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ABSTRACT

Teacher's behavior toward preschool.children varying
in attractiveness and children's ‘behavior toward their teachers were
investigated. Participating were 64 pfeschagl children and 9
teachers. Children,: who attended a Prxvaté preschool in Houston,
Texas, were white, equally divided by sex and age, and from o
middle-incéme homes. A group of 30 adult raters determined the ’
attractiveness of the children prior to data collectian by rating '
standard posed photographs of the children. Nine student behaviors
judged of interest were categorized as teacher/nonteacher directed,
pa51t1ve/negat1ve, and PEQEImal/PhySlEEl. Teacher behaviers fall1ng o
within five response categories were evaluated as positive, negative,
or- neutral. Observations were made durlng unstructured play times by
10 undergraduate observers trained in the use of a behavioral
checklist: teachers were unaware that they were being observed.
Results indicated that behavioral differences do seem to exist
between attractive and unattractive ¢hildren; specifigally,
unattractive subjects showed hlghef activity.levels. [n-addition,
teachers appeared to react more favorably to children ratéd as
attractive than to those rated unattractive. (RH)
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Much of the attentign now given to the role of attractive=

ness' in child development began asba zesult ‘of work by Karen

En;3zzau

Dion., That is, her early work in the 1970's pr@vided_the basic,
seminal etiaence!that ghiidren were evaluated -differently on
the basis of attractivenesa. One of the cornerstones of this
early research was a study in which teachers were asked to
evaluate ch;ldren -on the basls of a conduct report. ) Withgut
teachers'! Ennwledge level of children's attfact;veness also
varied. Dion's work demonstrated without gquestion.. that
teachers held very different expectations and offered differ-
ential evaluat;cns for attractive and unattractive chlldreni

Later research by Gerald Adams and Elaine Walstér has ceniirmed

[ =

"Dion's earlier wark : ) . R
" - Probably the most important unanswered question in the
‘]tig" | area, hgwever, is the extent to which teachers actuall; respand
' difierently to attractive and unattractive children in a .

- - " natural cantext,‘eapecial%y after some periad of interaction.

From a'sacial netwark perspective, evidence that\teachéra

) | actually differentially socialize children on the basis of
" attractiveness would place;teachérs as very 1mportant socializers -
éélﬂ in thé‘attragtiveness!based socialization process. A recent -

theoretical formulation ByiLanglois and Stephan (19%1) 1eais
us to Eﬁuspect that teachers do show. sueh differential treatmenta
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.Spee;fleelly, Lengle;e end Stephan (1981) ergue for a etrong
link between behavioral expeetet;ene end eetuel different;el
itreetment of attractive and uﬂattraetlve ehlldren by adults.
Their view is prEmieed on the notion that ettreetlve ena
unattractive eh;ldren el;e;t theeegd;fferegt;el reepeneee -

§

from eoeielieeree, ’ . . o e
e . \- '
R < .

e The present study, then, was directed et teachers! aetuel
. behaviors exhibited toward ehlldren veryiﬂg in ettrectlveneee
-1n a natural context. We were “also ;ntereeﬁed 1n ehlldren 8
positive and negetlve beheviere ‘in thie environment,' Ihe% ie,
Langlois and Downs (1979) discovered thet ettreetlve and ’
‘unettreet;ve preeeheclere eetuelly e;hlblted diifering levele
of poeitive and negative ’behe.vierej and varying retee ef
eetivltyewhe@ pleyiug with peers in a eemi—eentrelled environ-"
ment. Thue, our etudy examined these beheviere in a netu:el T
eentext and iurther, investigated teeehere' responses to these
behaviors. »v! -

_ Sixty-feur preeehaclere, heif beye and helf girls-were
inclg&Ed for study.. The children were equelly ﬁivided by age,
half age 3 and half age 5 years, end all of the ehildren*
represented white, m;ddle-ineeme—legel homee. The‘ehildreﬁ
were fem;lier with their teachers at the’ {ime of data celleetien-
Ineidently, this degzee of familiarity eeuld be expeeted to heve
an effect in the sense ef’&iminiehing'the'eheﬁcee'ef ebte;nine
results. That is, we suspected that: teeehe:e whe Enew ehilﬁren

v;-‘:"\

well might exhibit fewer ettreetiveneeesbeeei reeponeee_ £

HDWever, eny differences in teeehere' responses wauld eeem ta

y
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' be far more enduring and believable than duzing inltiel ,

LY

encounters between children and - teachers at the beg;nnlngﬂef

e

‘the school year, ! \

Children’ were drawn from ﬁhecieeeroome of nine'femele‘
" teachers in a large private preeeheel iﬁ Houston. The
ettrectiveneee,leveie of the-ehildren in the study were L
: éetermined‘prior to data collection by fetinge!ei"etender&
posed photos of the children by a group cf'jo adult raters.
From a larger pool of subjects, those were‘higher!eﬁa
lower in ettreetiveﬁeee on the 1-7 ezegeetiveneee rating scale
wére included in the present s+vudy.

Dbeefvetiene of the ehildren were meie by 10 undergraduate
were eztegeivelyﬁtrained to observe children and teachers using
e{behefiorel ehecklietgt All observations were conducted in -
eieeereeme during unstructured play times. Ieecﬁere were
unewe: that they were being observed, Observer reliebility

was high beth before and durlng data eolieetien on all behaviors

coded, with the lowest reliebility between paire of raters
.70. Dbeeive}elwere instructed to remain in the corner of the
clasaroom and to not-interact with children ‘or teachers.

Each child end teacher were observed simultaneously by two

observers. dbeervere watched for 10 seconds and then recorded
<
observations for 5 seconds. Each teeehez-ehild peir was obeerved
for a total of 10 minutes. )
w !
i
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- The uehaj;ar c
i The Beha . Dnsistéd of nine child behavior éa%egaries
- and five teas %3 = Teacher reépcnse cate&orles were
ibased'aﬂ tég el resPQnge categarle to child behav;arg
in checklis: L Beverly Fagot (1969, 1977, 19?4)
'~ Teacher res .ither posi%ivei negative or neutral.
. *éﬁild cegarles o meagure atténﬁlon getting
. Eehavﬁars we ped e 4 hi 'tudy by the authors. Of
. the nine’ ch vior categories jfour were labeled "non-teacher t

dlrected" and five "teacher directed™. Gate;eries;werg further
s 1 ", = = \ " = ’ = = s ' V =
divided into pGEltive and negative, and again into behavioral and
verbal. Irf the "teacher directed" categ@ry, a "prax1mal/§hyglc 1"
“f;

category was ~added.

Observers were requestéd to learn the;ﬁhEéklists as thoraughly as
po .SS ible and ‘tc:z refer to them C:D:ﬁlstantly whlle recording observations.
In ,,stances when a "behavioral"” and a "verbal" behaviaz_ar teacher
respaﬁseﬁgccured simuitaneausly. observers were instructed to

* record the "VEfgél" cateéafygi In other instances whe§§gehavi@ré
écé%red duri@gxthe-same 10 second interval, Qbservers were instructed

4 ’ .
to record both behaviors with appropriate responses.

o
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girlsrreceived more-positive verbal reactions than unattractive

- s . » A i
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Results

- T - N £ =

,‘First, let's examine children s behaviaré aﬁd differences

- found §gz\these behaviors on th%fbasiglaf att:act;venesg;

2'x 2.x, (Agé,_Séx{xgﬁtréctivéﬁess) dnalyses of variance on’

the éimple frequencies of children‘s behaviors revealed‘

several main effects for attractlveness.‘ :
\PUnattractive children exﬁ\h;ied hlgher frequenc;es of éverall

nanj%eacheradirected behaviar than atfractlve chlldren. This

finding seems to cgnfirm Langlcis and DownH (j979) earlier
finding that unattractive children exhibit higher rates of

behavior than attractive children. v

2. Attractive children exhibited higher rates af teacher—dlr je@

¢
~ behavior than unattractive children- However, th;s difference

was accounted fér primafily by older, 5—yearsalé, attractive
girls. Hamely, these -girls showed much higher frequencies of
positive behavicral aﬁd ve:bal teacher—directed behagicrs and
proximal behaviors than\%heir unattractive counterparts.

But, what Gf‘teéchersi reactigns té\these behaviars? ;Let's

lcak at teachers' responses to each class of.child behaviars and

then look a xxg%he\iverall pattern for teachers.

1. When children exhib;ted non-teecher-directed pcsitive behavior

several differences-emerged; Unattrgctive children received more
negative verbal reactions than .attractive children. This was
especlally true for unattractive boys. In contrast, attractive

girls.

L
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2{ When ehildren shgwed nansteachér directed negative beh vior

- only one difierencg sgrfaeed:v unattraetlve;threeayea:scld pgys=v

réceived’mgrg'négafive_verbal reactions tha@_attréeti%evtﬁree—
; ‘ b y N L SRR

year-o0ld boys.

3. When eh;ld:en s nansteacher—diTEEted Uerbal behaV1cr was

V'QSitiﬁé attrastlve children rece1ved sl;ghtly higher amounts

cf pasitive verbal,and behaviaral reactions. ccmpareﬁ with
L

X unattraet;ve child:en, but the différences were .only barely

E;Lgnifi am—. at “the .05 level.

4_1 When ghildran e;hiblted negativé verbal n@n—teacher directed

b§§§?;§?, unat?ractive chlldren got slightly highgr negative

.verbal reactions,

Dverallu then, when éhiidfen shawed'nan—teacher directed behaviérs‘

Euch as simple play, teachers were samewhat more 1ikely to resp@nd
3
‘ Pasltively ta attragtive children, especially girls, and

negatively tg ugattractive children, espec;ally bays./
When we examine children's teacher-directed behavip:aa éven more

differences emerged.

-

5. ‘Zhan childzen 8 teacher-directed behavicrs were }
teag era responded much more p@sltively to attractive tﬁise—

year—gla girls and to all attzactive boys than to their

uﬂattractive geers.

6. When teacher-directed verbal behaviors were posi

only difference emerged among 3-year-old girls wherein attractive
girls received more positive verbal reactions than unattractive

--girls.,
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were ne‘ative, ‘no d;fferencés based on attractive in teachers!

#¢n children' s teacher—dlrected behavior or’ verbalizatians

8. Finally, when children exhlblted prox;mity—seeking behavior

large differagces ezisted nly in response to S—year—old girls:
attractive girls received far more PGSlt;ve verbal reactions

than unattractive girls. ) Si S,

Admittédly, we'lve just gone over quite a few findings,and
they may be soméwhat difficult to digest in so short a presen-
tatiéni Let me briefly summarize them at this point. When é;
childrén are ‘simply playing and not interacting with their

'Wteaghers; gttraetive children receive far more favorable

feedback from teachers than unattractive children. When children

k-3 . |

‘direct their attentlon to teachers, such as in the form of a
request ior help or a gmile, attraetive children were slightly
more likely to receive pcs;tlve attent;cn than unattractive
children. The battam line of the findings seem to be that._
behav;cral differences dc seem to exist between attractive
and unattractive children wherein unattractive chlldren show
higher activity levels and teachers appear to reaét more
favcrably to attractive, compared - with unattraetive, ch;ldren.
It would seem likely then, following Langlois and Downs (1979)
earlier work, that unattractive ch%;d%en show greater activity
;;‘levelsﬁin order to gain some attention since teechers' attention

- o
and positive reactions appear to favor attractive children.

, N\
N\
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This study yields
beﬁaviarai differences
differential reactions

unattractive children.

Downs & Nelscn;a
vccnfiréatary evidence that the
expéctea E§ teachers are translated into
Py %eache?s toward aftraetiveiand

From a social network pexspective,

" teachers are probably §laying a very important role in the

attractiveness-based éacialisati@n process,., Additional

research, preferably of a langituiinal néture, is needed

which unravels the biadirecticnalityVéfgteachers' an@

children's responses.

to whether existing differences.

That is, tha/qugs%ian still remains as

i

n children's attractiveness

b

levels and behaviors elicit differences in teachers' behaviors

or. conversely, do teachers! reactions to attractive and

ﬁzattractive children promote the observed differences betw=en

attractive and unattractive children.
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