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Abstract

People spend billions of dollars on improving their image. Beautiful men and women are perceived as happier and
more intelligent, trustworthy, successful and popular. There is plenty of scientific evidence that shows that physical
appearance plays a significant role in political elections, education, the labor market, income and justice. All these
findings lead to the plausible question of whether physical appearance has an impact on welfare provisions. The
purpose of this paper is not to answer this question directly but to investigate whether it is worth exploring further. We
discuss the possible impact of physical attractiveness on health and social security and attempt to discover its possible
impact on social care through an empirical approach based on primary data collected by a survey targeting people
who are active in social care organizations. The main conclusion is that physical attractiveness has an indirect impact
on health services and social security and a marginal impact on social care provision.
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1. The power of beauty

A survey of this kind can be easily criticized due to ignorance or prejudice and is controversial because some people
may think that the impact of physical attractiveness on everyday life is so clear that it needs no further investigation,
while others may think that correlating beauty with social welfare is blasphemy. In any case, the enormous sizes of the
global beauty, fashion, and cosmetic surgery markets leave no doubt that people believe that physical appearance is
important and that they actively try to look attractive.

The global fashion industry is divided into six main business segments: the luxury goods market, menswear industry,
womenswear industry, bridal wear market, children’s wear market, sports footwear market and some smaller segments
(underwear, caps and shoes, accessories, etc.). Its estimated value is 3 trillion USD, or 2% of the world’s GDP
(Fashionunited, 2019). The global beauty market is divided into five main business segments, color (make-up),
fragrances, haircare, skincare and toiletries (Barbalova, 2011). In 1997, global cosmetics and toiletries retail sales were
171.5 billion USD. At the end of the nineties, the global beauty marketwent through a slight slowdown, mostly due to a
decline in sales in Asia-Pacific. Nevertheless, other regions, such as the US market (which grew 3% to 5%), reported
further growth, primarily due to population growth and increasing demand for premium products (Bucalo, 1999).
Fueled mostly by the emerging markets of Latin America and Asia, the global demand for cosmetics will continue to
grow (Topaciuk and Toboda, 2013). The global market for cosmetic surgery segment involves reconstruction,
restoration, and alteration of the human body and enhances the appearance of the body through both nonsurgical and
elective surgical procedures. The market is expanding mainly due to social and cultural factors such as the influence of
the film industry, media, and fashion, and it is estimated to reach a revenue of 21.97 billion USD by the end of 2023
(Market Research Future, 2019).

Thus, the question is to what extent is the enormous amount of money spent on beauty based on human vanity or a
personal investment in a better life. The answer seems to be both. Spending on cosmetics and clothing has a positive
impact on a woman’s perceived beauty, as up to 10% of each unit of expenditure are repaid in the form of higher
earnings (Hamermesh et al. 2002). Physiognomy (from the Greek word “physi” meaning “nature” and “gnomonas”
meaning “guideline” or “set square”) is the practice of assessing a person’s personality and character from his/her outer
appearance and especially the face and its expression. Physiognomy has a long history, as it is documented in both
ancient Egypt and ancient Greece.
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Currently, nine out of ten people believe that physical features share information about an individual’s behaviors
(Zebrowitz, 1996). Moreover, psychologists record that physically attractive people are seen to possess a host of
positive attributes, such as happiness, intelligence, trustworthiness, and success (Goldman and Lewis, 1977, Wilson and
Eckel, 2006), a phenomenon that is commonly referred to as the physical attractiveness bias, or more simply,“what is
beautiful is good” (Dion et al. 1972).

As we will see in more detail in the following sections, income and justice are two sectors for which there is plenty of
scientific evidence that beauty is important. Nevertheless, these sectors are not the only ones. Scientific evidence shows
that people prefer to interact with individuals who have attractive features. Physically beautiful people are consistently
judged to be qualitatively superior and to have moral goodness, better interpersonal skills and enhanced mental acuity
(Vashi, 2015). Those who are physically attractive reap many benefits, from higher average wages to a wider variety of
mate choices (Oslen and Marshuetz, 2002). According to Kanazawa (2011), attractive children are more intelligent (by
12.4 1Q points in the United Kingdom and a somewhat smaller number of points in the United States). Physically
attractive people are judged to be happier, more intelligent, more trustworthy and better adjusted than others (Dion et
al. 1972, Goldman and Lewis 1977, Wilson and Eckel 2006). A person’s physical appearance can have a substantial
impact on popularity and treatment from others, in the sense that a more positive treatment of attractive women and
men leads them to develop higher social skills and greater confidence, which can expand social networks, produce
additional career opportunities, influence whom they choose as romantic partners and improve dating opportunities
(Frederick et al., 2012). Facial characteristics influence impressions as they reveal psychological attributes whose
detection is important for adaptive functioning. Adults with various childlike facial qualities are perceived to show
more submission, honesty, warmth and naiveté and less physical strength than those with more mature faces (Berry and
McArthur, 1986). Umberson and Hughes (1987) use status characteristics to explain the effects of attractiveness on
well-being and achievement. They conclude that one’s attractiveness does impinge on achievement and psychological
well-being. Being very attractive reduces an individual’s propensity for criminal activity and being unattractive
increases it for a spectrum of crimes ranging from burglary to selling drugs. Unattractive females have lower labor
force participation rates and have husbands who have a lower education (Hamermesh and Biddle 1994). The impact of
physical appearance is also evident in the marriage market. Tall or obese women and short or unattractive men are less
likely to be married (Harper, 2000).

Physical appearance plays a role in politics and education. Attractive children receive more attention in the classroom
than do unattractive children. Moreover, teachers evaluate physically attractive students more favorably, and physically
attractive students are perceived as belonging to a more socially desirable group (Clifford and Walster, 1973). A
student’s height, and even a student’s name that sounds like it was given by uneducated parents, influence the student’s
human capital and skill formation during school. Names that signal lower socioeconomic status generate lower teacher
expectations (Figlio, 2005). Height influences participation in club activities (Persico et al. 2004), enhancing the
possibilityof a better social life. Physically attractive political candidates are seen as more trustworthy and are more
likely to win elections than their less physically attractive competitors (Sigelman et al. 1987, Todorov et al. 2005).
Physical attractiveness matters as a heuristic device for uninformed voters (but not for politically savvy voters).
Stockemer and Praino (2015) asked students to rank the physical attractiveness of candidates to the U.S. House of
Representatives, and then they asked one group to indicate their vote choice by merely looking at the picture of
candidates, while another group hadthe pictures and detailed descriptions of the political and professional competencies
of the contenders at their disposal. They found that those voters who are politically uninformed tend to cast their ballot
for the better-looking candidate, whereas politically knowledgeable individuals choose the more competent candidate.
Milazzo and Mattes (2016) explored the relationship between perceptions of candidate attractiveness and election
outcomes in Britain using a computer-based survey to evaluate subjects’ first impressions of real British candidates
from the 2010 general election and found that candidates who were widely perceived to be more attractive had a higher
vote share, even when the candidates’ party, campaign spending, age, and incumbency were considered.

2. The Sixth Day

Although it is easy to observe the power and impact of beauty, it can be more informative to describe beauty itself. One
problem is where to start: of course, we could measure and record the proportions of beautiful faces, but first, we need
a set of proportions that define these faces as beautiful. As we will see, many scholars have tried over time to either
define or measure beauty using a variety of different methods. A book written in 1753 describes six principles that
independently affect beauty and grace: fitness (the impact of fitness on the total beauty of an object is only moderate,
but it is a necessary cause), variety (“sameness”, or a lack of variety, offends the senses), composed variety (only
pleases us when it is suggestive of fitness), simplicity (enhances the pleasure of variety in that it pleases the eye),
intricacy (beauty that is not obvious but needs to be discovered) and quantity (in a sense of greatness) (Hogarth, 1971).
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In everyday life, facial attractiveness is swiftly evaluated. Oslen and Marshuetz (2002) quickly showed pictures of
faces to a group of people. These people were then asked to classify their feelings in words as either bad or good.
Attractive faces resulted in speedy positive words and were found to be associated with eliciting positive emotions.
Ambady and Rosenthal (1992) asked volunteers to rate teachers on traits including competence, confidence and
honesty after watching 2-, 5- or 10-second silent clips of their performance. Two-second judgements were as accurate
as those given more time, and the general scores successfully predicted the teachers’ end of semester evaluations.

Studies have shown that faces high in symmetry are judged to be more attractive than faces low in symmetry (Hume
and Montgomerie, 2001, Mealey et al. 1999). Symmetry is a major correlate of the physical attractiveness of men and
women. When studies rely on an interview assessment rating of each candidate’s beauty, interviewers may hold
cultural and racial preferences that may insert bias into the studies (Zebrowitz and Montepare, 2008). To eliminate the
impact of other features, Mealey et al. (1999) controlled for natural covariates of symmetry by comparing the
symmetry and attractiveness differentials between monozygotic cotwins, who were genetically but not developmentally
identical. They found that the more symmetric twin in each pair was consistently rated as more attractive and that the
magnitude of the difference between the twins’ perceived attractiveness was directly related to the magnitude of the
difference in symmetry. Facial symmetry can be asserted with the use of a perceptual technique in which high
symmetry is indicated by high ratings of the similarity between a left—left chimeric face and a right-right chimeric face
(Mealey et al. 1999, Rhodes et al. 2001). In a simpler approach, research studies showed a number of photographs of
men and women of all ages and races to two groups of people. The first group had to assess both the vertical and
horizontal symmetry of these faces, and the second had to grade the same faces based on their own perception of
beauty. People graded the faces that were previously rated as symmetrical more positively (Beck, 2010).

This link between symmetry and attractiveness comes from the idea that symmetrical faces are correlated with being
healthy and more capable of reproducing (Hume and Montgomerie, 2001, Milne et al. 2003). Rhodes et al. (2001a)
investigated whether averageness and symmetry signal health. They state that perceived health correlates negatively
with distinctiveness and asymmetry. Facial distinctiveness ratings are associated with poor childhood health in males
and poor current and adolescent health in females, while facial asymmetry is not associated with actual health.
Fluctuating asymmetry (random deviations from perfect symmetry) is significantly associated with the number of
medical conditions (asymmetric people more often report two or more medical conditions) (Milne et al. 2003).
Symmetry has shaped the entire human civilization: almost everything created by humans is symmetric to a central
vertical axis (cars, ships, glasses, tables, boxes, books, windows, paintings, doors, cables, beds, screws, bookmarks,
bottles, mirrors, monitors, remote controllers, sponges, soaps, etc.), and we use other shapes only when there are
limitations (rooms, buildings, complex machines). This is so obviously true that the average human brain needs some
time to imagine that it could have been different.

Hume and Montgomerie (2001) explored the relationships between facial attractiveness and several variables thought
to be related to genotypic and phenotypic quality in humans (fluctuating asymmetry, body mass index, health, age).
They conclude that, although facial attractiveness is negatively related to developmental instability (as measured by
asymmetry), attractiveness also signals different aspects of “quality” in both men and women. People with more
symmetrical faces are associated with resisting disease, which signifies a healthy potential mate for passing along good
genes. This preference for facial symmetry has become favored in evolution and is not just seen when choosing a mate
but also in general judgements including an individual’s “good” character. Rhodes et al. (2001a) examined whether
facial averageness and symmetry are also attractive in non-Western cultures, manipulating the symmetry of Japanese
and Chinese faces by blending each original face with its mirror image to create perfectly symmetric versions. They
found that both Chinese and Japanese people preferred the perfectly symmetric versions to the original ones. On the
other hand, Hatfield and Sprecher (1986) claimed that people in different cultures do not agree on which features are
important, much less on what is good looking and what is not and suggest that, although there is considerable
agreement about looks within a culture, there are no universal standards of beauty.

Another important component of beauty was accidentally discovered in a photographic experiment conducted for
different reasons. Sir Francis Galton (knighted in 1909), an English scientist who was interested and active in almost all
scientific fields of his time, created composite portraits in which he superimposed photographic exposures of faces
registered on their eyes to create graphic representations of groups of faces such as criminals, meat eaters, vegetarians
and tuberculosis patients using a technique called “composite portraiture”.

'Chimeras are original full-face photographs split down a central vertical axis. Each individual side of the face is aligned with
a mirror-reflected version of itself.
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He noticed that the composites were much better looking than their individual components because the special
villainous irregularities had disappeared (Galton, 1878). It took a hundred years for the psychological scientific
community to rediscover his initial observations and to pay attention to the beauty of these composed faces. Langlois
and Roggman (1990) asked 300 people to rate the attractiveness of a series of 2-, 4-, 8-, 16-, and 32- computer
processed composite photos of a large group of young male and female faces. They discovered that the larger the
number of composite photos, the more attractive the outcome was, with the 32-composite faces being the most visually
attractive of all other single or combined faces. These results led to the development of the concept of averageness,
which describes the physical beauty that results from averaging the facial features of people of the same gender and
age. It is clear that the average face is not a common face, as the term “average” strictly denotes the technical definition
of the mathematical mean. In the following years, many studies using the same or different techniques, such as face
profiles and line drawings, supported the original principle that average faces are consistently more attractive than the
faces used to generate them.

On the Sixth Day of Creation, God said “Let Us make man in Our image...” (Genesis 1:27): The ideal standard
mentioned above may represent something much more important than a simple rule of beauty.

3. The seven rules of beauty

Sitting comfortably on the shoulders of scientific giants and based upon their work, we suggest the following seven
rules of beauty. We focus on the face, but there may be applications in other contexts as well.

1. Averageness. Thehuman brain has an enormous capacity to “read” faces. Its ability to automatically recognize
familiar faces among billions of other faces is adequate proof. It seems that each brain constantly stores the faces it
meets and creates composite images that represent the mean as an ideal standard. The fact that each person meets a
very large number of faces during his or her lifetime results in almost (or perfect) identical ideal standards for all
individuals. The closer a face is to this standard, the more it is perceived as beautiful. Averageness has two
daughters: proportion and symmetry.

2. Proportion. The ideal standard reflects perfect proportions. Artists and scientists have tried to discover these
proportions by measuring and comparing basic elements, such as distances from the eye pupil to the mouth edge,
from hair to chin and from ear to ear, using two-dimensional models. The secrets of perfect beauty, though, are
well hidden in the proportions between thousands of different elements, from head volume to the curve of the chin
and from ear shape to eyelid length, three-dimensionally.

3. Symmetry. In beautiful faces, the left and right sides tend to be identical. Averageness ensures symmetry. In contrast
to proportions, symmetry can be easily measured. Symmetry without averageness is not enough (i.e., a perfectly
symmetrical face with two enormous ears).

4. Health. Absence of pimples, pustules, bruises, wounds, eye gums, blotches and any sign that disrupts the continuity
of the skin or disfigures the shape of the face. Healthy hair and teeth.

5. Large eyes and a big mouth with full lips in relation to a small forehead, cheeks, nose, chin and ears. While the latter
are static, eyes and mouth are the moving parts of the face and have the unique ability tobuild an expression.
Dimples are welcome because they exaggerate the mouth and enhance the demonstration of emotions.

6. Rare color eyes such as blue (approximately 8% of the world population), hazel (5%), amber (5%), green (2%) or
gray (less than 1%), and their shades (The world atlas, 2019). Rare colors will vanish in the future. Both parents
must contribute a rare color eye gene to obtain a rare color eyed baby. If both parents have one copy of the rare
gene and one copy of the dominant brown-eyed gene, then there is only a 25% possibility that the rare colorwill
emerge.

7. Childbearing age (neither too old nor too young), attractive voice and smell (both difficult for a non-poet to
describe).

Plastic surgeons and experienced beauticians apply their techniques to improve proportions, restore symmetry, hide

unhealthy signs, and remove or restrict nonmoving parts, while highlighting the eyes and the mouth, highlighting (or

creating the illusion of) rare color eyes and repairing the signs of aging. Although there is no universal prototype, the
seven rules are valid across cultures and centuries: the standard is changing because people are changing.

4. Effects of beauty on income and justice
4.1. “Show me your picture, and I’ll tell you your income”

More attractive people are more likely to be employed and earn higher wages. Attractive employed people, especially
men, older employed people, and those engaged in occupations primarily filled by men earn higher annual salaries than
less attractive respondents. Younger and female people and those working in jobs largely performed by women,
however, tend not to gain any significant economic returns from greater physical attractiveness (Roszell et al. 1989).
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More attractive men have higher starting salaries and continue to earn more over time, while for women, there is no
effect of attractiveness on starting salaries, but more attractive women earn more later on in their jobs (Hanson Frieze et
al. 1991). The wage effects of attractiveness are positive across the entire wage distribution and are nonlinear for men
(meaning that the wage premium for attractiveness is smaller than the wage punishment for unattractiveness) and linear
for women (Pfeifer, 2012).

Hamermesh and Biddle (1998) propose models with an ascriptive characteristic generating earnings differentials and
causing sectoral sorting, which allow us to distinguish among sources producing such differentials. Beautiful people are
seen to be more competent, are perceived more favorably by potential employers, are more likely to be hired and are
more likely to receive higher wages and promotions  (Boéo et al . 2013, Hamermesh and Biddle 1993, Harper 2000).
Physical appearance has a substantial effect on employment patterns and earnings. Men and women assessed as
unattractive or short experience a significant earnings penalty. Tall men receive a pay premium, while obese women
experience a pay penalty (Harper, 2000). There is evidence of labor market discrimination against obese women. While
the results for men are weaker and mixed, obese women have lower family incomes than women whose weight-for-
height is in the ‘recommended’ range (Averett and Korenman, 1993). At a higher level, companies with physically
attractive CEOs earned significantly higher stock returns than those with comparably less attractive CEOs (Rule and
Ambady, 2008).

4.2. Angels and demons in front of the jury

There is plenty of evidence that the criminal justice system does privilege physically attractive defendants and can be
divided into four major categories: studies that show that attractiveness influences juridical decisions in general, studies
that show that there is influence only on less severe offenses, and studies that show that attractiveness does not
influence the judgment itself but does influence the length of the sentence. Another group of scholars refers to a reverse
effect, whereby the beauty of the defendant can result in a more severe punishment.

Juries in both mock and real trials tend to be more lenient toward more attractive defendants than toward their less
attractive counterparts (Buck and Tiene, 1989, Darby and Jeffers 1988, Leventhal and Krate 1977). Attractiveness of
the offender could have very well acted as an extralegal factor in trialsin which attractiveness was rewarded with a
more lenient sentence (Sporer and Goodman-Dclahunly, 2009). Mocan and Tekin (2006) have suggested that
unattractive individuals face a handicap. The level of beauty in adolescence has an effect on criminal propensity some
years later, probably due to the impact of the level of beauty on human capital formation. The derived labor market
penalty provides a direct incentive for unattractive individuals to engage in criminal activity. Stewart (1980) conducted
a study using the attractiveness ratings of defendants and reported that in 90% of the cases, the more attractive the
defendant, the more lenient was the sentence. Criminals who have had plastic surgery to enhance their features have a
greater change of not returning to prison (Lewison, 1974).

Hamermesh and Biddle (1994) investigated the relationship between attractiveness (ratings assigned by interviewers on
a scale from 1 to 5) and the criminal activity of young adults aged 18 to 26. Although they detected no unfavorable
treatment of unattractive individuals or males, they noticed that very attractive females receive favorable treatment
from the criminal justice system, as they were less likely to be detained. A study that examined the effect of gender and
facial characteristics of criminal offenders on attributions of crime-relevant traits showed slight tendencies toward more
lenient appraisals of the more attractive women (Ahola et al. 2009).

Some studies find that physically attractive defendants are less likely to be found guilty, and even those who are
convictedreceive shorter sentences (Efran 1974, Leventhal and Krate 1977, Darby and Jeffers 1988, Desantis and
Kayson 1997). In severe cases, physical attractiveness did not influence whether the defendant was acquitted or
convicted, but it did influence sentence length (Stewart, 1980, 1985). In negligent homicide cases, both physically
attractive and unattractive defendants were declared guilty at equal rates; however, when they were sentenced,
physically attractive defendants were sentenced more leniently than unattractive defendants (Landy and Aronson,
1969).

Other scholars have suggested that observations of the attraction-leniency effect are limited to less severe and
victimless offenses (Downs and Lyons 1991, Mazzella and Feingold 1994, Beckham et al. 2007).

After applying more realistic jury simulations or controlling for seriousness of crime and race, the effects of physical
attractiveness on legal leniency disappear altogether (Weiten 1994, Kutys 2013). A study thatanalyzed data on male
property, drug, and violent offenders to examine the relationship between sentencing outcomes and physical
attractiveness showed that although physical attractiveness is not related to sentencing outcomes among drug offenders
and those without a prior criminal record, physically attractive criminal defendants are less likely to be sentenced to
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prison than their less physically attractive counterparts (Fraga,2015). Sigall and Ostrove (1975) combined the physical
attractiveness of a criminal defendant and the nature of the crime (attractiveness-unrelated or attractiveness-related) in a
factorial experiment, asking a large number of students to sentence the defendant to a term of imprisonment, and found
out that when the offense was attractiveness-related, the attractive defendant would receive harsher treatment, but when
a crime was unrelated to attractiveness (burglary) the students would assign more lenient sentences to the attractive
defendant than to the unattractive defendant. Based on an assessment of the physical attractiveness of over 2,000
female and male defendants by police officers, Downs and Lyons (1991) conclude that the physical attractiveness of
defendants is a significant predictor of fines and bail amounts for misdemeanor charges but not for more serious felony
charges.

Finally, some researchers even find a reverse effect, in which physically attractive defendants receive harsher
punishment than less attractive ones (Escott 2005, Patry, 2008). In some instances, there seems to be a penalty for
beauty. In these cases, the more attractive criminals receive a harsher sentence, and it seems that a pity factor develops
and the tattooed, overweight, obese, scarred, and unattractive criminals receive the more lenient sentence (Beck, 2010).
Mazzella and Feingold (1994) asked people to rate whether defendants appeared attractive, confident, dirty, educated,
good, of good posture, rich, sloppy and well-dressed and found that a harsh sentence was given to the more attractive
defendant in cases of negligent homicide while an attractive person who committed theft or rape received a less harsh
sentence.

5. The (in)visible factor: physical appearance in health services and social security

Social protection, the outcome of the welfare state (or welfare regime, which besides the state also includes the market
and the nonprofit sector), is divided into three pillars: health, social security and social care. With regard to health,
social protection includes everything that is related to prevention, cure and rehabilitation but is not the direct subject of
medicine. It includes the design and management of health services. From this point of view, external appearance has
no direct impact on social protection because it is clear that health planning is uniform for all people, regardless of
physical appearance.

However, considering the extensive literature that suggests that rich people have access to better health services (the
Black report, Gray, 1982) on the one hand and the fact that, as mentioned above, beautiful people achieve better
salaries on the other hand, we can theoretically conclude that beauty does indirectly affect the equal distribution of
health services. Similar remarks can be made regarding the social security pillar. In contrast to social care, which
includes personal (nonmonetary) services, social security includes social transfers (in cash or in kind) such as old-age
and survivors’ pensions, and unemployment, family-related, sickness, disability and other benefits. These benefits may
be either contributory (such as an unemployment allowance, where the entitlement depends on previous payments) or
noncontributory, where the allowance depends on conditions independent of previous payments (such as benefits for
natural disaster victims). Neither access to the latter nor their amount can be affected by beauty. Regarding contributory
benefits, however, things are different. The largest proportion of contributory benefits are pensions that compensate for
a percentage of the salary earned by the pensioner during his or her career. Since, as mentioned earlier, the amount of
this salary depends on appearance, we can theoretically and inductively assume that beauty affects not only health
services but also some aspects of social security.

5. The effect of social care service users’ appearance on social care providers: an empirical approach

The evident effects of physical appearance on various sectors of social interaction described above lead to the plausible
question of whether appearance also has an impact on the fair contribution of health and social benefits and services.
Our ambition is not to directly answer this question that challenges the holy cow of the welfare state andthe very core
of its principles but only to investigate whether there is some impact worthy of further research. The subject is
innovative and so there is no standard methodology, nor is it possible to take advantage of methods used in other
sectors (such as education, the legal system or the labor market) as described above. The only way to gain knowledge is
to directly ask the opinion of executives and experts active in welfare state organizations.For these reasons, we chose a
sample of 1000 employed and volunteer social workers, psychologists, nurses, and administration and auxiliary staff
active in public, private and nonprofit organizations who provide social care services for homeless people, people with
disabilities, prisoners and ex-prisoners, elderly people, victims of domestic violence, drug and alcohol addicts,
refugees, migrants, Roma people, poor, ethnic and religious minority groups, members of the LGBT community,
people in need of blood, and the mentally or physically ill, and sent them a brief questionnaire consisting of 14
questions asking them not for their personal opinion but about what they witness in the field in which they are active.
There were two sets of positive and negative questions. The first set consisted of 7 questions asking whether some
positive characteristics of the recipients of social services motivate the staff to provide better services, while the second
set consisted of 7 questions asking whether the following negative characteristics of the recipients of social services
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motivate the staff to provide worse services (table 1). This approach is far from perfect because it does not cover
opposite reactions, i.e., negative characteristics that motivate better services because they cause feelings of pity or
positive characteristics that motivate worse services because they cause feelings of jealousy, but as stated earlier, our
humble aim was to simply investigate whether there is some impact and not to entirely analyze this impact.

Table 1. Positive and negative attributes

positive attributes

negative attributes

clean face and body

dirty face and body

neat clothing and shoes

dirty and neglected clothing and shoes

tall and straight figure

short and hunched figure

normal body weight obesity
beautiful hair dirty and neglected hair
beautiful face ugly face

healthy teeth

rotten teeth

A 5-point Likert scale was chosen (Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Disagree nor Agree, Agree, and Strongly
Agree) afterthorough research because it combines adequacy with simplicity and provides an option for a neutral
choice. The small rate of return (149 responders, 14.9%) probably signifies a limited concern of the responders about
the issue: in a very similar sample of research regarding job satisfaction, the rate of return was more than double
(32.6%). There were 345 total visits, 192 unique visitors and a 77.6% completion rate. Respondents were 23% male
and 77% female. Of these, 62% were active in the public sector, 15% in the private sector and 32% in the nonprofit
sector. Seven respondents were volunteers. Tables 2 and 3 summarize the results. As we can see, the respondents were
decisive. There is no question where the majority chose the “neither/nor” option.

Table 2. Percentage of agreement/disagreement that positive attributes motivatebetter services (higher values
in bold)

Attribute motivates better services Disagree ar_wd Neither Disagree nor Agree Agree and  Strongly
Strongly Disagree Agree

clean face and body 10.2 18.4 715

neatclothing and shoes 18.5 22.6 58.9

tall straight figure 37,4 26,5 36

normal body weight 43,5 27,9 28,6

beautiful hair 44,9 24,5 30,6

beautiful face 30,6 17,7 51,7

healthy teeth 36,7 31 42,2

AVERAGE 31,68 24,08 45,64

Regarding positive attributes, we see that in four out of seven cases, the majority agree or strongly agree that the
respected attributes do motivate better services, while in the other three cases, the majority disagree or strongly
disagree. The average is 45,64% agree/strongly agree, 31,68 disagree/strongly disagree and 24,8 neither agree nor
disagree.

Table 3. Percentage of agreement/disagreement that negative attributes motivate worse services (higher values

in bold)
Attributemotivatesworse services gt'rsj%f; IaDri]gagree Neither Disagree nor Agree | Agree and Strongly Agree
dirty face and body 27,20 22,40 50,40
dirty and neglected clothing and shoes | 28,50 20,40 51,00
short and hunched figure 55,40 26,70 17,80
obesity 51,70 22,10 26,20
dirty and neglected hair 53,40 18,50 28,00
ugly face 50,30 23,80 25,80
rotten teeth 50,00 22,90 27,10
AVERAGE 4521 22,4 32,32
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The results are different with regard to negative attributes, where for only two out of the seven attributes (dirty face and
body, dirty and neglected clothing and shoes), the majority agree or strongly agree that there is motivation for worse
services. In all other cases (five out of ten), the majority disagree or strongly disagree, with an average of 32,32%
agree/strongly agree, 22,4 disagree/strongly disagree and 45,21 neither agree nor disagree. The total average (both
positive and negative attributes) is 38,445% disagree/strongly disagree, 23,4% neither disagree nor agree and 38,98%
agree/strongly agree. Regarding positive attributes, the majority of men agree that there is motivation in all 7 cases,
while the majority of women agree that there is motivation in 5 cases and disagree in 2 cases (body weight, hair).
Regarding negative attributes, the majority of men agree that there is motivation in 2 cases and disagree in 5 cases,
while the majority of women disagree that there is motivation in all 7 cases, with a percentage tending toward 100%. In
general, men report that there is an impact (agree/strongly agree) more often than women (9 versus 5 cases in total).

6. Conclusion

We split the entire spectrum of social protection into three pillars: health service, social security (social benefits) and
social care (personal social service). Considering the first one, if we take into account that it is easier for physically
attractive people to find a job, to be promoted and to win more money, then it is clear that they can also claim better
health services, especially in the Greek health system where high out-of-pocket health payments are the rule. Regarding
the second pillar, social security, if we consider that pensions comprise the lion share of social security benefits (in all
South European countries and especially in Greece) and that pensions are related to previous wages, it is more possible
for physically attractive men and women to achieve higher pensions. The conclusions of our empirical approach
regarding the third pillar, social care, are not clear. The majority of respondents agreed that physical appearance has a
(positive or negative) effect on the level of service, but the difference from the opposite opinion is extremely marginal
(only 0.535%), which means that different sets of attributes could easily lead to different conclusions. Nonetheless, it is
worth mentioning that although most respondents agree/strongly agree that positive attributes do motivate better
services (4 out of 7 cases, 45% on average), the majority disagree/strongly disagree that negative attributes motivate
worse services (5 out of 7 cases, 45,21% on average). Our research does not go deep enough to explain the reasons for
that. One explanation could be that social care providers are used to interacting with people who bear negative
attributes, so they do not pay attention to these, but they are not used treating people who bear positive attributes, so
they pay more attention and help slightly more when such (rare) cases occur. A number of appropriate in-depth
interviews could shed some light on these phenomena.
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