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Abstract

Our study aims to analyse whether former feelingeappiness and/or physical appearance
have influence on the subsequent observable réspartormance of scholars. Therefore we
photographed 49 persons attending th&" &hnual conference of the German Academic
Association for Business Research (VHB), which tqdkce in Bremen in 2010. We
interviewed them about their feelings of happinésger we asked students to evaluate the
photographed persons’ attractiveness, competemasiwbrthiness, likeability and their
feelings of happiness. To determine the academasgarch performance we compiled a list
of their recent journal publications, considerinffedent journal weights and dividing them
by the number of authors. Regression analyses Ire¢lvat feelings of happiness in 2010
significantly increase research performance in 22012. In addition, they suggest that
scholars’ physical appearance can affect theirarebeperformance. In particular we observe

that a trustworthy appearance has a significaraitive effect.

JEL-Codes: 123, J01, MO0, M50



Aussehen, Forschungsleistung und Glicksempfinden
von Wissenschaftlern

Zusammenfassung

Wir untersuchen empirisch, ob vorheriges Gliucksémieh und/oder Aussehen die zu einem
spateren Zeitpunkt beobachtbare ForschungsleistangWissenschaftlern beeinflussen. Im
Jahr 2010 wurden 49 Teilnehmer der 72. Jahrestadesiyerbands der Hochschullehrer fir
Betriebswirtschaft (VHB) fotografiert und danach frggt, wie gltcklich sie sind.

Anschlielend wurden Studenten gebeten, anhand aiérai®s die Attraktivitat sowie die

ausgestrahlte Kompetenz, die VertrauenswirdigetSympathie und das Glicksempfinden
der fotografierten Personen zu bewerten. Derenchargysleistung wurde anhand ihrer
Veroffentlichungen in Fachzeitschriften in den tetz Jahren quantifiziert, wobei unter-
schiedliche Gewichtungen von Zeitschriften beridkisgt wurden und eine Division durch

die Anzahl der Autoren stattfand. Regressionsaralysrgeben, dass Glucksempfinden in
2010 die Forschungsleistung in 2011/2012 signifikentndht. Aul3erdem deuten sie darauf
hin, dass sich das Aussehen von Wissenschaftlernheal Forschungsleistung auswirkt.
Insbesondere ist zu beobachten, dass ein vertnatsfiges Aussehen einen signifikant

positiven Einfluss hat.
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Scholars’ Physical Appearance, Research Performanand
Feelings of Happiness

1. Introduction

An attractive appearance fosters work-related ssc¢gee e. g. Mobius/Rosenblat 2006 or
Hamermesh/Biddle 1994) and may also give rise tebstudent evaluations of teaching (see
e. g. Felton et al. 2008). Happiness seems to pemork-related success as well (see
Graham/Eggers/Sukhtankar 2004 or Diener et al. ROB@wever, to the best of our

knowledge, the relationship between physical agrea and research performance has not
been analysed yet. The same holds for the reldtiprisetween feelings of happiness and

successful research.

A relationship between scholars’ physical appearaatd their research performance might
exist, even though at first glance this idea setnmse abstruse. When reviewers know the
authors’ names, they might find their photos onititernet. Therefore it cannot be excluded
that manuscripts submitted to a journal have adrigihance of acceptance when the author
looks for example very trustworthy or competentnéke scholars’ physical appearance might
affect the total amount of publications as welltkas impact factors of the publications. For
journals which apply a double-blind peer-review qass, at least the editor knows the
author’'s name. Moreover, authors often cite themesend from these citations their names
can be revealed irrespective of the review procédsre important is that physical
appearance, such as appearing very trustworthyoorpetent, might improve scholars’

opportunities for research cooperation, which iases their research performance.

Our study aims to find out whether former feelimjshappiness and/or physical appearance
influence scholars’ subsequent observable resgadiormance. The next section gives an
overview of the relevant literature. The third sectdescribes our data and the method. We
report our empirical results in the fourth sectamd discuss them in section five. Section six

concludes.

“The authors are grateful to Johanna Metker fontakhotos of scholars attending thé"zhnual conference
of the German Academic Association for BusinesseBesh (VHB) in Bremen 2010. We also thank the
participants of the annual meeting of the SectibA@ademic Management of the VHB in Duisburg 2008 f
valuable suggestions.



2. Literature Review

2.1. The Impact of Physical Appearance on Work-Retad Success

Empirical studies suggest that physical appeardrase a positive effect on work-related
success in various professional fields, like etexdi (see Rosar/Klein/Beckers 2008, Klein/
Rosar 2005 or Todorov et al. 2005), teaching (sesaRKlein 2009, Felton et al. 2008,
Riniolo et al. 2006, Hamermesh/Parker 2005 or Glé€ashen 1979) or CEOs’ performance
(see Graham/Harvey/Puri 2010 or Rule/Ambady 2008 following paragraphs give an

overview of these studies.

Rule/Ambady (2008, p. 109) asked 50 undergraduatesake judgements on the faces of
photographed CEOs (only men) from 50 companieshefRortune 1,000. The participants
assessed the photographs with respect to five dilmes of physical appearance: competence,
dominance, likeability, facial maturity and trusttloness (see ibidem, p. 109). Afterwards
the authors conducted a principal component arsalgsid obtained two factors: Power
(competence, dominance, and facial maturity) andnwa (likability and trustworthiness)
(see ibidem, p. 110). Partial correlations revedhed power-related traits from CEOs’ faces
were significantly related to company profits (f(410.36; p < 0.025, see ibidem, p. 110).
However, the authors also pointed to the fact tiey “cannot draw any causal inferences as
to whether more successful companies choose indilgsdvith a particular appearance to be
their CEOs or whether individuals with a particudgapearance emerge as more successful in
their work as CEOs” (Rule/Ambady 2008, p. 110). inikr study was conducted by
Graham/Harvey/Puri (2010). The authors ran sewpériments in which persons evaluated
the photographs of CEOs in terms of beauty, conmgeterustworthiness, and likeability (see
ibidem, p. 3). They found that more competent logkCEOs tend to earn higher wages (see
ibidem, p. 4). But their results did not revealttkdOs’ facial attributes are related to firm

performance (see ibidem, p. 4).

Rosar/Klein/Beckers (2008) analysed the electioccasss of 512 politicians in the North
Rhine-Westphalia state election of 2005. Their ltesshowed that “attractive constituency
candidates receive a higher poll” (Rosar/Klein/Bask2008, p. 76). In an earlier study
Klein/Rosar (2005) analysed the relationship betwphysical attractiveness and election
success using data of the German federal electib802. The study revealed a statistically
significant and a politically relevant influence péliticians’ physical attractiveness on their

first-vote result, irrespective of their genderg(d€lein/Rosar 2005, p. 283). Similar studies



for American politicians were conducted by Todost\al. (2005), who asked participants to
evaluate photographs of candidates for the U. 8at8g2000, 2002, and 2004) and the House
of Representatives (2002 and 2004) with respecbtopetence (see ibidem, p. 1624). Pair-
wise comparisons showed that perceived competemes mbt only predict the winner but is

also positively correlated with the differenceshe share of votes (see ibidem, p. 1624).

Felton et al. (2008, p.49) analysed 6,852 ratinfgsprofessors’ teaching published on
RateMyProfessors.camThey reported that the correlation for Qualitydaklotness is
significant on the level of 0.01 and that the clatien coefficient amounts to 0.64 (see
ibidem, p. 49). A similar study based on 2,745nggi of university lecturers published on
MeinProf.de(the German pendant ®ateMyProfessors.cgmvas conducted by Rosar/Klein
(2009). The authors reported thedteris paribusattractive male lecturers receive better
student evaluations of their teaching than thess lattractive male colleagues (see ibidem,
p. 632). However, for female lecturers their resuidicate the contrary (see ibidem, p. 633).
In contrast, Riniolo et al. (2006), who also anafsdata provided by the website
RateMyProfessors.cqmsuggested that professors perceived as attracdueive better
student evaluations regardless of their gender. ddan@sh/Parker (2005), who analysed data
collected at the University of Texas at Austin, eata the conclusion that the influence of
perceived attractiveness on students’ instructioa@hgs is larger for male than for female
instructors. An older study, conducted by Goebedlea (1979) also suggested that attractive
lecturers receive better teaching evaluations. heweo the best of our knowledge, possible
relations between research performance and acaslepiigsical appearance have not been

analysed yet.

2.2. The Impact of Feelings of Happiness on Work-Rated Success

Graham/Eggers/Sukhtankar (2004, p. 332) found‘tiaxplained or residual happiness has
positive and significant effects on second periocome”. In other words, this means that
people who were happier in 1995 reported a higheome in a survey 5 years later (see
ibidem, p. 319). This result is based on 4,457 ndagi®ns, which are part of a large panel for
Russia: the Russia Longitudinal Monitoring Survesgd ibidem, p. 321/333). The panel
contains observations on happiness and incomeefgpondents who were questioned at
different points of time (see ibidem, p. 322). Suldia are very rare (see ibidem, p. 322).
Diener et al. (2002) conducted another longitudisialdy over a 19-year period. Their
analysis showed “that individuals with a higher etiglness rating at college entry have a



higher current income and a higher job satisfaataiimg and are less likely ever to have been
unemployed than individuals with a lower cheerfskeating” (Diener et al. 2002, p. 229).
The authors used information provided by three likegtas, (a) the “College and Beyond”
survey database, (b) an institutional records d@aband (c) “The American Freshman”
survey database, and they linked them with the bélg special identification number (see

ibidem, p. 237). In total, their sample compris8%¥6 individuals (see ibidem, p. 239).

Boehm/Lyubomirsky (2008) and Lyubomirsky/King (200®onducted meta-analyses
considering three kinds of studies (cross-sectjdoagitudinal, and experimental studies) and
also found evidence that happiness promotes cawgaess. In addition, Hom/Arbuckle
(1988) found in an experiment with young childreatta happy mood state has a significant
positive effect on goal setting and on performarfegrithermore, Pannells/Claxton (2008)
reported, based on observations on 171 univergityests, that happiness positively affects
creativity. This finding also supports our hypoikesuggesting that feelings of happiness

have a positive influence on scholars’ researcfopeance.

3. Data and Method

3.1. Feelings of Happiness and Physical Appearance

We took portrait photographs of scholars attendivey72 annual conference of the German
Academic Association for Business Research (VHBBiemen in the year 2010. We also
interviewed them about their feelings of happindsgotal, pictures of 60 people were taken.
The results presented in section 4, however, ogfigr rto those interviewees who agreed to
answer our question about their feelings of hapg@neho had published at least one article
in a professional journal in the period from 20032012 and whose exact age was traceable.
This group of scholars consists of 14 women andn®s. The respective photos were taken
on May 28", 2010. At that time the majority of the photograghpersons held at least a
doctoral degree and many of them were universityggisors. To inquire about their feelings

of happiness we used a Likert scale ranging fraqwe€y unhappy) to 10 (very happy).

3.2. Evaluation of the Photographed Scholars

Scholars’ physical appearance was quantified byyaypp the Truth-of-Consensus Method
(Patzer 1983, p. 230). This method is used asmalatd procedure in attractiveness-research

(see Rosar/Klein/Beckers 2008, p. 70). Accordinthi® method the physical appearance of a



scholar is the arithmetic average of the ratingsoheshe obtains from different persons.
Rosar/Klein/Beckers (2008, p. 70) report that iplgipg the Truth-of-Consensus Method an
attractiveness score can be calculated by usingadl sumber of independent persons who

rate the attractiveness.

In this study we designed an online-survey, askituglents of the University of Mlnster to
look at the photos and to assess the photograpbesbrs’ attractiveness, competence,
trustworthiness, likeability and their feelings lidppiness. The survey was conducted using
the online evaluation system Eva$ys. regards to the evaluation of the photos theesits
used a Likert scale from zero to ten, with ten espnting the best possible score. Each
participant was asked to look at 20 pictures omer @another. The order of the pictures was
determined by chance. In total, twelve differenésfionnaires were created. Each question-
naire comprised 20 of the 60 pictures and eachunggictvas presented in four of these

guestionnaires. The students were not informedtkiegt were evaluating scholars.

In the summer semester of 2011 an invitation tai@pate in the online survey was sent to
364 students via e-mail. Those students were seleout of three different business
administration lectures held by a professor oflttstitute for Organisational Economics. One
of these lectures consisted only of students edolh the master course “Business
Administration”. The other two lectures were partacly addressed to students enrolled in
dual-subject Bachelor programs (for example “Ecoiesmand Law” or “Politics and
Economics”). The twelve different questionnairegaevevenly distributed to the participants
of each lecturé.Thus, each picture had the chance to be evalustatle same number of
students. In total 86 students (62 women and 24) mparticipated in the online survey. The
rate of return was 23.63 %. The respondents’ aged/between 17 and 30 years, averaging
23 years. Each picture was assessed by at leastdL@t most 37 students. On average each
picture was evaluated by 28.5 students (with adstahdeviation of 4.35). In the study of
Rosar/Klein/Beckers (2008, p. 71) “[each] packafphmtographs was rated by an average of
28.6 raters (standard deviation: 3.70)".

Table 1 summarises descriptive statistics concgrtime standard deviations of scholars’

physical appearance scores. Remarkably the minirthemnpaximum, and the mean are quite

! Graham/Harvey/Puri (2010, p. 3) also considered fif these dimensions: beauty, competence, trugtivo
ness, and likeability.

2 The main function of this system is to collectdstnt evaluations of teaching.

% None of the contacted students participated irertioein one of the three lectures.



similar for all of the five dimensions of physiagpearance. This indicates that the results of
the attractiveness research are transferable tottiey dimensions of physical appearance
which we also consider in our study (perceived cet@pce, trustworthiness, likeability and

happiness).

g;i)rgeegrsai(r)\ZeOf physical N Minimum Maximum Mean
Attractiveness 60 1.16 2.33 1.80
Competence 60 1.11 2.43 1.66
Trustworthiness 60 1.15 2.67 1.76
Likeability 60 1.21 2.57 1.82
Happiness 60 1.08 2.19 1.53

Table 1: Standard deviation of scholars’ physical ppearance scores

To test for the internal consistency of the evaduest, attractiveness-researchers usually
calculate Cronbach’s alpha, taking the evaluatieig@ns as variables and the photographs as
cases (see Rosar/Klein/Beckers 2008, p. 72). Irstualy the groups of students having filled
out the same questionnaire are quite small. Eaohpgconsists of at least 4 and at most 13
students. For these groups Cronbach’s alpha amouardaserage to 0.80 for the attractiveness
scores, 0.62 for the competence scores, 0.66 fortrtstworthiness scores, 0.70 for the
likeability scores and 0.73 for the happiness scdBg tendency, Cronbach’s alpha has higher
values for our larger groups. The values are pdatty low for the two groups consisting of
only four students. However, it should be noted #ah scholars’ photo was evaluated by at

least 19 students.

Torgler/Antic/Dullek (2008, p. 314) found that female respondeesceived the presented
(solely male) researchers to be happier than nesleondents. In our study the proportion of
female students ranges from 67 % to 81 %. To aealykether this proportion has an
influence on the average physical appearance sewesalculated linear regressions using
three explanatory variables: (1) the proportiorfeshale students, (2) scholars’ age, and (3)
scholars’ gender. The results (which are presentégpendix 1) show that the proportion of

female students does not significantly influencg ainthe five dimensions of physical appea-



rance. For this reason it seems appropriate to cwrdvaluation scores by female and male

students.

To reduce dimensionality, the principle componemicpdure of SPSS was used considering
all five dimensions of physical appearance. Thes&aMeyer-Olkin measure of sampling
adequacy is 0.559. Values above 0.5 are considered acceptable in order to reliably use a
factor analysis for data analysis (see Kaiser/Ri®&F4, p.112). The Bartlett's test of
sphericity is 293.91 with a significance level o£®.00. A significant value indicates that the
data are appropriate for a principal componentyaigl(see Dziuban/Shirkey 1974, p. 358).
The results of the principle component analysieaéthat a single factor loads for the five
dimensions of physical appearance. With the asgistaf SPSS, factor scores were saved in a
new variable using the regression method. This wamable was denotedverall physical

appearancelts mean is standardised to zero and the varisstandardised to one.

3.3. Research Performance

To quantify research performance of the photogrdpbersons, a list of their respective
publications in academic journals in recent yeaas wompiled. To that end we looked at their
publication lists in the internet and we used thegpmam Publish or Perish 3hat informs
about publications in the database@dogle ScholarFor each journal we looked up the
journal weights in theHandelsblatt-BWL-Ranking 20120.1 to 1.0) and in thé/HB-
JOURQUAL 2.1 RankingA+ to E, with an A+ representing the highest wéig Another
possibility to operationalise research performanctides the usage of citations as suggested
by Dilger/Miiller (2012). However, since we are asaly interested in the research perfor-
mance in the last two years, 2011/2012, we didonosue this approach. Many of the articles
included in our analysis have just recently bedpliphed and thus have not yet been cited.

According to the approach of thi¢andelsblatt-BWL-Ranking 201@ee Schlapfer/Storbeck
2012), we also transformed the scale of WHB-JOURQUAL 2.1 Ranking a scale ranging
from0Oto5(A+=5;A=4;B=3;C=2;D=1;£0). On the basis of this data we generated
three indexes to quantify the research performaAdeindexes have in common that the
journal weights have been divided by the numberubiors. The indexes are equivalent to the
sum scores of the publications in the consideredsyelhe indexdandelsblatt2012s based

on theHandelsblatt-BWL-Ranking 2012nd the index)Q2.1is based on th&HB-JOUR-
QUAL 2.1 Rankingln the indexref.Journalall journals have the same weight and we only

considered journals applying a peer-review procéssidentify these journals we used the
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JournalRankingGuidgrovided by the ZBW (Leibniz Information Centre B€onomics) and

IAB (Institute for Employment Research).

3.4. Statistical Evaluation

We usedSPSS Statisticfor the statistical evaluation of the data, patady for the
calculation of correlations and linear regressidnstotal we computed six OLS-regression
models for each of the three measures of reseacarmance. The models differ in respect
to the considered dimension of physical appearakeeontrol variables we always included
gender and age of the photographed persons. Tadeonson-linear relations between age
and research performance, age squared was inclungdidmodels. In addition we controlled
for the academic position.

4. Empirical Results

4.1. Descriptive Statistics

Our data comprises 14 female and 35 male schalasanomics. A summary of the statistics
for the variables used in this study is given ibl€al. The photographed persons’ age, their
feelings of happiness and their physical appearaei@ to the year in which we took the

photos (2010) while the research performance rdtethe years 2011 and 2012. The mean
values of the indexes for calculated research padaoce differ because of diverging journal

weights. A consideration of the different dimensioof physical appearance shows that
attractivenessas the lowest average score whiggmpinesdas the highest average score. In
addition, Appendix 2 presents results of Mann-WéytJ-Tests, revealing that female

scholars were perceived more trustworthy and likeedban their male colleagues. The

difference is significant at the 0.05 level and amis to 0.56 (trustworthiness) and 0.59
(likeability) score points. Inde3Q2.1shows a weak significant difference between mate a

female scholars. More precisely, male scholars havieigher mean value than female

scholars. This indicates that male scholars pubtisine often than female scholars and/or
male scholars publish in higher ranked professigoatnals. However, female and male

scholars do not significantly (not even weakly)fetifin the indexesdandelsblatt2012and

ref.Journalthat also measure research performance.



Minimum |Maximum | Median | Mean g;%?;t?gg

Age (2010) 26 71 40.00, 40.90  10.26
Feelings of happines (2010) 2 10 8.00 7.73 1.87
Physical gppearance (2010)

Attractiveness 2.62 7.10 4.7% 4.7% 1.09

Competence 5.49 8.92 7.29 7.19 0.82

Trustworthiness 4.38 8.46 6.96 6.88 0.84

Likeability 4.50 8.54 6.89 6.76 1.00

Happiness 5.29 8.93 7.5% 7.32 0.8p

Overall -1.99 1.69 0.00 0.02 0.97
Research performance 2011/2012

Handelsblatt2012 0.00 1.43 0.238 0.33 0.37

JQ2.1 0.00 10.38 2.00 2.93 2.80

ref.Journal 0.00 3.98 0.83 1.04 1.04

Note: N = 49 scholars

Table 2: Overview of descriptive statistics

4.2. Correlation Analyses

Correlation analyses were conducted to examinegihéons between gender, age, feelings of
happiness, physical appearance and research parfoemin 2011/2012. The results are
presented in Appendix 3. All three measures of aete performance are significantly
correlated between themselves<(p.001). The same applies to all dimensions of ighys
appearance. In most cases these variables aresiglsficantly (at least weakly at the 0.1
level) positively correlated with the measures ebkearch performance in 2011/2012.
However, the correlations between feelings of haggs reported in 2010 and research
performance in 2011/2012 are weakly significanbiy one of the three casagf(Journa).
Age and feelings of happiness are correlated sogmfly positively, while age and
attractiveness are correlated significantly neg#yivThis indicates that, compared to younger
scholars, older scholars are happier but lessctttea In addition, Appendix 3 illustrates that
perceived feelings of happiness are weakly sigmifiky correlated with scholars’ reported

feelings of happiness. This result is especialtgrigsting in view of the study conducted by



Torgler/Antic/Dulleck (2008, p.311), which analysed Nobel Prizgnners’ perceived
happiness but did not ask them about their feelaidmppiness.

4.3. Regression Analyses
4.3.1. Research Performance in 2011/2012 as theddelent Variable

Linear regression analyses were conducted to determihether research performance in
2011/2012 (dependent variable) could be prediataa feelings of happiness in 2010 as well
as physical appearance. Table 3 reveals the re€ierall we calculated 18 models. They
differ in respect to the dimensions of physical egance and in respect to the measure of

research performance.

It is recognisable that high values for feelingshappiness in 2010 have a significant (or at
least weakly significant) positive effect on thesearch performance in 2011/2012. This
finding is robust for all models considering di#et dimensions of physical appearance and it
is also robust for the three different kinds of genalisation of research performance in
2011/2012. In 14 of 18 models scholars’ reportedirigs of happiness in 2010 are significant

on the 0.05 level. In three models the significalesel is 0.10 and in one model it is 0.01.

Moreover, regardless which of the three indexesrégearch performance in 2011/2012 is
chosen as the dependent variable, regression asayypw that a trustworthy appearance
affects research performance significantly posiyivahis indicates that scholars who are
perceived to be more trustworthy publish more angilish in academic journals featuring
higher impact factors. Considering perceived trastiiness, in two of the three models the

significance level of trustworthiness is 0.01, meanodel it is 0.05.

A higher score for the overall physical appearaftbe result of a principal component
analysis with SPSS) has a somewhat weaker effettteoresearch performance in 2011/2012.
The effect is significant (g 0.05) withHandelsblatt2012s the dependent variable and it is
weakly significant (p< 0.10) forJQ2.1as the dependent variabléowever, the effect is not
significant at all whemef.Journalis the dependent variable. Whelandelsblatt2014s the
dependant variable, high values for perceived bKég have a significant positive influence
(p< 0.05) and perceived happiness has a weakly signifipositive influence (g 0.10).
However, these variables are not significant wi@2.1 or ref.Journal are the dependent
variables. In addition, it could not be observeat $cholars’ attractiveness and their perceived
competence significantly influence their researetfggmance in 2011/2012.

10



1T

Handelsblatt2012 JQ2.1
Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5 Model®&lodell Model 2 Model 3
Gender (male = 1) 0.244*  0.203*) 0.340** 0.303** 0.244* 0.273* | 2.035* 1.691¥) 2.813*
[0.303] [0.252] [0.422] [0.376] [0.302] [0,338] | [0.332] [0.276] [0.459]
Age (2010) -0.0958¢  -0.111* -0.088* -0.090*) -0.096* -0.084* |-0.794* -0.819* -0.679*
[2.643] [-3.082] [-2.464] [-2.507] [-2.687] [-2.353]|[-2.913] [-3.003] [-2.491]
Agée? (2010) 0.001*  0.001* 0.001* 0.001* 0.001* 0.001* | 0.010* 0.010* 0.008*
[3.082] [3.467] [2.770] [2.886] [3.118] [2.713] | [3.244] [3.248] [2.684]
Academic position
Not appointed as professor yet or before 2011 4.23 0.236 0.317* 0.286 0.280*) 0.28%) | 0968 1.034  1.621
[0.316] [0.318] [0.427] [0.386] [0.378] [0.387] | [0.172] [0.184] [0.288]
Appointed as professor in 2009/2010 0.279 0.306*)  0.355* 0.335* 0.336* 0.311* | 1.556 1.560 2.008*
[0.296] [0.325] [0.378] [0.356] [0.357] [0.331] | [0.218] [0.218] [0.281]
Emeritus before 2011 -1.043* -1,119** -0.882* -0.920* -1.102** -0.902* | -8.090* -7.681* -6.311*
[-0.566] [-0.607] [-0.479] [-0.500] [-0.598] [-0.489]|[-0.578] [-0.549] [-0.451]
Feelings of happines(2010) 0.070*  0.073* 0.066* 0.058* 0.060* 0.062* | 0.467* 0.474* 0.422*
[0.357] [0.369] [0.332] [0.295] [0.304] [0.312] | [0.312] [0.317] [0.282]
Physical eppearance(2010) A C T L H Overall A C T
0.060 0.072 0.180* 0.123* 0.10%) 0.123* | 0.299 0.777 1.375*
[0.177] [0.160] [0.410] [0.333] [0.247] [0.324] | [0.116] [0.228] [0.411]
Constant 0.982 1.137  -0.106  0.390 0.618 1.111  11.577  8.540 .1431
Adjusted R? 0.225 0.226 0.339 0.299 0.261 0296 0.173  0.214 020.

Notes: N =49; A, C, T, L and H denote perceivdthativeness, competence, trustworthiness, likégl@hd happiness. Standardised beta
coefficients are presented in parentheses: and ** denote significance at the 10 per cenpes cent and 1 per cent level respectively.

Table 3: OLS-Regressions for research performanc&i2011/2012 with different dimensions of physical
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JQ2.1 ref.Journal
Model 4 Model5 Model§ Modell Model2 Model3 Mad Model 5 Model 6
Gender (male = 1) 2.348*  2.012* 2.236* | 0.63%) 0.603*) 0.903* 0.778* 0.663* 0.716*
[0.383] [3.328] [0.365] | [0.280] [0.265] [0.397] [0.343] [0.292] [0.315]
Age (2010) -0.762*  -0.829* -0.69%) | -0.247 -0.234Y -0.174 -0.192 -0.211 -0.186
[-2.796] [-3.041] [-2.555] | [-2.443] [-2.318] [-1.720] [-1.900] [-2.084] [-1.843]
Agée? (2010) 0.009*  0.010* 0.008* | 0.003* 0.003> 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.002
[3.086] [3.370] [2.820] | [2.769] [2.611] [1.925] [2.178] [2.398] [2.114]
Academic position
Not appointed as professor yet or before 2 1.242 1.133 1.310 0.631 0.645 0.845¢ 0.743 0.716 0.737
[0.220]  [0.201] [0.233] | [0.302] [0.309] [0.405] [0.356] [0.343] [0.353]
Appointed as professor in 2009/2010 1.839 1.832  1.695 | 0.923*) 0.892*) 0.987* 0.93#) 0.93%¢ (0.894*
[0.257] [0.256] [0.237] | [0.348] [0.336] [0.372] [0.353] [0.353] [0.337]
Emeritus before 2011 -7.396* -8.561** -6.934* | -2,692* -2.405* -1.827 -2.078%) -2.459* -2.089*
[-0.529] [-0.612] [-0.495] | [-0.519] [-0.483] [-0.352] [-0.401] [-0.474] [-0.403]
Feelings of happines(2010) 0.40%)  0.430%) 0.408¢ | 0.225* 0.223** 0.206* 0.196* 0.203* 0.204*
[0.269] [0.287] [0.272] | [0.405] [0.403] [0.371] [0.353] [0.366] [0.367]
Physical eppearance(2010) L H Overall A C T L H Overall
0.642 0.390 0.769* | 0.001 0.102 0.422* 0.227 0.160 0.212
[0.230] [0.125] [0.268] | [0.002] [0.081] [0.341] [0.220] [0.138] [0.199]
Constant 8.271 11.108  11.348  3.243 2331 -1.180 0.664  1.4162.089
Adjusted R? 0.209 0.177 0.227 0.147 0.153 0.242 0.189  0.165 830.]

Notes: N =49; A, C, T, L and H denote perceivdthativeness, competence, trustworthiness, likégia@hd happiness. Standardised beta

coefficients are presented in parenthe

st and ** denote significance at the 10 per cenpes cent and 1 per cent level respectively.

Table 4 (continued): OLS-Regressions for researchepformance in 2011/2012 with different dimensionsfghysical




Apart from feelings of happiness and physical apgeze, Table 3 reveals that male gender
increases research performance. In 10 out of 18&tadbe gender variable is significant on
the 5 % level. In four models the significance lagel % and in four other models it is 10 %.
The variableAge andAgée are both significant (respectively weakly signifitgin 13 of our

18 models. In all these cases the algebraic sifjtieecage variables indicate that the research
performance follows a U-shaped curve. This indgateat, compared to middle-aged
scholars, younger and older scholars (but notectscholars) publish more often and/or
publish in professional journals featuring higherpact factors. At the bottom of the U-
shaped curves the age varies between 39 and 55 gepending on the different models. In
all models except one the varialelmeritus before 201as, compared to the reference group
(scholars who were appointed as professor befod® 20d who were not retired before the
end of 2012), a significant (or at least weaklyngfigant) negative influence on the research
performance in 2011/2012. The significance leveéd ¥ in 12 models, 1 % in three models
and 10 % in two models. The two other control Jaga for the academic position have a
somewhat weaker effect on the research performan@911/2012. In five out of the 18
models the variablappointed as professor in 2009/20i8Gsignificant on the 5 % level and in
seven models the variable is weakly significant @40level). The algebraic sign of the
regression coefficient is positive. The same is far the variabl@ot appointed as professor
yet or before 2011However, this variable has only in one model gnificant influence

(p < 0.05). In four other models the variable is weaiggnificant (p< 0.10).

4.3.2. Feelings of Happiness in 2010 as the Depemdéariable

Linear regression analyses show that feelings ppingss influence the research performance
in the following years. However, it might also baspible that scholars’ feelings of happiness
are influenced by their former research performamae this reason we conducted linear
regression analyses, usifgelings of happiness in 2083 the dependant variable and the
research performance in 2008/2009 as explanatargble. Further explanatory variables are
gender, age and age squared. In addition we ctadrdior the academic position
distinguishing between four groups of scholars:n@f) appointed as professor yet or before
201Q (2) appointed as professor in 2008/20d3) appointed as professor before 20@8)
emeritus before 2010The reference group is formed by scholars whoevagpointed as
professor before 2008 (group 3). In total we cated 18 models (see Appendix 4). They
differ in respect of the considered dimension oygital appearance and in respect of the

measure of research performance. None of the modetsls any significant effect of the

13



research performance in 2008/2009 on feelings gpin@ss in 2010. This indicates that

feelings of happiness influence research perfore#uot not vice versa.

5. Discussion

Happiness seems to significantly promote work-eelasuccess (see Graham/Eggers/Sukh-
tankar 2004 or Diener et al. 2002). Our resultscame that this holds also true for scholars in
regard to their research performance, but they absnggest the reverse causation. An
explanation for this observation could be a positrelationship between happiness and
creativity, as suggested by Pannells/Claxton (2008)might be that happier scholars’

generate more and/or better research ideas thaneb® happy colleagues. Conceivably, they
are also more motivated to encourage their projeeth though research performance does
not seem to affect their feelings of happiness. @sults help to understand differences in
regard to scholars’ research performance. Nevexbethey do not reveal whether and how
universities can enhance scholars’ feelings of mgss in order to increase their research

performance.

Moreover, our results indicate that even in thddfief research people use the physical
appearance to make assumptions about a persorestisgp In this respect, our results are in
line with studies analysing related subjects (sa&g Eelton et al. 2008 or Rosar/Klein/Beckers
2008). However, the dimensions of physical appesawhich have an influence on the
research performance, seem to differ from thoseedsions of physical appearance affecting
student evaluations of teaching (that is attraciss, see Felton et al. 2008, Rosar/Klein
2009, Riniolo et al. 2006, Hamermesh/Parker 200550ebel/Cashen 1979), politicians’

election success (attractiveness respectively ctanpe, see Rosar/Klein/Beckers 2008 or
Todorov et al. 2005) or CEOs’ performance (compegerespectively power-related traits,

see Graham/Harvey/Puri 2010 or Rule/Ambady 2008).our study, scholars’ research

performance is especially affected by perceivedtivarthiness while neither attractiveness
nor perceived competence have a significant infleern research trustworthiness is very
important, since the possibilities to check thereciness of methodical procedure and
reported results are limited. For this reason,eénss not surprising that the perceived
trustworthiness is the relevant variable in ourdgtuEven in the case of only considering
articles in journals applying a peer-review pro¢c@ssceived trustworthiness has a significant
influence. Nevertheless, our results do not allesvto determine exactly how perceived

trustworthiness affects research performance. Appgérustworthy might influence editors’
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decision as well as reviewers’ judgement, in casy know the author’'s name. In addition,
academics might prefer to work together and swapagdwith colleagues who appear to be
particularly trustworthy. Such research cooperatdso might lead to more and/or higher
ranked publications in academic journals. Howeteere might be another explanation for
the relationship between research performance anmtkeped trustworthiness. As our results
show that perceived happiness is weakly signiflgaobrrelated with reported happiness,
perceived trustworthiness might be correlated witaracteristics which positively influence

the quality of manuscripts. Finally, we do not knowhether and how perceived

trustworthiness is correlated with real trustwardss.

6. Conclusion

The results of our study reveal that feelings gigiaess have a significant positive influence
on scholars’ research performance. Converselyarelsgerformance does not seem to affect
scholars’ feelings of happiness. Moreover, the Itessuggest that scholars’ physical
appearance does not only affect their studentsluatians of teaching (as indicated by
previous studies) but also their research perfoomaHowever, while scholars’ evaluations of
teaching are influenced by attractiveness, theseaech performance is not influenced by
attractiveness but by (perceived) trustworthine@sir results help to understand differences
in regard to scholars’ research performance. Nbekss, they do not reveal whether and
how universities can enhance scholars’ feelingshappiness in order to increase their

research performance.
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Appendix

Appendix 1: OLS-Regressions using physical appearance scorestpendent variables

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Dependent Attractive- | Competence  Trust- Likeability | Happiness
variable ness worthiness
Explanatory
variables
Proportion of female raters 1.581 0.898 0.105 2.014 3.736
[0.049] [0.036] [0.004] [0.068] [0.141]
Scholars’ age -0.0258 0.018 0.022* 0.015 0.016
[-0.245] [0.224] [0.279] [0.153] [0.190]
Scholars’ gender -0.447 0.278 -0.559* | -0.607 -0.156
[-0.189] [0.152] [-0.305] [-0.276] [-0.080]
Constant 4.958 5.640* 6.324* 5.166 4.083
Adjusted R? 0.045 0.021 0.106 0.029 -0.013

Notes™)and * denote significance at the 10 per cent ap&5cent level respectively.
Standardised beta coefficients are presented iemaeses.

Appendix 2: Female versus male scholars

Mean Significance
(Mann-Whitney-U-Test)
Women Men
(N =14) (N = 35)
Age (2010) 40 41
Feelings of happines$2010) 7.64 7.77
Physical appearancg2010)
Attractiveness 5.09 4.61
Competence 6.99 7.27
Trustworthiness 7.28 6.72
Likeability 7.18 6.59 *
Happiness 7.39 7.30
Overall 0.24 -0.12
Research performance 2011/2012
Handelsblatt2012 0.23 0.38
JQ2.1 1.86 3.36 ()
ref.Journal 0.74 1.16

Note: *)and * denote significance at the 10 per cent ape6cent level respectively.
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Appendix 3: Correlation analyses for relations between gendegge, feelings of happiness, physical appearance am$earch performance

Fe%l]ings Physical appearancg2010) Reseazrgri f/(;g(irzmance
"6010) | tveness tence  worthiness apiy HapPmessOverall| BB 3021 ref Journg
Gender (male) 0.03 -0.20 0.16 -0.31* -0.% -004  -0.17 018 024 0.8
Age (2010) 0.38* | -0.29*  0.20 0.29 0.2 0.16 0.13 -0.03  -0.04 -0.04
Feelings of happines$2010) -0.09 0.08 0.15 021 0%7 0.17 0.23 019 0.59
Physical appearancg2010)
Attractiveness 0.51%* (0.38** (.59%* 0.45** (.68** | 0.30* 024  0.15
Competence 0.65%**  (0,53**(.44% (.74** | 027%) (.33 0.18
Trustworthiness 0.83*+0.60** 0.86** | 0.33*  0.31*  0.2%5
Likeability 0.86*** 0.95**| 0.35* 0.26*) 0.24%
Happiness 0.84** (0.33* 0.22 0.23
Overall 0.38* 0.33* 0.2
Research performance 2011/201
Handelsblatt2012 0.92***(.89***
JQ2.1 0.90%***
ref.Journal

Notes: N =49 (14 women and 35 mét}* ** and *** denote significance at the 10 per ceBtper cent, 1 per cent and 0.1 per cent level

respectively.
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Appendix 4: OLS-Regressions for feelings of happirss in 2010 considering research performance in 202809

Research performance in 2008/2009 = Handelsblatt?P

Research performance in
2008/2009 =JQ2.1

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model5 Model 8lodel 1 Model 2 Model 3
Gender (male) 0.068 0.004 0.170 0.384 0.253 0.246 | 0.089 0.017 0.206
[0,017] [0.001] [0.041] [0.094] [0.062] [0.060] | [0.022] [0.004] [0.050]
Age (2010) 0.418 0.395 0.422  0.464* 0542* 0.47%9 | 0.415 0.392 0.418
[0.294] [2.169] [2.317] [2.548] [2.974] [2.610] | [2.281] [2.150] [2.295]
Agé€’ (2010) -0.004 -0.004 -0.004 -0.005 -0.00%%) -0.005 | -0.004 -0.004 -0.004
[-2.008] [-1.890] [-2.055] [-2.287] [-2,716] [-2.355]|[-1.994] [-1.871] [-2.034]
Academic position
Not appointed as professor yet or before 201( 0.028 0.046 0.159 0.300 0.495 0.253 | 0.015 0.037 0.147
[0.008] [0.012] [0.043] [0.081] [0.133] [0.068] | [0.004] [0.010] [0.040]
Appointed as professor in 2008/2009 0.287 0.362 0.303 0.274 0.403 0.235 | 0.315 0.395 0.344
[0.054] [0.068] [0.057] [0.052] [0.076] [0.044] | [0.060] [0.075] [0.065]
Emeritus before 2010 2.886 2.712 3.001 3.515 3.950 3.561 | 2.835 2.656 2.930
[0.221] [0.207] [0.229] [0.269] [0.302] [0.272] | [0.217] [0.203] [0.224]
Research performance in 2008/2009 0.083 0.136 0.088 -0.149  -0.302 -0.092 | -0.006 -0.001 -0.011
[0.013] [0.022] [0.014] [-0.024] [-0.048] [-0.015]|[-0.009] [-0.001] [-0.017]
Physical Appearance(2010) A C T L H Overall A C T
0.101 0.027 0.198 0.430 0.64%*) 0.358 | -0.108 0.034 0.211
[0.059] [0.012] [0.396] [0.230] [0.309] [0.186] | [0.063] [0.015] [0.094]
Constant -2.986 -2.161 -4.008 -6.623  -10.101 -3.825 -2.9502.110 -3.986
Adjusted R? 0.035 0.032 0.038 0.079 0.120 0.062 0.035 0.032 380.(

Notes: N =49; A, C, T, L and H denote perceivdthativeness, competence, trustworthiness, likggl@hd happiness. Standardised beta

coefficients are presented in parenthesesand * denote significance at the 10 per cent apebcent level respectively.
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Appendix 4 (continued): OLS-Regressions for feelingof happiness in 2010 considering research perfoance in 2008/2009

Research performance in
2008/2009 =JQ2.1

Research performance in 2008/2009 = ref.Journal

Model 4 Model5 Model§ Modell Model2 Model3 M#d Model 5 Model 6
Gender 0.454 0.316 0.309 0.070 0.006 0.174 0.406  0.289 0.260
[0.111] [0.077] [0.076] | [0.017] [0.001] [0.043] [0.099] [0.070] [0.064]
Age (2010) 0.466*)  0.539* 0.473*) | 0416 0.392 0.420 0.468* 0.553* 0.478
[2.526] [2.960] [2.598] | [2.286] [2.151] [2.306] [2.572] [3.038] [2.627]
Agée? (2010) -0.004 -0.00%* -0.005 | -0.004 -0.004 -0.004 -0.005 -0.00%% -0.005
[-2.269] [-2.708] [-2.348] | [-1.998] [-1.870] [-2.043] [-2.315] [-2.787] [-2.375]
Academic position
Not appointed as profesr yet or before 2010 0.279 0.472 0.234 0.025 0.041 0.156 0.303  0.508 0.254
[0.075] [0.127] [0.063] | [0.007] [0.011] [0.042] [0.082] [0.137] [0.068]
Appointed as professor in 2008/2009 0.318 0.442 0.278 0.293 0.375 0.314 0.288 0.432 0.246
[0.060] [0.084] [0.053] | [0.055] [0.071] [0.059] [0.055] [0.082] [0.046]
Emeritus before 2010 3.446 3.891 3.506 2.870 2.678 2976 3.527  3.992 3.569
[0.263] [0.298] [0.268] | [0.219] [0.205] [0.228] [0.270] [0.305] [0.273]
Research performance in 2008/2009 -0.042 -0.054  -0.037 0.021 0.032 0.016 -0.086 -0.167 -0.057
[-0.063] [-0.081] [-0.055] | [0.009] [0.015] [0.007] [-0.039] [-0.075] [-0.026]
Physical Appearance(2010) L H Overall A C T L H Overall
0.451 0.663*  0.382 0.103 0.028 0.200 0.438 0.668* 0.364
[0.242] [0.317] [0.199] | [0.060] [0.012] [0.089] [0.235] [0.320] [0.190]
Constant -6.646 -10.140  -3.742 -2.966 -2.097 -3.975  -6.74910.463  -3.871
Adjusted R? 0.081 0.123 0.064 0.035 0.032 0.038 0.080 0.123  630.(

Notes: N =49; A, C, T, L and H denote perceivdthativeness, competence, trustworthiness, likégi@hd happiness. Standardised beta

coefficients are presented in parenthe

&nd * denote significance at the 10 per cent apebcent level respectively.
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