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Introduction
Physical attractiveness affects how people are treated by society. The society uses certain parameters to rate physical attractiveness, with Yeh et al. (2020) finding that certain types of faces and figures are attractive. Monk et al. (2017) explain that physical attractiveness is significantly associated with occupational status, wages, and labor market outcomes in general, relationship length and quality, self-esteem, and being socially desired. Society has embellished the rewards of being physically attractive (Jagolino, 2015). Jagolino (2015) found that physical attractiveness helps increase customers’ satisfaction and purchase intentions. Additionally, Tartaglia and Rollero (2015) show that perceiving a person as attractive fosters positive expectations about their personal characteristics. Furthermore, confidence, popularity, and good health are often associated with being physically attractive; the same advantage has been found to apply in professional job scenarios (Jagolino, 2015).  This may count towards promoting the perception that attractive people generally have a better life experience.
However, the research concerning whether physical attractiveness ratings are entirely a learned behavior or not is inconclusive at best. Furthermore, little is known about what sets up the differences in individual preferences for what one finds attractive among people in the same environment. Besides, age-related changes in physical attractiveness ratings have not been properly documented. Also, it is not understood how much physical attractiveness affects an individual’s appraisal of themselves. Still, little is known about how society can mitigate the effect attractiveness ratings have on preferential social treatment.
To better understand the effect of attractiveness on social treatment, two research articles focusing on different aspects of the topic are considered. In the first research by Smith (1985), interaction behavior was observed in 38 preschool children, and it was found that attractive girls received more pro-social and less aggressive advances than unattractive girls. Conversely, there was no differential treatment of boys related to attractiveness.  Moreover, when individual categories of behavior were considered, significant relationships were found only when behaviours directed towards girls were considered, with ratings of attractiveness correlating to the amount of sharing and pro-social verbal comments directed towards girls. Additionally, the amount of aggression received by girls was found to be inversely related to their ratings of facial attractiveness.
The second review article was about the influence of job candidates’ physical appearance on interview evaluations. In this review, Lowman et al. (2019) found that a multitude of traits may be inferred from a job candidate’s appearance and that these inferences are often developed subconsciously. The article found that personality inferences derived from facial characteristics such as facial hair among men and facial age alter how interviewers perceive candidates with younger, more attractive faces being seen as more job-fit. Also, the information conveyed by attractive candidates was shown to generally be received more positively than information conveyed by non-attractive candidates. However, how the interviewer evaluates the desirability of the traits inferred from a candidate’s appearance was shown to be determined by the interviewer’s prototype for the given situation. It was also shown that certain characteristics common to the interview setting can heighten the use of prototype matching to form evaluations.
The research by Smith (1985), therefore, implies that the differential treatment of girls due to attractiveness ratings may help develop negative self-perceptions early in their lives. Consequently, if these self-perceptions are translated into behaviors, a vicious cycle may arise that makes attractive girls more popular in their social circles. Furthermore, repeated differential treatment of unattractive children may be responsible for the development of aggression in the way they interact with other children. On the other hand, one implication of Lowman et al. (2019) is that the formation and use of job-specific prototypes can provide insight into how job candidates are evaluated in general. Hence, the value placed on different features within an interviewer’s job-specific prototype can be reinforced or changed over time. Therefore, this paper implies that it is possible to mitigate the bias employers may have on job applicants by methods such as training interviewers to rely less on appearance prototype matching when structured interviews are used. Cognitive overload can also be reduced in interviews to reduce reliance prototype matching.
Article Critique
However, these two articles have several weaknesses alongside substantial strengths in their arguments. Smith (1985) shows a lack of variety since he uses a small research group of only 38 children, who were white. Furthermore, they were all from the same environment, meaning results may have varied if students in other locations were studied. Besides, the method of observation used in data collection is partly unreliable since the presence of the researcher may have altered the children’s behavior. They were also observed for only five minutes on five separate days, which may seem insufficient for proper data collection. Even worse, a narrow spectrum for the categories of behavior was used. In spite of this, the observers used were well trained. The lack of interference from teachers further enhanced the authenticity of the children’s behavior. Moreover, the use of a standard system for rating the children’s attractiveness helped to avoid unnecessary confusion due to subjective opinions.
Despite Lowman et al. (2019) using many previous legitimate studies to build their arguments, the review lacked a sense of originality since little research was done by them. While acknowledging that it gave clear proposals for future research on its topic, the paper did not elaborate on how attractiveness differently affected different job interviews depending on the job requirements. However, the paper used the latest research, which was important for relevance to the reader at the specific time it was released. Still, it does not answer the question of what gave rise to these biases in job interviews in the first place. Furthermore, the role of other qualities that may affect interviewer evaluation of the job applicant is not explained. Despite this, a wide spectrum of job applicants’ attractiveness features was given and each explained how it affected interviewer evaluation.
In conclusion, some of the methods used in the article helped address how physical attractiveness affects the treatment of people in society. Smith (1985) uses observation of preschool children to assess their behavior relating to attractiveness ratings, showing that observation of physical attractiveness rating related behavior is needed to better combat any societal inequality due to attractiveness. Furthermore, by comparing the results to the existing information about adult behavior relating to attractiveness, the paper tries to illustrate that developmental issues due to attractiveness can be avoided. In the same token, Lowman uses previous research papers to provide a model that would reduce bias in job interviews based on physical attractiveness. The paper also provides new directions for future inquiry on how physical attractiveness may affect interviewer evaluation in job applications. It also shows that interviewer prototypes can be altered to reduce bias. This means that while society may confer an advantage to more attractive people at the moment, this can be changed.
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