 years old, has medium 
brown hair and blue eyes. She is 
in the 4th grade and lives with 
her mother, stepfather and two 
siblings. Rate this child on 
the following scales. 

GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

POPULARITY - NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = nth grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 

10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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The child in the photograph on the 
right is 7 years old, has dark 
brown hair and blue eyes. She is 
in the 1st grade and lives with 
her mother, stepfather and two 
siblings. Rate this child on 
the following scales. 

GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

POPULARITY - NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = 11th grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 
10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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The child in the photograph on the 
right is 7 years old, has reddish 
hair and blue eyes. He is in the 
1st grade and lives with his 
mother and two siblings. Rate 
this child on the following 
scales. 

GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

POPULARITY - NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average i 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = nth grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 
10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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The child in the photograph on the 
right is 11 years old, has dark 
brown hair and brown eyes. She 
is in the 5th grade and lives 
with her mother and two siblings. 
Rate this child on the following 
scales. 

A. GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

POPULARITY - NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = nth grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 
10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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The child in the photograph on the 
right is 8 years old, has light 
brown hair and brown eyes. She 
is in the 2nd grade and lives 
with her mother, father and two 
siblings. Rate this child on 
the following scales. 

A. GRADES IN SCHOOL 

low 
grades 

average 
grades 

high 
grades 

AGGRESSIVENESS 

non 
aggressive 

somewhat 
aggressive 

very 
aggressive 

POPULARITY - NUMBER OF FRIENDS 

few 
friends 

average # 
of friends 

many 
friends 

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

Indicate the highest level of education 
you feel this child will attain. 

1 = less than 8th grade 
2 = 8th grade 
3 = 9th grade 
4 = 10th grade 
5 = 11th grade 
6 = 12th grade 
7 = some college 
8 = college degree 
9 = some graduate school 
10 = masters degree 
11 = Ph.D. degree 
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