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Introduction 

 The aim of this investigation is to test whether a person’s level of attractiveness has an 

influence on how kind they are perceived to be. Our expectation is that one’s level of 

attractiveness does influence how kind one is perceived to be. This investigation is relevant 

because in modern society, many are told lies by social media and television about how they 

should look in order to be attractive, resulting in many to have plastic surgery to become more 

beautiful. Through this investigation, we will see if a person’s view on an individual’s 

attractiveness does affect how they view the individual’s personality. 

 This investigation is based on the Implicit Personality Theory which was introduced by 

psychologist Lee Cronbach in the 1950s. This theory states that one forms an impression about 

another individual by pairing various personality traits and/or human characteristics together 

(“Implicit Personality Theory”, n.d.).  

 This investigation will be looking at the Halo Effect, a specific Implicit Personality 

Theory. The Halo Effect states that when making first impressions, if an individual portrays a 

positive characteristic, one makes the judgement that the individual also possesses multiple other 

positive characteristics. This investigation will examine whether one does pair traits together 

when forming a judgment about someone by seeing if an individual will rate a person who is 

considered to be attractive, a positive characteristic, as kind, a positive personality trait. 

 We are replicating Nisbett and Wilson’s experiment (1977) on the Halo Effect. Their aim 

was to find how aware people are of the Halo Effect. The subjects were 118 college students who 

were divided into two groups and were shown different videos of an interview with a teacher. In 

one video, the teacher was portrayed as likeable while in the other video, he was portrayed as 

unlikeable. The subjects rated the teacher’s appearance, mannerisms, likeability, and accent. The 

results supported the Halo Effect because the subjects that viewed the teacher as likeable rated 

him as more attractive (p<.00001), his mannerisms as more amiable (p<.0001) and his accent as 

more pleasing (p<.0002) than those who viewed him as unlikeable. However, many students 

strongly believed that their ratings weren’t influenced by how much they liked the teacher. This 

experiment showed that people aren’t very aware of the influence that the Halo Effect has on 

them (Nisbett &Wilson 1977). 

 We modified the original study by focusing on the effects of the Halo Effect rather than 

focusing on the subject’s awareness of the effect. We also focused only on the traits of kindness 

and attractiveness rather than likeability, accent, mannerism, and appearance. 

For our experiment, we derived the following hypotheses: 

 Operationalized null hypothesis: When two groups of subjects are shown images of 

attractive or unattractive people (either images of people before plastic surgery who are 

unattractive or the same people after plastic surgery who are attractive), the person’s 

unattractiveness or attractiveness (independent variable) will have no influence on how kind they 

are perceived to be (dependent variable) by the subjects and hence, both groups of subjects will 

rate the images’ kindness on a scale of 1 (lowest level of kindness) to 5 (highest level of 

kindness) similarly.  
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 Operationalized research hypothesis: When two groups of subjects are shown images of 

attractive or unattractive people (images of people before plastic surgery who are unattractive or 

the same people after plastic surgery who are attractive), the group of subjects that view the 

images of attractive people (independent variable) will associate a higher ranking of kindness 

(dependent variable) on a scale of 1 (lowest level of kindness) to 5 (highest level of kindness) 

than the subjects who view the unattractive people. 

Exploration: 

 We used an independent measures design because our experiment required two groups of 

participants: a control group that viewed images of people before having plastic surgery and an 

experimental group that viewed images of people after having plastic surgery. Two groups were 

necessary because if one group of participants were exposed to the images of before and after 

plastic surgery, it is very likely that the participants will figure out the aim of the experiment 

since it’s apparent that the images are of the same people. We used convenience sampling 

because it was the easiest and fastest way to obtain participants. Thus, our target population was 

high school students who volunteered to participate in our experiment. These 5 boys and 15 girls 

that participated were between 14 to 18 years old, came from the same region, and spoke and 

comprehended English well. 

Procedure of experiment: 

1. Divide 20 subjects into two groups (10 for control and 10 for experimental) 

2. Bring one group into a separate room 

3. While reading script (Appendix 1), pass out consent forms (Appendix 2) and paper for 

ratings (Appendix 3) 

4. Collect consent forms 

5. Start experiment by showing images on PowerPoint (specified images for specific group- 

control or experimental) to subjects, showing each image for 30 seconds (Appendix 4) 

6. After all images are shown and subjects have finished their ratings, collect the papers  

7. Bring in second group and repeat procedure using the images specified for group 

(experimental or control) 

8. After finding results of experiment, send debriefing email to subjects (Appendix 5) 

 An extraneous variable that was controlled was the amount of time given to both groups 

for their ratings. For each image, we set a timer for thirty seconds to make sure that no subject 

had more time than another subject to rate the image. Additionally, we followed a script when 

talking so that all the subjects received the same information and no subject had an unfair 

advantage.   

 Before conducting our experiment, ethical considerations were accounted for. Subjects 

had parental consent allowing them to participate in the experiment (Appendix 6). Additionally, 

no subjects were forced to participate but willingly did so. Before we began our experiment, 

participants signed a consent form and were told that they can withdraw from the experiment at 

any time and have their data removed. We ensured confidentiality by having no subjects write 

their names on the paper with their ratings. Furthermore, after the experiment was conducted, we 

debriefed the subjects about the aim of our experiment and its results.  
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Analysis: 

  We analyzed the median and the interquartile range of our data. We found the median 

since it’s resistant to outliers in the data, unlike mean. We found the IQR since our data is ordinal 

and isn’t normally distributed. Hence, we were unable to use standard deviation. We took the 

mean of each participant’s ranking of kindness for all five images, giving us a composite rating 

of kindness (Appendix 7). These averages were our data points. The median of the control 

group’s data is 2.5 and the IQR is 1.0. The median of the experimental group’s data is 2.8 and 

the IQR is 1.2.  The higher IQR of the experimental group means that the data points are more 

spread out around the center of the distribution than they are for the control group. Since the 

median of the experimental group is higher than that of the control, the results support our 

research hypothesis. More subjects gave a higher ranking of kindness to the images of attractive 

people than to the images of unattractive people. 

 We used the Mann-Whitney U test (Appendix 8) because our experiment used an 

independent measures design and had ordinal data. We obtained a U value of 37.5 and a critical 

value for a one-tailed hypothesis at an alpha level of .05 of 27. Since our U value is greater than 

the critical value, our results aren’t statistically significant. Thus, there isn’t a highly significant 

difference in the ratings of kindness given to the images in terms of whether the images were of 

attractive or unattractive people. We fail to reject our null hypothesis and accept that a person’s 

attractiveness has no influence on how kind they are perceived to be.  
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Evaluation:  

 Our experiment is different from the original study (Nisbett &Wilson 1977) because our 

aim was to look at the influence of the Halo Effect while the original study’s aim was to look at 

people’s awareness of the effect. Also, the original study’s results apply only to college students 

while ours applies to high school students. The procedure and design were also different because 

the original study’s subjects watched videos of an interview and rated several traits, such as the 

likeability, mannerism, accent, and appearance of a teacher. Our subjects looked at images, and 

we focused only on the rating of kindness. However, both experiments did have similarities. 

They both involved the subjects rating traits to a person. Moreover, we found a median ranking 

of kindness of 2.8 for the images of the attractive people and a median ranking of 2.5 for the 

unattractive people. Even though a 0.3 difference isn’t very significant, the higher median 

ranking in the experimental group reveals that more people associated the positive trait of 

kindness with the positive characteristic of attractiveness, as stated by the Halo Effect. 

Additionally, as described by the Implicit Personality Theory, the experimental group formed an 

impression about the individuals shown by pairing the trait of kindness with the characteristic of 

attractiveness. Therefore, the results of both our study and the study by Nisbett and Wilson 

(1977) support the Implicit Personality Theory and specifically, the Halo Effect 

 However, after doing a Mann-Whitney U test and getting a U value of 37 which is greater 

than the critical value of 27, we found that there isn’t a significant difference in the results to 

conclude that being attractive or unattractive affects how kind one is perceived to be. We reject 

our research hypothesis that an attractive person will be perceived as more kind than an 

unattractive person and conclude that a person’s attractiveness has no influence on how kind they 

are perceived to be. Therefore, our replication of the Implicit Personality Theory produced 

different results than what is stated by the theory since our experiment didn’t produce significant 

results to conclude that when an individual portrays a positive trait, such as attractiveness, one 

makes the judgement that they also possess other positive traits by pairing attractiveness with 

kindness.  

 A possible reason for why our results are different than what the Implicit Personality 

Theory describes is that we looked at the characteristic of attractiveness. A person that we 

believed to be attractive may not have been seen as attractive by the subjects. Thus, this could 

explain why our results weren’t statistically significant. 

  A strength of our experiment’s sample was that the subjects were fluent English speakers 

and had a similar level of education. A limitation was the lack of diversity since all our subjects 

were high school students between 14 to 18 years old. Our results might change if we had 

included elderly people because an elderly person’s perception of attractiveness may be different 

from a young person’s perception since the beauty standards during the lives of elders were 

different from the modern standards. 

 A strength of our experiment’s design was that our subjects rated several traits, other than 

kindness. By putting filler traits, we decreased the possibility that subjects would figure out the 

aim of our experiment. A limitation was our independent variable of attractiveness. Someone 

considered as attractive by one person may not be the considered in the same way by another.  
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 A strength of our experiment’s procedure was that we maintained consistency in the 

control and experimental groups by using a script and giving both groups 30 seconds to rate each 

image. By maintaining consistency, neither group had an unfair advantage by knowing more 

information or by receiving more time. A limitation was the comprehension of the directions. 

Despite our group thoroughly explaining the directions, there might have been subjects that 

misunderstood the directions. For example, it’s possible for a subject to rate all the traits together 

for each image rather than rating each trait individually. 

 A modification that should be done is using subjects from a widespread age range. One 

group that does the experiment can be elderly people while another group consists of young 

people. Since beauty standards are constantly evolving, the standard during the lives of the 

elderly is different from the standard during the lives of the young people. As a result, the 

perception of beauty may largely differ between the groups. The experiment’s aim would be to 

see if being an elderly person versus a young person has an effect on the ranking of kindness 

associated with the images of people. Another modification is to use a different independent 

variable, such as intelligence, by presenting the IQ scores of people. The IQ score isn’t 

dependent on others’ beliefs, unlike attractiveness. By presenting two groups the same image of 

a person but with different IQ scores, the investigation’s aim would be to explore how kind a 

person is perceived to be based on their presented intelligence. Statistically significant results 

that support the Implicit Personality Theory are expected to be produced. 

 In conclusion, despite seeing a higher mean ranking of kindness for images of attractive 

people than for unattractive people, the results aren’t significant to reject the null hypothesis. 

Thus, we conclude that a person’s attractiveness has no influence on how kind they are perceived 

to be. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1- Script with Instructions of Experiment 
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Appendix 2- Consent Form 
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Appendix 3- Paper for Subjects to Rate the Images 
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Appendix 4- PowerPoint of Images of People Before (Group 1) and After (Group 2) Plastic 

Surgery 
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Appendix 5- Debrief 
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Appendix 6- Parental Consent 
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Appendix 7- Raw Data 

 

*2.6 is the mean rating of kindness  
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Appendix 8- Mann-Whitney U Test Calculations 
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